Methodist Church Past Cases Review 






MC/11/5
Basic Information

	Contact Name and Details
	Elizabeth Hall, Safeguarding Adviser for the Church of England and the Methodist Church of Great Britain 020 7467 5194

	Status of Paper
	Final

	Action Required
	Decision

	Resolution
	The Methodist Council:
- approves the scope of the review (see paragraph 4)

- appoints two representatives to sit on the oversight / planning group (see paragraph 12)
The Methodist Council approves:
- the proposals about methodology and related matters contained within this paper - the allocation of funding for the pilot
- the formation of the oversight / planning group
- the implementation of the pilot in two Districts

and requires:
- that a report be made to the Council in September 2011 following completion of the pilot, with proposals for the full review. 

	Alternative Options to Consider, if Any
	None


Summary of Content

	Subject and Aims

	This report provides some detail about the proposals for responding to the Conference and Council resolutions about a Past Cases Review. 

	Main Points


	1. Purpose

2. Remit – what is a case? 

3. Remit – who and what is under review?

4. Remit – how wide across the Connexion? 

5. Initial screening

6. Methodology - identification of cases

7. Methodology – pilot of 2 Districts within 2010/11

8. Outcomes of review

9. Internal discipline

10. Scotland, Wales, Channel Islands, Gibraltar and Malta

11. Personnel for the review
12. Oversight/Planning Group

13. Funding

14. Actions

	Background Context and Relevant Documents (with function)
	The Methodist Conference 2010 accepted the need for a review of past child protection cases and asked for a strategy to be presented to Council about the way forward (Memorial 35). This paper sets out initial proposals for a pilot review in two Districts.

	Consultations
	Joint Safeguarding Liaison Group 


Summary of Impact 

	Financial
	£13k is needed to finance the pilot

	Personnel
	The review will involve one new administrative post support for 20 days plus the work of a consultant social work assessor for up to 20 days.

	External (e.g. ecumenical)
	These are further developments on an agreed way of working with the Church of England.  The Church of England has recently completed a past cases review demonstrating their commitment to this area of safeguarding work

	Risk
	Appropriate response to safeguarding matters is essential. Any failure to implement carries significant risks both to individuals and to the Church.


Past Cases Review in the Methodist Church
1. Purpose
The Methodist Conference 2010 accepted the need for a review of past child protection cases (see Appendix 1). Benefitting from the experience of the Church of England, this paper outlines the initial scoping process for a similar review within the Methodist Church. (See Appendix 3 for more information about the Church of England review.) 

The purpose of a Past Cases Review within the Methodist Church would be to:

· identify all safeguarding cases
· review the Church’s response in order to ensure that responses across the Connexion have been safe, compliant with legislation and policy (both state and church), and pastorally appropriate 
· implement remedial action wherever this is identified as necessary and to
· learn lessons about any necessary changes or developments in order to ensure that safeguarding work within the Methodist Church is of the highest possible standard.    

2. Remit – what is a case?

It is suggested that ‘case’ is defined as a ‘safeguarding concern’. 

The Church of England focused its work, which started in 2007, on child protection cases. Since that date, the work with adults who may be vulnerable has developed in importance. The Methodist Church has just published a new policy ‘Safeguarding Adults’. It is therefore proposed that this review incorporate harm to adults.

The Church broadly responds to two types of abuse issue: matters which have occurred within a church context and matters which are reported to the church as a matter of pastoral concern, but which have occurred away from the church. The boundaries can become very blurred – for example, when the familial abuse was perpetrated by someone holding office in the church. The data collection process will seek to capture these distinctions, but broadly all types of abuse should be covered in the review. The issues to be covered in the review should be: 
a) Sexual or physical abuse against a child or adult

b) Emotional abuse / neglect if at the level of significant harm – against a child or adult

c) Domestic abuse of any kind (child v. parent; wider family; woman v. man as well as the more usual male v. female violence)

d)  Any other use of a vulnerable adult -  financial / institutional

e) Accessing abusive images on screen. 

There is a difficulty about non-criminal boundaries with inappropriate adult sexual behaviour. For example, the vast majority of clergy discipline cases in the C of E relate to clergy adultery. Such cases need reviewing as part of the initial screening, to check that ‘adultery’ or ‘inappropriate sexual behaviour’ is not a sanitised reference to domestic violence or sex with a child or vulnerable adult, but adultery per se should not be deemed a ‘case’. 

