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Draft Minutes of Open Synod Meeting 19th Nov 2003 
At St Peter’s Hammersmith



hfd.org.uk

1. Welcome, Devotions The Area Dean welcomed everyone including Ven Malcolm who had kindly agreed to be present and respond to points. 

2. Discussion of ‘Resourcing Mission and Ministry' document

The Area Dean set the discussion into context. He was aware of 2 negative forces in the CofE: Dynamic Conservatism, and Conservative Inertia.  Our Mission Action Plan is intended to focus resources and effort into growth and co-operation, while covering our costs.

Questions and discussion followed:

a. (Rev D Reece) How are we supposed to respond to the document?  A Comments should go via the DSC to the Area Council. The Policy has been adopted but it is amendable is necessary. The real question is how it should be implemented at the Deanery Level.

b. (Philip Gee – All Saints) We discussed this at our PCC and support the main points made.  All Saints will co-operate fully in the ‘audit’ process.  But our key questions are: (1) Timescales? (2) What will happen in the Audit? (3) Who will the Auditors be? (4) Who will receive the results? (5) Will decisions be made? (6) Will outline figures be prepared on the likely impact of any schemes? (7) MAPs are only useful if implemented, so how do we ensure that they are? (8) Does the Diocese have a MAP, and how is this monitored? (9) How will the closure of Churches, eg St John’s Glenthorne Rd, actually be managed?

c. (Mark Lewis – St Mary West Ken) This is the 1st time I have seen this document. How do we respond – we don’t have a PCC now until the New Year? A it was sent to all Incumbents and PCC Secs.

d. (David Allsop – St Eth’s w St Clement’s) How many parishes have accepted this document?  There are anomalies and inaccuracies in this document [I think he was referring to the ‘Audit Report’ prepared last year, rather than specifically to the document under discussion].  Several Parishes have had a Sword of Damocles hanging over them and it quite unfair.  While this is going on we are in no position to make useful progress.

e. (Rev Sarah Archer – White City) There are a number of issues:

1. I was visiting a Church School and they were talking about Ofsted. How do we do accountability. We should not expect no accountability, but there needs a support structure. I used to be a Doctor and Doctors who struggle get a lot of support.

2. Rich churches who pay extra costs should not expect to have an extra say in the affairs of the Deanery.  This is not the Gospel way. She was talking to the head of a large church who was open enough to wonder whether he with 12 paid staff was delivering better value for money than a church with one paid staff member and more that 1/12th of the congregation.

3. We need to take into account the value of presence by the Church. For example she has only been asked to do funerals in her parish when ‘the people normally doing them” have been on holiday. Clergy who conduct funerals of other people’s parishioners without consent should be disciplined.

f. (Tiger Donovan St Eth’s w St Clements) A major difference between the NHS and the Church is that the NHS  is State funded. I’m not sure people have taken this in. Nevertheless we need clear thinking about this conducted openly, transparently and fairly.  The most important section of the document was §4. We are happy to have an Audit, but the one last year was carried out in a somewhat haphazard and partial manner. We need the process in the document to be followed properly in Central Fulham.

g. (Nicholas Beale – Sec and St Andrew’s) As I understand it the Deanery will be the forum within which such decisions will be taken,  and the Audits conducted, in the future, in a fair and transparent manner in accordance with this document? A (Area Dean and Archdeacon) yes, although it will need the approval of the Area on any decisions.

h. (?) Need to have a transparent process people see as fair. A yes.

i. Tim Atkins (Christchurch Fulham) In principle we are happy to support this document. However (1) It fails to recognise the need to support failing parishes in ways other than financial, (2) §11 – where is the detail on how we input? This needs to be very clear and transparent. (3) §4 These are the questions but what are the criteria?  We need to understand the context and be consistent and transparent. It is only if we are transparent that we will get support – otherwise it will be counterproductive. (N Beale) Would it help if it were made clear that it was the Deanery Synod to whom the SC was accountable on these issues? (M Colmer) It’s not just a question of resource of closure. There are other steps.

j. (Sarah Burrell – Diocesan Synod Member but expressing a personal view) I wish we’d put the questions in a more positive way (eg 7,500 or more) Also where is the Diocesan MAP?

k. (Ann Keim – All Saints) We agree that there has to be change – but it must be done in a way that we understand and have confidence in.

l. (Jeremy Ganga – St Peter’s) We should consider the possibility of clergy going part-time rather than being sacked.

m. (Isabelle Rosin – St Paul’s)  We voted on this at our PCC and passed it because we feel it’s the beginning of a framework that can be used.  Comments.

1. Who will conduct the Audit?

2. The questions of Children and Teenagers should be included.

3. We need to be more explicit about new ways of being church and of church planting.

4. We need to see all the points in the light of the Kingdom of God.

5. Why should we have to pay to a Central Fund in order to support specific parishes?

6. §10 – how is this to be managed?

7. We need feedback of strategies that are successful eg Alpha.

The Deanery Standing Committee would take all these comments and consider them soon.

3. Election of LDBS Representative

3.1 Proposed Procedure for LDBS Elections (for Item 3.1) The following was agreed with 1 against:

1. Candidates are asked to fill in a nomination form stating

a. Name

b. Address

c. Proposer and Seconder

d. Relevant qualifications or experience and what they can contribute to the LDBS.

e. Involvement of candidate, family or employer with schools, LDBS or other relevant matters

2. Any forms emailed to the secretary 8 clear days before the Synod will be printed and available to Synod Members as they arrive at the Synod.  For 2003 only, because of the short notice and the postal strikes,  anyone who wants to come forward at the meeting should bring 50 copies of their nomination form (reasonable costs of copying can be reclaimed from Deanery funds).

3. Any candidates available at the Synod will be asked to come to the front and answer a few questions within an overall time limit of 10 minutes.

4. Following the questions, if there is more than one candidate, synod members are asked by show of hands to indicate their preferred candidate.

5. A motion is put that the candidate with the most votes (separated by lot if necessary) be elected.

6. If this motion fails, motions to elect each other candidate, in descending order of votes cast, are put.

7. If none of these motions passes, or if there are no candidates at the Synod, then the DSC may, at its discretion, seek out and by unanimous vote of those present appoint someone other than a candidate rejected by the Synod.  Alternatively the procedure will be re-run at the next Synod.

3.2 Election No nominations have been forthcoming so Item 7 of the procedure will be followed.

Synod Members Present
Ann Faid
Arabella Wood
Chris Took
Diana Deighton
Felicity Sainsbury

J Reynolds
Mark Lewis
Dennis Browne
Isabelle Rosin
Nicholas Beale

Pearl Charles
Rev Shaun Atkins
Rev Donald Reece
Rev Gary Piper
Rev Gavin Knight

Rev Jack Maple
Rev Jim Tate
Rev John Henley
Rev Nabil Shehadi
Rev Stephan Welch

Richard Holmes
Robert Ashdown
Sandra Gee
Sarah Burrell
Rev Sarah Archer

Rev Jeremy Ganga





� EMBED Word.Picture.8  ���











[image: image2.png]{
:

5%



_1090856802.doc
[image: image1.png]{
:

5%







