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REFLECTIONS FROM THE GENERAL SECRETARY
As always, the period since the last Synod meeting has been extremely busy. The breadth and
diversity of the activities carried out by the Synod are quite mind blowing! The Standing
Committee returned to its pattern of meeting bi-monthly on a Friday and Saturday rather than the
monthly one day meetings which we had trialled. I think this pattern has served us well. Some of
the issues which we addressed as a Standing Committee will be discussed in more depth during
the meeting of the Synod and I will not dwell on them here. In these introductory remarks, I
would like to address some observations on how I think the church is travelling at this time and
how we can rethink our primary calling to be a church at mission.
In reporting to the last synod (26 to 30 September 2014) I said that I believed we were in a
‘kairos’ moment in the church - a moment when God asks us to choose and to choose carefully
about what we want for our future. I made a few points which bear repeating as an introduction
to some further comments.
1. We often badly underestimate the size and complexity of the synod and how difficult it is
to lead, manage, direct and coordinate.
2. I still encounter the misconception that the church works like any other hierarchy and that
we have some perfectly efficient cascading mechanism by which to embed culture,
strategy, values, vision or practice. We don’t! Changing our culture is one of the hardest
aspects of the life of the church at the moment.
3. the pressures on the organisation militate against streamlining, unifying and cooperating
on a common vision, mission, and set of values. There are so many competing interests
and loyalties in our system and people work hard to defend their turf!
4.

We are confronted by the reality that even with our extensive wealth of people and
resources we feel ill-equipped to face the most critical challenges of our mission. For all
our incredible infrastructure and all the millions spent over the years, the President’s
recent census data revealed that, since 1991, we have lost 40% of our membership and
have 31% less congregations. What I observed as a result of these ideas is that in a
church as diffuse as the UCA, everyone believes that things should change, but we find it
hard to agree on what matters most, what each is expected to do or how to measure
progress.

I was glad to have my Christmas break in Geneva where one of the highlights was being at a
book launch by Jurgen Moltmann, who at 89 years of age was as lucid and sharp as ever.

One of the questions he was asked related to the upcoming 500 year anniversary of the
Protestant Reformation in Europe in 2017.
“How do you think the Protestant church is travelling and how will it celebrate 500 years of
Reformation?” he was asked. His response was “I think the Protestant church in Germany has
become comfortable and has very little to protest about!”
I have spent a lot of time thinking about that response. What is it that we would continue to
protest about? I don’t mean, what is it we would continue to squabble about – that is, what
internal disputes and wrangling’s do we entertain ourselves with in the church – I mean what
makes it worthwhile being the church in this age and what is God calling us to do?
In a reprinting of the booklets ‘The Faith of the Church’ and ‘The Church: Its Nature, Function
and Ordering’ – that is, the reports of the Joint Commission on Church Union first published in
1959 and 1963, David Gill (who will celebrate 50 years of ministry in the Ministry recognition
service) said of them, “What gives these two booklets enduring significance is their approach to
Christian Unity.
The Introduction to The Church, its Nature, Function and Ordering puts it succinctly. ‘The basic
conviction that has informed the work of the Commission is that we are required to place
ourselves afresh under God’s Word and asks the question, ‘What is God’s will for us now?’ If we
had simply asked the question ‘What is the least troublesome way to bring the present three
churches together?’ the answer might have been very different. That question – What is God’s
will for us now? – confronts the Uniting Church with continued urgency.
Andrew Dutney says “the Basis is all about mission because the church is all about mission. The
church of God exists for participation in the mission of God.” He does acknowledge that this call
to be missional in a church which is becoming older and experiencing a decrease in the relative
prosperity of members can be experienced as “an unfeeling goading” (quotes from Dutney,
Where Did the Joy Come from, 2001).
I hope that our engagement in mission always includes both words and actions, and that our
proclamation is always filled with joy. As Pope Francis recently said, “there are Christians whose
lives seem like Lent without Easter.” (EG 6) He encourages those who share the gospel to let
their lives “glow with fervour” as people who have first received the joy of Christ. (EG 10) May it
be so for us!
One of my joys last year was to act as host for a group from the World Council of Churches here
for a workshop on “life affirming evangelism for the city”. One of my roles was to arrange
exposure visits for the participants and it gave me the opportunity to see Sydney, and our
country through fresh eyes.
I suggest the following ideas in how we could approach our
community engagement – our mission and evangelism – in the future.
The first idea I wish to reflect on is mission as invitation. Our group worshipped at a church
nearby to our conference venue on the Sunday evening. The greatest reflection for our group
was the apparent lack of welcome which we received. We were not called upon to introduce
ourselves and although there was tea and coffee available at the conclusion of the service no
one greeted us or invited us to this or made it easier for us to feel welcome.