3. Remit – who and what is under review?

There are four categories of people to be reviewed:
a) ministers (presbyters and deacons)
b) lay volunteers with designated roles but who are not paid employees e.g. local preacher; circuit steward; 

c) lay employees 

d) members of Methodist churches, including as part of Local Ecumenical Partnerships 
(LEPs).


The last three categories often overlap – a person can be employed as a lay pastoral worker, who is also a local preacher within the same Circuit, and a Methodist member. 

The review will seek to identify all cases of safeguarding concern; to ensure that safe arrangements are now in place and to enable lessons to be learned. These lessons will relate not only to how the Church responded to concerns that have been raised. In addition, lessons will need to be learned about how well the Church enables such concerns to be recognised, voiced and responded to – the review will provide a picture of how open is the culture to noticing and reporting concerns.  

4. Remit – how wide across the Connexion?

The CofE review did not cover church schools or religious orders, although such establishments were encouraged to adopt a similar process. Within the Methodist context, it is suggested that the following must be included:-

· All churches, circuits, districts and regional training forums
· All employing bodies that are consolidated into the annual accounts of the Methodist Church in Great Britain as a registered charity, including Mission Partners (who are contractually employees of the Methodist Council)

Decisions will be needed about other bodies that are either perceived to be part of the Methodist family or report to the Conference. It is proposed that the Church of England model of writing to all such bodies, telling them what is happening and encouraging them to adopt a similar process, would be suitable for the following:
· church maintained and independent schools

· Action for Children

· MHA

· Trustees for Methodist Church Purposes
· Central Finance Board
· and any other bodies identified through the governance scrutiny process. 
5. Initial screening

The first action (see methodology below) will be to try to identify all cases of concern. From these, an initial screen will be needed to identify whether these are safeguarding cases or whether the concern, however valid, relates to something other than risks to children or vulnerable adults (see comment about adultery cases in 2 above). This initial identification and screening needs to be set at a lower threshold than set out at 2) above, because 
safeguarding concerns are often sanitised in other language (for example, two incidents encountered in the last few weeks:  ‘marital difficulties’ was used to describe domestic violence in front of children; ‘viewing images of women on screen’ was used to describe images of child abuse, mainly young teenage girls being raped and physically abused). 

In addition, the timescale needs to be very long - many concerns date back to the 1960’s and 70’s when sexual abuse in the Church was just being identified. For the review to be credible it needs to try to reach this far back.  The CofE review covered this extended timescale and in addition, it covered cases where the alleged perpetrator had since died – this was both to ensure that support had been made available for victims of abuse, and to ensure that any lessons that could be learned were made available to the review.  

6. Methodology - identification of cases

Based on the proposal above, ‘case’ should be defined as a ‘safeguarding concern’. In seeking to identify cases, the PCR will have to operate in a context of very limited files. The Methodist Church is currently developing personnel files for ministers but there has been no coherent connexional holding of these to date. There is no connexional system for holding files for those who hold roles or who are a member of the Church. The lay employment files are held locally and vary widely in existence and quality. The methodology will need to address this limitation.
 
7. Methodology – pilot in two Districts within 2010/11  

It is proposed to pilot the methodology set out below in one or two Districts during March - July 2011. It is suggested that Wales be one, in recognition of Wales having brought the memorial to the Conference. It is further suggested that the second District be identified by the oversight / planning group (see below).  This methodology is based on the CofE process:

· Seek from each district and the Connexion, information about any complaint or disciplinary matter of any kind; plus information about allegations relating to behaviour that never got into a formal process, going back to the 1960’s (or even earlier) wherever possible

· Check with those responsible for Connexional complaints and discipline procedures and other related procedures – they would need to identify all relevant files held centrally for cases arising in those two districts 
· Require each Superintendent and District Chair to check what may be held in circuit or district offices as written information relating to any concern at all to assess whether there are safeguarding implications. Write to current and previous Chairs of Districts (going back to 1960’s wherever possible) asking for any names in their memory relating to any safeguarding concern, and if they are aware of any evidence or other people to contact. 
· Write to all ex-Presidents (going back to 1960’s wherever possible) asking for any knowledge about any safeguarding concern from those 2 Districts, and if they are aware of any evidence or other people to contact. 

8. Outcomes of review (see Appendix 2)

One learning point from the CofE review was to have been clearer from the outset about actions that may need to be taken, including thresholds. For the Methodist review, a scale could be adopted as set out in Appendix 2. The precise definitions still need refining through work with safeguarding and research colleagues but are provided here as examples. Advice from C of E colleagues is that clarification of these two tables before the full review starts is vital to ensuring the consistency and usability of the end data. 

9. Internal discipline
In some cases the finding may be that due process, even for the contemporary period of time, was not followed.

In others, due process was followed but with the benefit of hindsight the outcome is now deemed unsafe, unfair or against current procedure.
In either of these two situations, there needs to be clarity about what can now happen. This will be provided in advance of the pilot, through working together with the Connexional Team Head of Governance Support, the Revd Gareth Powell. The role of the pilot would be to identify these anomalous situations, provide an assessment with recommendations about future actions. Decisions would then be taken in line with Methodist procedure. 
10. Scotland, Wales, Channel Islands, Gibraltar and Malta

Parts of the Methodist Connexion operate under a different basis in respect of criminal, child or adult protection legislation. The thresholds for any possible referral will need to comply with the relevant framework, as does current practice. It is not envisaged that any other difference will be required to the methodology. 

11. Personnel to conduct the review

Any cases identified will need to be reviewed by an external reviewer so that the outcomes (see 8 above) are both consistent across the Connexion and validated externally to Methodism. The external reviewer/s will hold professional qualifications and expertise in the areas of child and /or adult protection. The CofE review appointed at least one reviewer per diocese, and so there would be people available with this relevant Church experience as well as the requisite professional background. The connexional safeguarding adviser would recruit and manage the reviewer/s.
The administrative process of the review will not be within the capacity of existing safeguarding resources, which is 0.25 (full-time-equivalent) safeguarding assistant at Connexional level, with no safeguarding administrative resources at church, circuit and district levels. 

One important outcome of the scoping pilot study will be to identify more clearly what level of resource will need to be commissioned for the review to be undertaken across the Connexion. 
For the pilot, it is envisaged that 20 days administrative assistant and 20 days external reviewer time will be needed over a four month period. 


12. Oversight/Planning Group

It is proposed that an oversight / planning group be established. This should have representation from bodies external to the Methodist Church as well as nominations from the Joint Safeguarding Liaison Group and the Methodist Council. The Methodist Council is asked to nominate two of its members to join the Oversight Group.  


13. Funding

There are no national figures available in the Church of England for the cost of this exercise. The initial planned cost of the reviewer in each diocese was £5,000. (There are 43 dioceses). This was based on reading all clergy files plus any other relevant documentation. Administrative resources were provided in-house by each diocese, usually from the staff who process CRB applications for each diocese. The two key differences for the Methodist Church are first the absence of clergy files, so the reviewers will only be reading the other relevant documentation or speaking directly with individuals eg Chairs of District. Secondly, the lack of administrative resource to match the Diocesan CRB facility means that this capacity cannot be absorbed from existing staff - it will need to be provided. In advance of any Methodist pilot, it is hard to estimate how these two differences may impact upon the resources needed. 

As stated above, one key outcome from the pilot would be clarification about costs within the Methodist context. There will inevitably be increased costs in the pilot since processes will be being devised and carried out for the first time. In particular, the Complaints and Discipline files are not stored by District and so there will be a major, one-off piece of work required to make this identification. 

For the pilot, the estimated Connexional costs are £13,000 additional to the current safeguarding budget for 2010/11. This will be funded from the contingency budget. This amount comprises:
- external reviewer/s (20 days @ £450) £9,000
- administrative resource (20 days @ £137.50) £2,750
- other costs e.g. travel, postage, subsistence (estimated) £1,250

It is also possible that some costs will be incurred at a district level. The pilot exercise will be used to gain a more accurate picture of what these may be. 
14. Resolutions
The Methodist Council:
- approves the scope of the review (see 4 above)

- appoints two representatives to sit on the oversight / planning group (see 12 above) 


The Methodist Council approves:
- the proposals about methodology and related matters contained within this paper

- the allocation of funding for the pilot
- the formation of the oversight / planning group
- the implementation of the pilot in two Districts
and requires:
- that a report be made to the Council in September 2011 following completion of the pilot, with proposals for the full review.  
Appendix 1 –  Conference resolutions
Appendix 2 – Draft templates for recording the Past Cases Review (PCR) outcomes and actions
Appendix 3 – Brief report about the Church of England review 2006-09
Appendix 1: Methodist Conference 2010 Resolutions re Past Cases Review
	M35 Child Protection case review. 
The Nottingham and Derby Synod (present 184; voting 179; against 0) asks that the Conference direct the Methodist Council and the Law and Polity Committee to make immediate arrangements for the conduct of a past child protection cases review and that the Conference direct the Methodist Council and the Law and Polity Committee to make arrangements for the risk assessments to be conducted to assess the ongoing risk (if any) posed to children and young people by all those whose cases arise as a result of such a past child protection cases review. 
Reply
The Conference thanks the Nottingham and Derby Synod for its memorial. The need for a review of past child protection cases has already been noted by the Methodist Council and the resolution in the report ‘Safeguarding Children and Young People’ (MC10/37, printed below) was agreed by the Council. Such a review process has significant resource implications and requires setting up in a thoughtful and thorough way. It will involve the diligent examination of any records which have been kept according to relevant and designated criteria of risk. It will concern relevant information held by individuals, personnel files and District or Circuit files for incidents or complaints involving any risk of harm or actual harm to children which may or may not have been acted upon by the Church, or reported to the authorities, in the way they would be now. 