If evangelism is primarily invitation then surely our best efforts must go into greeting people and
making them feel welcome in our space. Is this not the meaning of Jesus parable of the wedding
feast (Luke 14)? Those who had no right to be at the feast are included and welcomed – the first
word of evangelism is one of invitation. The lesson for us at Sunday worship should be to
rediscover how our communities welcome and invite people into their midst. (Growth is one of
the initiatives of the Synod mission plan – how do we become a growing, welcoming church?)
On Sunday afternoon the group walked to Redfern, and visited “the block” which is itself a
contested space amongst indigenous people about how the area should be used. My learning at
this point was a reminder that in Australia we “second peoples”, always do our theology and our
evangelism in “invaded space” (cf Budden). How do we as people who live in Australia, or those
who come as visitors, even begin to understand the depth of desperation (and patience!) in the
aboriginal communities of our country where issues of land and space are contested not only by
the first and second peoples, but often also serve to divide the indigenous community itself?
(The UAICC will speak to us at Synod and raise their concerns with us)
Another visit was to two communities in Sydney’s King’s Cross area, the Wayside Chapel and
the Medically Supervised Injecting Centre. Wayside is a church community of the Uniting Church
in Australia famous for dealing with those who have “fallen by the wayside”. This community
runs a number of programs to reach out to those in need in their community. Their mantra
includes phrases like, “Love over hate” and “creating a community without a ‘them and us’” and
“we’re not much like a church, if you’re not much like a Christian”!
Following this visit, we visited the Medically Supervised Injecting Centre, the only one of its kind
in the southern hemisphere, a space which allows intravenous drug users to safely inject. This is
another project of the Uniting Church. Dr Marianne Jauncey, the medical director of the Centre,
is a passionate advocate for the work that is done there and points out how many lives have
been saved by the operation of this centre and how the centre is supported by the community,
police and residents.(Marianne will be speaking to the Synod this year).
These visits reminded me that the work of mission and evangelism is about saving lives, as
much as it is about saving souls. Just as Jesus journeyed with the least and the lost, so the
church’s ministry must always include engagement with those who are on the edges of our
societies.
Another walk was to a small church on the northern side of the bridge in Kirribilli, known simply
as “the church under the bridge”. This is an Anglican Church and we met with the Minister, Rev
Paul Dale, who told us of the work of his community. For most of us this was a very inspiring
story, and reminded us of the importance of the local, in the work of evangelism. Paul came to
this community convinced that there was work that could be done in growing a congregation in
this area. He started with around 20 people and now there are four services on Sunday,
incorporating a range of worship styles, age ranges and people of diverse backgrounds and a
total of over 500 members. In growing this church, the congregation and the leadership worked
intentionally to keep things local. They shopped locally, and they engage people from the local
community as much as possible.
One of the amazing growth stories was in the carols by candlelight event which they have at
Christmas time - this church group made sure that their open-air event, held in a local park
underneath the Sydney Harbour Bridge, only used music with a Christian focus. The crowds at
this event have grown steadily over the past few years until it has become a significant
community event for thousands of people.

This experience reminded me that our evangelism must always have a local dimension. While it
is tempting to want to do mission and evangelism work in some far-flung place, it surely is true
that all of us are called to engage the local community where God has planted us. At a time
when many churches in the West lament declining congregations and rising age profiles for their
congregations, here was a church which had determined that they would meet their local
community, engage with them and at the same time grow their worshipping congregation.
(Make sure you talk to Oliver Greeves, representing Uniting, who is a member of this
congregation)
We were privileged to participate in a celebration of Coptic New Year hosted in the New South
Wales Parliament House by the Coptic Orthodox community of Sydney. The Coptic orthodox
community was revealed in our last census as being the fastest growing church in Australia!
This event in our program reminded me of two things. Our future, not just in Australia but
globally, is a multicultural one. The presence of migrants enriches our communities, opens us to
new ways of seeing our world and our faith and is itself a cause for celebration. Multiculturalism
and celebration are good themes for evangelism. Our faith must always cross boundaries, our
faith must always learn from the other. More than this we have much to learn particularly from
the Coptic Church, a true Church of martyrs, whose church has been rocked by the violent
deaths of many Christians at the hands of ISIS. This serves as a reminder of a church, born in
martyrdom yet able to find a new home, in a new land, and still able to practice and appreciate
the depths of their faith and to celebrate that faith in the midst of the terrible events which have
surrounded them. (It is a pity that our membership at Synod struggles to meet its quotas on
multicultural participation. How can we do better at this?)
This Synod, where we will focus on progress on the Synod Mission Plan, Property for Pilgrim
People, hear reports on Uniting Redress, be challenged by Steve Bevans to think about what it
means to be a missional church, and spend time at imagining our future using the Open Space
Technology sessions will, I hope, give us both joy and encouragement. I encourage you to enter
into this meeting of the synod with expectancy that God is not finished with us yet. I hope that
we will leave the Synod meeting asking the question ‘What is God’s will for us now?’ and will
have the courage to work towards continually finding the answers to this question.

Andrew Williams
General Secretary

MATTERS BEFORE THE SYNOD STANDING COMMITTEE IN THE PAST 18 MONTHS
The role of the Synod Standing Committee is to ensure that the work of the Synod and the
oversight that the Synod offers with regard to the Church’s worship, witness and service
continues between ordinary meetings of the Synod itself. This report of the Synod Standing
Committee (SSC) reflects the wide variety of matters that have come before the Standing
Committee in the last eighteen months. The SSC met ten times during this period. I will provide
commentary on primary issues and mention in lesser detail routine matters and will not attempt
to cover information relayed in verbal reports.
Please note that where possible I have included a link to the online minute as opposed to
reproducing the entire minute.
All Synod Standing Committee minutes can be viewed at
http://nswact.uca.org.au/resource- centre/synod-secretariat/meeting-minutes/
MATTERS REFERRED FROM THE 2014 SYNOD
Synod 2014 minutes can reviewed at
http://nswact.uca.org.au/media/1490/synodminutes2014- final.pdf
A number of significant matters were referred to the Synod Standing Committee (SSC) these
included the implementation of the Synod Mission Plan 2015 -2017, Property for a Pilgrim
People and Climate Change. I will address these in greater detail below.
SYNOD MISSION PLAN 2015 - 2017
The Synod Mission Plan 2015 -2017 was approved at Synod 2014 and can be reviewed at
http://nswact.uca.org.au/media/1577/uc_synod_mission_plan-web.pdf. The Synod Mission Plan
was distributed in hard copy to all congregations across NSW & ACT and has been the
uploaded to the Synod website. This plan provides us with clear direction and implementation is
underway.
The SSC in December 2014 (214/SC)
http://nswact.uca.org.au/media/1504/synod-standing- committee-mintues-december-2014.pdf
assigned the nine areas of the Synod Mission Plan as follows:
UNITING MISSION & EDUCATION
1. Worship
2. Discipleship
3. Witness
6. Growth

UNITINGCARE
4. Service
UNITING RESOURCES (supported by TREASURY & INVESTMENT SERVICES)
8. Financial/Physical Resources
GENERAL SECRETARY
5. Leadership
7. Governance
Regular updates of progress against the Synod Mission Plan have been presented at SSC
meetings and the Board Chair’s and Executive Directors from each Board will be updating you at
this Synod.
I would like to note a significant piece of work in relation to Service in the Synod Mission Plan.
In the February 2016 meeting, Rev Dr Brian Brown tabled a paper “On the way towards
Wholeness” - A Developing Theology of Service for the Uniting Church in Australia (Synod of
NSW & ACT). This paper has been developed as part of Uniting’s responsibility for section 4 of
the Plan.
It is due for consideration by the Board of Uniting, following which some joint work
between Uniting and Uniting Mission and Education will produce a range of resources for use in
many different settings and contexts across the life of the Synod.
Governance is an issue for not only our synod but across the entire Church. The Assembly
released a National Governance Conversation - Discussion Paper Report in November 2015.
Our Synod engaged Mr David Radcliff to facilitate a review of governance with a report being
distributed to SSC members in November 2015. I would like to express my sincere thanks to
David for his commitment to this project. It is clear that governance and leadership must
continue to be major themes in the Church. There is also a considerable amount of work that
has been done on leadership by the boards of Uniting Mission and Education and Uniting
working collaboratively on projects.
PROPERTY FOR A PILGRIM PEOPLE
The Property for a Pilgrim People project has been about initiating conversations across the
Synod, seeking to model a process of collaboration, engaging the Church as broadly as
possible, building trust, drawing on the wisdom of the people, discerning the guidance of the
Spirit with the hope that proposals or direction would emanate from the conversations. Synod
2014 resolved 156,157,158/14S
http://nswact.uca.org.au/media/1490/synodminutes2014- final.pdf. These very important
matters were referred to SSC and I will summarise progress to date.

1. Proceeds of Sale Policy
2. Minister’s Residences
3. Conversations with UAICC
In November 2014 the SSC assigned responsibility of the above 197/14SC
http://nswact.uca.org.au/media/1495/sc141108-minutes-final.pdf
Sales Proceeds Policy
Uniting Resources has in conjunction with presbyteries and the wider church has worked on
developing the revised Proceeds of Sales Policy. The draft policy was endorsed by SSC in
February 2016 (10/16SC) and will be discussed in Group work at this Synod. The draft policy
can be found as Appendix A.
Minister’s Residences
Governance and Nominations Remuneration Committee (GNRC) were tasked with responsibility
of reviewing Ministers’ remuneration and entitlements including terms and conditions of manses.
This is a major undertaking that GNRC have worked on throughout the last 18 months as part of
their review of stipends. On completion GNRC will report to the incoming SSC
Conversations with UAICC
UAICC held workshops in Lismore, Cootamundra and Sydney during November 2015 where
Theology of the Land and other property related issues were discussed. At least ten
presbyteries were represented and staff from the Synod, including myself attended.
On 23 February 2016 the UAICC Regional Council Executive members and Synod Board
Chairs, Executive Directors, Moderator and I met to explore how Congress might more fully
engage with the wider Uniting Church in NSW/ACT, This was a valuable meeting and I express
my thanks to UAICC for initiating this. Congress will report at Synod.