The review process itself could therefore take a number of years. A strategy for the review process will therefore be presented to the Methodist Council as soon as possible and progress will be reported to the Conference in 2011.  

MC/10/37  Resolution 9.2

“The Methodist Council notes the concerns and implications for the safeguarding and protection of children and the risks of harm to children raised by past cases, which may not have been known before or which may or may not have been dealt with adequately in the past and therefore still hold some risks for the Methodist Church.  It therefore further directs that these concerns be taken up by the Safeguarding Adviser and a strategy for addressing them be brought to the Methodist Council as soon as possible.

In particular these concerns include:

a) The needs for a review of past child protection cases on the model of similar work done in other Churches;

b) The consequent need for consistent keeping of records, including personnel files;

c) The trauma and harm triggered for survivors of abuse by the ongoing annual publication of ministers and preachers who, following police and disciplinary cases (including cautions or convictions) for harm to children or vulnerable adults, remain on the accredited preacher lists (circuit preaching plans), in the Minutes of Conference or published obituaries;

d) Information sharing between ministers, circuits and districts; a whistle blowing policy and responding well to survivors of abuse.

Any such should include all ministers, local preachers and lay employees working with children and District officers working with children.”

M36 Child Protection:  Minutes of Conference and case review
The Wales Synod (M) Present 77.  Voting 65 for, 12 against) asks that the Conference directs the Methodist Council and the Law and Polity Committee to amend Standing Order 010 (2) with the addition of:

iii) no person who has been convicted or has received a simple or conditional caution from the police concerning sexual offences against children shall have their name listed in the Minutes of Conference, Circuit Plan or any other official Methodist Church documentation; nor shall they be accorded the usual obituary in the Minutes of Conference.

The Wales Synod also asks that the Conference direct the Methodist Council and the Law and Polity Committee to undertake a feasibility report concerning the way forward in conducting a past child protection cases review, similar to the work done in other Churches.  The Wales Synod asks that the feasibility report be completed as a matter of urgency, i.e. within the next 12 months.
Reply

The Conference adopts the same reply as M35, noting that the past cases review will include within its remit the need to address the additional concerns raised in this memorial.”



Appendix 2: Draft templates for recording the PCR outcomes and actions
Table 1: Findings – Types of Cases

	Type of case
	In church

i.e. concern relates to behaviour by a church person as part of their role on or off on church premises
(Divide up stats by church roles as in 3 above)
	By church worker

i.e.  concern relates to behaviour by a church person but not related to the church role – based in family, friendship, previous role or on the web.

(Divide up stats by church roles as in 3 above)
	Outside church

i.e.  concern relates to behaviour by someone not connected to the church, but later reported to the church e.g. by the victim / survivor or by perpetrator joining the church. 

(Divide stats by church contact with survivor, perpetrator or other; also identify number of support & monitoring groups currently in place) 

	Sexual or physical abuse against a child 
	
	
	

	Sexual or physical abuse against an adult
	
	
	

	Emotional abuse / neglect (at level of significant harm) against a child 
	
	
	

	Emotional abuse / neglect (at level of significant harm)  against an adult
	
	
	

	Domestic abuse / violence
	
	
	

	Any other type of abuse of a vulnerable adult -  financial / institutional
	
	
	

	Accessing abusive images on screen
	
	
	


Table 2: Findings – outcomes and actions needed
	
	Outcome
	Action

	1.
	No safeguarding concern identified either at the time or now. 


	None

	2.
	Safeguarding concern identified. Appropriate internal Methodist action taken at the time plus:

A. appropriate liaison with the statutory authorities

B. inadequate liaison with the statutory authorities


	A. Nothing further

B. Consultation (and possible referral) with police, child/adult social care, Local Authority Designated Officer (LADO)



	3.
	Safeguarding concern identified. Inadequate internal Methodist action taken at the time (because due process of the time was not followed)  plus:

A. appropriate liaison with the statutory authorities

B. inadequate liaison with the statutory authorities
	A. Re-consideration of the matter within the Methodist church. This may lead to further involvement with statutory authorities for information

B. Re-consideration of the matter within the Methodist church. 
Consultation (and possible referral) with police, child/adult social care, LADO

	4.
	Safeguarding concern identified. Inadequate internal Methodist action taken at the time (because safety concerns remain currently)  plus:

A. appropriate liaison with the statutory authorities

B. inadequate liaison with the statutory authorities


	As for 3A or B above



	5.
	Safeguarding concern identified. Inadequate internal Methodist action taken at the time (because either hindsight or a change of policy now suggests the outcome was wrong)  plus:
A. appropriate liaison with the statutory authorities

B. inadequate liaison with the statutory authorities


	As for 3A or B above




Appendix 3 – Brief Report about the Church of England Review 2006-09
The Church of England is committed to providing the best care, nurture and teaching the Church is able to provide. Within a wider societal context of continuous learning about child protection and safeguarding, the Church identified a need to review past cases to ensure that:

· Any current or future risk to children was identified 

· Action was taken to address these concerns – for example, referrals to the statutory authorities where necessary.

· Where cases were identified support could be provided for the survivors of abuse, where these people are known and still in contact with the Church

· Lessons from the past could be learned to inform the work of the Church today and in the future.

The review was undertaken by the 44 dioceses. A similar process was undertaken for the two Archdioceses – Lambeth and Bishopthorpe. Independent reviewers were appointed by each diocese, with consistency of approach provided by the House of Bishops’ protocol. The review related to the work of all clergy, employees, readers and licensed lay workers, or volunteers in the Church about whom information of concern was found at Diocesan or Provincial levels.  Over 40,000 files were reviewed, some dating back over thirty years. In addition over 900 letters were sent to bishops, senior clergy and diocesan staff and their predecessors, to obtain further information beyond that on file

Lessons learned include:
Lesson Number One:

Whilst this review has been thorough, there can be no guarantees that all past child protection concerns have been addressed. Those allegations which in the past were not recorded could not be identified through this process, and may re-surface in the future. 

	“ Anyone who has information or concerns about the suitability of anyone working with children in a Church setting should share those concerns.... Such disclosures are the most effective way of stopping abuse in its tracks”  Bishop of Hereford


Lesson Number Two

This work increased the Church’s understanding of the way in which abuse can occur across the variety of Church settings. Policies and procedures are needed but these will not succeed without a culture of constant, informed vigilance. 

	“The biggest learning for me, and the biggest change, was the change in culture. We are all now more aware of what needs to be done, and what information we need to record and share with each other as well as with the police or Children’s Services.”  Senior member of the Archbishop’s staff, Lambeth Palace 


Lesson Number Three:

The keeping of detailed records is a core safeguarding responsibility for the Church. In particular we need to address further:

· How records of any safeguarding concern are made and retained.

· How records are moved between dioceses or other locations (for example a college or religious community) when clergy or other office holders move on

· How records are shared between dioceses when clergy /other office holders have permission to officiate in more than one diocese. 

· How records are shared when a priest is employed as chaplain, such as by a non-church organisation. 

· How records about concerns that are found to be unsubstantiated or unfounded should be retained so that any future information can be added to this historical concern. 

Lesson Number Four:

The importance of ensuring that all clergy and other leaders in the Church undertake safeguarding training, plus refresher training at regular intervals. This has now been approved by the House of Bishops, (May 2010) as part of the revised ‘Protecting All God’s Children’ safeguarding policy Fourth Edition. 

	“I welcome this commitment since it is only through the provision of high quality and up-to-date training that clergy and other leaders can be equipped for safeguarding, which, although essential, can also be a personally demanding and challenging task.”  Pearl Luxon, National Safeguarding Adviser, Church of England


Lesson Number Five:

The importance of ensuring that when a clergy or other office holder moves between dioceses or from a diocese into another church setting, all important information is shared. (See lesson 3 about records, above). This has implications for the system of ‘Safe to Receive’ letters between Bishops, in that the letters need to be:

· Always exchanged

· Based on information in the file rather than taken from the current Bishop’s direct knowledge

Lesson Number Six:

As part of the process of recruitment to clergy or other church roles, be these paid or voluntary, standard ‘safer recruitment’ policies need to be followed in addition to any particular processes for example, discernment about a calling to the priesthood. The existing vetting and recruitment policies have now been updated and approved by the House of Bishops, May 2010 – in a new document - Safer Recruitment (an interim policy) for publication electronically in November 2010. 
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