CLIMATE CHANGE
Climate change has been a regular agenda item with reports being received in April and
December 2015. Uniting Resources receive National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting –
Energy and Emissions reports twice yearly and these are tabled at SSC.
A fossil fuel divestment strategy which has been implemented since the last Synod, please refer
to the Uniting Financial Services Board Report.
SSC remain committed to continued implementation of the 2008 resolution 249/08S and the
2014 resolution 167/14S.
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1. SYNOD BUDGET
The Synod Budget has continued to be an important and ongoing issue for SSC. I am pleased to
report that as at 1 January 2016 the $100 million debt has been reduced to $69.5 million
following payments in late December 2015.The metropolitan presbyteries continue to work with
the Synod to identify other resources/opportunities. The net debt is expected to be further
reduced during 2016.
The SSC 143/15SC
http://nswact.uca.org.au/media/1728/final-minutes-11-12-december-2015.pdf
acknowledged and thanked Uniting Financial Services, Epping Uniting Church, Sydney
North Presbytery and Paddington Uniting Church for their contributions to the reduction of
Synod debt.
2. PILGRIM HOUSE SYDNEY BENEFICIAL OWNERSHIP
The SSC directed the General Secretary, Past Moderator, a representative from Uniting
Resources (Mr John Brunton) and Sydney Presbytery to have a conversation with Mr John Floyd
and other representatives from the Pitt Street Uniting Church concerning issues relating to
beneficial stewardship of Pilgrim House (38/15SC & 73/15SC). Meetings were in May and
September 2015 with the recommendation being tabled at the October 2015 meeting 118/15SC
http://nswact.uca.org.au/media/1691/final-minutes-16-17-october-2015.pdf
I would like to thank all those involved and express my appreciation to the Pitt Street
congregation for their assistance. We all hope that there is now clarity around the matter for
everyone involved. We continue to be thankful for the ministry of Pitt St congregation and the
leadership it offers.
3. NATIONAL CHRISTIAN YOUTH CONVENTION/YURORA BUSINESS PLAN
In April 2015 the SSC endorsed the Yurora 2017 Business
http://nswact.uca.org.au/media/1583/ssc-final-minutes-17-18-april-2015-v2.pdf

Plan

44/15SC

After successfully conducting the last NCYC we are glad that our bid to host another NCYC was
accepted. A venue has been found for the event after a few false starts, and this is giving the
planning team greater certainty about their preparations. Particular thanks to Bradon French for
his leadership in this project.

4. ROYAL COMMISSION INTO INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSES TO CHILD SEXUAL
ABUSE & SYNOD REDRESS SCHEME
The Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse was established in
2013 to investigate how institutions like schools, churches, sports club and government
organisations have responded to allegations and instances of child sexual abuse. Its role is to
uncover where systems have failed to protect children, so it can make recommendations on how
to improve laws, policies and practices.
In 2015, the Royal Commission held a public hearing into the responses of the Uniting Church in
Australia and Knox Grammar School, to incidents of child sexual abuse. It has said that its
Commissioners will make findings and recommendations based on the evidence presented at
this hearing in due course.
I attended the Knox hearings and have subsequently taken up the ex-officio role on the Knox
School council. It is clear to me that the culture at Knox has moved on completely from the
period under review by the Royal Commission. We have established Uniting Redress to deal
with cases of sexual abuse in our Synod and are currently dealing with a number of cases that
arose during the Royal Commission hearings.
SYNOD INTERIM REDRESS POLICY (DRAFT)
SSC have been regularly updated on the development of an Synod Interim Redress Scheme
noting that on 29 January 2016, the Attorney General and the Minister for Social Services issued
a joint press release stating that the “the Commonwealth government will lead the development
of a national approach to redress for victims of institutional child sexual abuse”. The Uniting
Church welcomes and supports this announcement but appreciates that this will take some time
to implement. In the meantime to address the immediate need for support for survivors across all
Synod institutions the Synod has adopted and offered redress based on the principles from the
Uniting and Wesley Mission policy.
We have allocated time in Discernment Groups for this to be discussed. Please see Appendix B.

5. PRESBYTERY TASK GROUP
In February 2015 the SSC received a report from The Presbyteries Task Group (PTG) advising
that as an initial step, they had reviewed documents from past processes surrounding
Presbyteries in this Synod. It has also sourced and reviewed documents from Vic/Tas, South
Australian and Western Australian Synods.
The PTG was keen to learn from past experiences and see what has worked in other situations
and what difficulties have arisen. In December 2015 (146/15SC)
http://nswact.uca.org.au/media/1728/final-minutes-11-12-december-2015.pdf.

The PTG advised that they would not be able to complete work, as was planned, for Synod 2016
due to delays in obtaining some information to assist with its work; however they will continue to
update the incoming SSC.
I would like to thank Rev. Grant Bilbey and his team for the work undertaken to date. It is
expected that the Task group will report to the next Synod.
6. GOVERNANCE, NOMINATION AND REMUNERATION COMMITTEE
The Governance, Nomination & Remuneration Committee (GNRC) was established in 2012 to
develop, support and propagate the implementation of sound, consistent and context
appropriate governance, nominations and remuneration policies and decision making across
Synod entities. The GNRC has had a productive 18 months with their input greatly appreciated
by SSC members.
Below is a summary of work undertaken by GNRC;
Governance









Facilitated process for co-options to SSC.
Reviewed basis of participation at Synod - different distribution from presbyteries;
definition of ‘member of Synod’.
Reviewed structure of ACOMP.
Developed, among others Policies re Staff on Boards; committee representation
following merger of Presbyteries.
Codified Conflict of Interest.
Facilitated SSC induction and Review of Performance.
Contributed to Assembly led Governance review including development of proposal to
Assembly 2015 re number of SSC co-options.
Co-ordinating revision of all By-laws (on-going).

Nominations



Oversight of all nominations to Synod Boards and key Committees.
Managed ‘prospect identification process’ (i.e. find potential new Board members).

Remuneration





Led review of 2015-2016 Stipend and Allowances.
Facilitated move for Home Endowment Fund (HEF) to be voluntary.
Leading review of tax free element of stipend - move beyond 30%.
Major work over course of year re stipends, allowances and Manse terms & conditions.

7. SYNOD RISK OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE
Synod Risk Oversight Committee (SROC) provided both written and verbal reports to each SSC.
In the April 2015 we noted the retirement of Mr Allan Gibson as Chair and welcomed Mr
Jonathan Rea as the new Chair (39/15SC). A minute of appreciation to Allan can be found at
http://nswact.uca.org.au/media/1620/appendix-a2c-b2cc.pdf and I also add my sincere thanks to
Allan.
In September 2015 the Chair of SROC wrote to all Chairpersons of NSW & ACT Synod Councils,
Agencies, Boards and Presbyteries advising that SROC would be seeking meetings to review
risk and oversight issues including the review of existing documentation and the audit trail of
decision making to establishing and maintain t h e risk management and mitigation environment
and activities. This work is still underway.
SROC continues to monitor risk across the Synod and I would like to thank the Committee for
their valuable contribution.

8. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR UNITING FINANCIAL SERVICES
SSC in December 2014 approved the appointment of Mr Warren Bird as Executive Director
Uniting Financial Services effective 12 January 2015. Warren has settled into his role very well
and we welcome him to his first Synod meeting.
9. FORMATION OF A NEW PRESBYTERY - KU-RING-GAI AND SYDNEY NORTH
PRESBYTERIES
The SSC has had regular updates on the proposed formation of a new presbytery upon the
dissolving of Ku-ring-gai and Sydney North Presbyteries and in December 2015 authorised
(150/15SC) the Ku-ring-gai and Sydney North Presbyteries to form a Joint Interim Standing
Committee exercising all the powers and duties of a Presbytery Standing Committee for the
purpose of progressing the formation of a new Presbytery in Northern Sydney and the Central
Coast.
The formation of a new presbytery on will be voted on at this Synod.

10. CONSTITUTIONS COMMITTEE
The Constitutions Committee meets quarterly to review and revise the constitutions of the many
UCA organisations within the bounds of the Synod.
On the recommendation of the Constitution Committee SSC approved Constitutions for the
following;











Gateway Family Constitution 177/14SC
UCA - Bankstown Community Visitors Scheme 178/14SC
UnitingCare Merimbula 179/14SC
Bondi Beach Community Centre 180/14SC
UCA Jingi-Wala Foundation 63/15SC
UCA Greenhills Camp & Conference Centre 64/15SC
UCA - Caringbah Craft & Activity Centre for the Disabled Constitution 103/15SC
Constitution of Parramatta Mission Community Network 83/15SC
Margaret Jurd College Constitution 122/15SC
UCA- Jannawi Family Centre 153/15SC

On recommendation of the Constitutions Committee revoked the Constitution of


The Forest UnitingCare Preschool Kindergarten 152/15SC

I would like to thank the Committee for the valuable work they continue to do.

11. STAMP COMMITTEE
The Stamp Committee established in 1977 continued its valuable work funding a range of
projects across the Synod. At the December 2015 Synod Standing Committee (159/15SC) the
proposed disbursements were approved. On behalf of the Synod I would like to thank some long
standing committee members who have retired in the last year





Chairman ,Tony Boughton,
Vice Chairman, Alistair Christie
Secretary, Carol Smith
Sales, Joyce Swanson

12. CANBERRA REGION PRESBYTERY
In December 2014 the SSC received a request from Canberra Region Presbytery to investigate
the status of their loan with Uniting Financial Services. The SSC appointed Rev. Suzanne
Stanton and Mr Ian Lawrence to conduct this review with findings being tabled at the April
meeting 43/15SC
http://nswact.uca.org.au/media/1583/ssc-final-minutes-17-18-april-2015-v2.pdf

13. LEGAL ACTION
The SSC formally gives approval when the Moderator gives permission to undertake legal
action. These decisions are recorded in the minutes as;
20/15SC http://nswact.uca.org.au/media/1557/final-minutes-7-feb-2015-doc.pdf
51 to 57 /15SC http://nswact.uca.org.au/media/1583/ssc-final-minutes-17-18-april-2015-v2.pdf
108/15SC http://nswact.uca.org.au/media/1661/final-minutes-21-22-august-2015.pdf

14. BY-LAWS REVISION
Another regular part of our work is attending to By-laws changes. This remains an ongoing work
in progress and for improved co-ordination, GNRC has the role of coordinating the changes
going forward. (NB. By-laws can be found on the Synod website
http://nswact.uca.org.au/resource-centre/synod-secretariat/by-laws/)

15. APPOINTMENTS
At each Synod Standing Committee we have a range of Appointments to be approved for
various Boards, committees and councils within the life of the Synod. This routine but important
work is carried out carefully with all appointments being noted in the SSC Minutes.

16. SYNOD AUDITED ACCOUNTS YEARS ENDING 30 JUNE 2015
The SSC in December 2015 on the recommendation of the Synod Audit and Risk Committee
noted the audited accounts for the years ended 30 June 2015.

17. BOARD REPORTS TO SYNOD STANDING COMMITTEE
All Boards have reported to SSC.
18. UNITING - CHILDREN’S SERVICES
In August 2015 the SSC received presentations on Locally Managed Childcare Services from
Uniting, Noah’s Ark Preschool, North Rocks Community Church Preschool and Burwood Uniting
Church. Following this Uniting conducted an independent facilitated consultation between
Congregations and Uniting. Findings were sent to all Uniting Church Councils and Management
Committees in December 2015. The consultation report recommended the establishment of a
Working Group (March 2016) who will explore governance options that reflect continued
involvement with the local congregation and community. No resolutions have been put to Synod
Standing Committee during the consultation process. This remains an important issue for the
incoming SSC.

19. DEVELOPMENT PRESENTATIONS
A number of exciting development presentations were made to SSC these included;




Maximising Property for Mission in Parramatta and beyond
Burwood-Croydon Vision Development
UME/Charles Sturt University Development Proposal

20. OPERATIONS OF FRONTIER SERVICES
Following the decisions made in the March 2015 Assembly Standing Committee the SSC
confirmed 37/15SC that it was willing to undertake the oversight and management of patrol
ministry within the bounds of its Synod with the understanding that this is initially to be restricted
to Cobar/Nyngan Patrol. Rev Karyn Burchell - Thomas was appointed as the contact person for
the Synod NSW & ACT
http://nswact.uca.org.au/media/1583/ssc-final-minutes-17-18-april-2015-v2.pdf .

PROPOSALS

That the Synod:
(i) receive the report
(ii) receive the Property for a Pilgrim People – Draft Proceeds of Sale Policy from the Synod
Standing Committee for final approval (Appendix A)
(iii) receive the Uniting Church of Australia, Synod of NSW & ACT Interim Redress Policy
from The Synod Standing Committee for adoption
(Appendix B)

APPENDIX A

17 March 2016

Proceeds of Sale Policy

1

PREFACE
Approver

Synod Standing Committee

Policy Custodian:

Executive Director, Uniting Resources

Applies To:

All entities except as noted in the policy

Reason for Policy:

To guide the use of proceeds of sale based around the intentional use of property
to support God’s mission

Policy & Procedures
Summary:

This document outlines how the use of sales proceeds is to be determined within
the Synod emphasising the role of property to support mission, the importance of
mission planning, the creation of a consultation team to assist in decision making
and the sharing of proceeds.

Related Documents:

This Policy should be read in conjunction with any other relevant Policies,
Procedures and initiatives including:
-

The Synod Growth Fund

-

The Covenant Statement with UAICC

-

The Mission and Property Resource Paper (To be completed)

Next Review:

Three years from date of approval

Revision History:

None

Supersedes:

Sales Proceeds Policy – August 2010 (as amended in April 2015)

Document Signoff
DATE

POSITION
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1.0

PURPOSE

1.1

The primary purpose of property is to serve the Mission of God through the life of the Church in its
worship, witness and service

1.2

Four principles guide property within the Church
1.2.1 Mission: Property resources the Church to be at God’s mission with mission being a cooperative
responsibility of the whole Church
1.2.2 Common wealth: Property is the common wealth of the Church
1.2.3 Stewardship: Good stewardship of property resources the Church to be in Mission
1.2.4 Best Use: The best use of property is defined by the Mission

1.3

Support for mission can occur in various ways: use of property for gatherings of God’s people, for
worship and fellowship; for accommodation for Ministry Agents, for community outreach and
community use or for investment purposes in order to generate funds for mission activities

1.4

It is recommended that all Congregations, Presbyteries and Synod establish Mission Plans which include
how property held supports the Mission of God

1.5

The retention or disposal of any property is to be determined through a process of discernment as part
of the ongoing mission planning process

1.6

Where property is sold, this Policy shall apply to the proceeds of the sale

1.7

In considering the use of proceeds, generosity is encouraged recognising the common wealth of
property and missional needs across the Synod of NSW and the ACT

2.0

APPLICATION/SCOPE

2.1

The Proceeds of Sale Policy (the “Policy”) will apply to all entities within the Synod except:
2.1.1 Uniting Financial Services (UFS)
2.1.2 Church schools
2.1.3 Uniting
2.1.4 Wesley Community Services Limited

2.2

The Proceeds of Sale Policy (the “Policy”) will NOT apply to:
2.2.1 Exempt Property – refer 3.0
2.2.2 Sales where the net proceeds are less than $50,000 with net proceeds being the sales value less
reasonable direct transaction costs

3.0

EXEMPT PROPERTY

3.1

Property used directly and predominantly for the provision of Community Services by Parish Missions,
Congregations and other service entities is exempt from this policy where funds are to be reinvested in
Property that would meet this exemption

3.2

Assets within a Public Benevolent Institution (PBI) that are related to the delivery of the PBI service are
exempt from the policy consistent with prevailing legislation

3.3

Property gifted as part of an estate for specified use is exempt to the degree that proceeds are
reinvested in assets that continue that specified use
3.3.1 Should the specified use no longer be relevant or achievable, Uniting Resources (UR) will advise
on the process required for Synod Standing Committee to alter the use of the bequest
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3.4

Property acquired with a dedicated (specified use) bequest or gift is exempt from this policy in
proportion to the contribution of the bequest or gift in the acquisition or improvement of the sold
property

3.5

The property acquired wholly from funds to which are attached specific restrictions on its use, including
monies from a Deductible Gift Fund

3.6

The property was acquired, or financed, by government subsidy or grant for which there is an obligation
to repay part or all of the grant or subsidy if sold within a specific, pre-determined period

3.7

Insurance proceeds are exempt to the extent that the proceeds are reinvested in an appropriate
replacement facility

3.8

Exemptions may be granted by UR at the time of the sale at the request of the selling entity. Requests
must be justified, supported with documents where possible and be supported by Presbytery

3.9

Property sales identified as part of the Synod Debt Reduction program are exempt from this Policy

3.10

Property sold to reduce the debt of the Presbytery or Congregation is exempt where the debt was
originally incurred to finance property or approved capital expenditure with any surplus after the debt
is repaid to be subject to the provisions below.

3.11

Manses are not specifically excluded as the policy permits full retention of sale proceeds as part of an
approved plan to replace a manse noting that any replacement residence where exemption is provided
must be to house a minister or ministry agent

4.0

THE DISCERNMENT PRINCIPLES

4.1

The mission of God is fundamental and the function of property is to serve God’s mission

4.2

The councils of the Church have a shared responsibility for the stewardship of property

4.3

Determination on how resources best serve mission, locally and across the wider Synod is best achieved
through a collaborative discernment process
4.3.1 It is recommended that the Five Marks of Mission be used during the discernment process
TELL

To proclaim the good news of the kingdom

TEACH

To teach, baptize and nurture new believers

TEND

To respond to human need by loving service

TRANSFORM

To seek to transform unjust structures of society

TREASURE

To safeguard the integrity of creation, and sustain and renew the life of the earth

4.4

Where there is a proposal to sell a property, the Presbytery in consultation with the congregation or
relevant body will make an assessment of the wider missional value of the property

4.5

If it is determined that the property should be sold, a Consultation Team (refer section 5.0) shall be
established to discern the best missional use of the proceeds of sale

4.6

The use of funds should be determined prior to the sale of property however a sale may be approved by
UR prior to the completion of any discernment/consultation upon the request of the Congregation and
Presbytery

4.7

Any decision made must be purposeful and have a clear direction for how a property or funds realised
upon sale will be used to support mission
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5.0

CONSULTATION TEAM

5.1 A Consultation Team shall be established to assess and determine the use of proceeds in circumstances
where the sale is of significant value (greater than $500,000) and/or where the funds have no specific
missional use.
5.1.1 The decision to by-pass the use of a Consultation Team lies with the Presbytery Chair or Property
Officer unless otherwise directed by Uniting Resources
5.1.2 Where a Consultation Team is not required:
5.1.2.1 the use of funds by a Congregation will be subject to approval by Presbytery, which shall
consider the objectives of, and consult with, UAICC
5.1.2.2 the use of funds by a Presbytery will be subject to approval by UR (for Property
initiatives) or Uniting Mission and Education (for mission initiatives), which shall
consider the objectives of, and consult with, UAICC
5.2 Where a Consultation Team is to be established, it shall be convened by the selling entity and comprise of
members (and at least one) from each impacted council or body of the Church:
5.2.1 Congregation: Where proceeds of sale will be under the beneficial stewardship of a
Congregation, the Consultation Team will include members of the Congregation and the
Presbytery, with the Presbytery Chair being the final arbiter in disputes as to team membership.
5.2.2 Presbytery: Where proceeds of sale will be under the beneficial stewardship of a Presbytery, the
Consultation Team will include a representative from Uniting Mission & Education (UME).
5.3

If the Presbytery or Congregation chooses to be represented by a consultant, the reasonable cost of
that representation will be funded from the proceeds of the property sale

5.4

Members of a Consultation Team should use their best endeavours to avoid or minimise conflicts of
interests and ensure any conflicts are disclosed

5.5

Members of the Consultation Team should be selected to ensure appropriate skills and knowledge for
the task.
5.5.1 Presbytery should seek the advice or an opinion from UAICC on potential sales and consider the
inclusion of a UAICC representative on the Consultation Team where appropriate.

5.6

In making a recommendation, the Consultation Team will
5.6.1 Seek first to understand the mission plans of the selling entity
5.6.2 Make itself aware of the mission plans and priorities of the respective councils of the Church,
including UAICC, consulting with those councils when necessary
5.6.3 Where possible, identify funds to be allocated to the mission of the wider Church
5.6.4 Seek active consultation and support from the relevant Congregation and Presbytery for any
recommendations it makes noting the particular needs of the selling entity
5.6.5 Seek to discern the best use of the proceeds of sale and make a recommendation to UR in
relation to property or UME for Non Real Estate Missional Activities (NREMA)
5.6.6 Enquire through UR as to whether another UCA agency/entity may wish to acquire the property
before it is placed on the market

5.7

Should the consultation period exceed six months, an extension of up to three months may be granted
by the Presbytery Chair in the case of a congregational consultation or the Executive Director of UME in
the case of a Presbytery consultation. This extension must be provided in writing and addressed to the
Chair of the selling entity council and members of the Consultation Team.

5.8

In the event that the Consultation Team is unable to reach a consensus on recommendations:
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5.8.1 The Executive Director of UME will arbitrate on matters relating to Congregational consultations
5.8.2 Synod Standing Committee will arbitrate on Presbytery consultations
5.9

The implementation of the decision for the application of funds must be initiated within two years. If
the decision is not genuinely initiated the funds will be available for repurposing

5.10

Where proceeds of sale are under the beneficial stewardship of Secretariat, UR or UME, the use of
funds will be based on the Synod Standing Committee approved Budget

6.0

APPROVAL TO SELL

6.1

Approval to sell a property will only be given by UR after:
6.1.1 A process of discernment engaging the appropriate councils of the Church to developed a clear
mission based plan for the use of proceeds has been completed
6.1.2 Approval by Presbytery after receipt of recommendations from the Consultation Team, if
formed, and an assessment of alternative uses
6.1.3 Approval by UME where non real estate missional activities (NREMA) are proposed
6.1.4 Advice has been provided to the relevant Presbytery for Synod property sales within their
bounds with sales to be noted in the Consent Agenda of Synod Standing Committee

6.2

Exemptions to 6.1.1 may be requested from UR when circumstances require a sale during, or prior to
the completion, of the discernment/consultation process

7.0

DETERMINING AVAILABLE FUNDS

7.1

Upon sale, the gross proceeds will be deposited in a UFS account from which shall be paid any relevant
deductions.

7.2

Funds available for missional use are to be determined after the deduction of:
7.2.1 Selling costs such as real estate agent fees, advertising, costs of a development application and
legal costs, relocation costs
7.2.2 Reasonable costs associated with the discernment and consultation process
7.2.3 Genuine encumbrances, such as debt specific to that property that was incurred to acquire or
improve that specific property

7.3

The balance shall be held with UFS until such time as the missional use is fulfilled or the funds are
repurposed
7.3.1 Funds may be held in an interest bearing account or other investment vehicle operated by UFS at
the direction of the selling entity
7.3.2 Interest and other earnings shall be credited to the proceeds of sale account
7.3.3 UR will be responsible for these accounts on behalf of the selling entity.

8.0

APPLICATION OF FUNDS

8.1

Net proceeds of sales are to be used to support mission as determined through a collaborative
discernment process as outlined above resulting in a clear mission plan

8.2

Sharing with the wider Synod under this Policy has two minimum default rates based on the value of
the net proceeds. Examples are provided in Appendix A.
8.2.1 For sales where net proceeds are less than $2,000,000: 10% of the portion in excess of $50,000
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8.2.2 For where net proceeds are greater than $2,000,000: $195,000 plus 30% of the portion in excess
of $2,000,000
8.3

Whilst a default rate exists, this policy allows for a flexible degree of sharing which may range from:
8.3.1 0% (No sharing) when the full amount of the proceeds of sale generated by the rationalisation of
property will be required to implement an approved mission plan
8.3.2 100% (Fully shared) when no missional purpose is identified locally

8.4

The final level of sharing determined through the Consultation Team process which should include
consultation with UAICC

8.5

Proceeds shared with the Synod shall be allocated to the Synod Growth Fund unless otherwise
approved by Synod Standing Committee

9.0

RESTRICTED USES - PROCEEDS OF SALES

9.1

Proceeds are not to be used to fund normal operational expenses such as the payment of salaries and
stipends and the ongoing maintenance of property

9.2

Applications for the use of funds in exceptional circumstances will be subject to approval of UR
(property related, e.g. asbestos removal) and UME (NREMA related, e.g. stipends) upon
recommendation by Presbytery

10.0

EXISTING PROCEEDS OF SALE ACCOUNTS

10.1

The Consultation Team process (as outlined in Section 5.0) is to be undertaken for all existing proceeds
of sale accounts greater than $500,000 where no decision has been made on the allocation of the full
amount of the account noting funds may have a missional purpose beyond immediate use

10.2

For sales accounts less than $500,000, a review will be undertaken as determined by the relevant
Presbytery

10.3

Such processes are to be completed within 2 years of approval of this policy

11.0

MAJOR DEVELOPMENTS (>10M)

11.1

Developments undertaken to expand the mission capacity of the Church will be subject to sharing using
the process outlined in this policy

11.2

Where asset sales are used to fund the cost of the development and surplus assets are retained for
generating missional income, the sharing will apply to income

12.0

REVIEW

12.1

This policy shall be reviewed after three years
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APPENDIX A
The following examples do not form part of the policy but are provided as examples of sharing that could be
reasonably expected under this policy.
Example 1: Sale of a surplus Church for $600,000 after transaction costs
After two congregations decide to combine, one Church site is not required and a decision is made to sell the
property. The default sharing can be calculated as:
Net Proceeds
Tithe free portion
Balance subject to sharing

$600,000
$50,000
$550,000

Default rate
Default sharing

10%
$55,000

Default sharing as a % of net proceeds
Retained by selling entity

9.2%
$545,000

The Consultation team would have determined, prior to sale, what sharing with the wider Synod occurs
through the Synod Growth Fund. This could range from $0 to $550,000 depending on the Mission Plan
developed after consultation with Presbytery and UAICC.

Example 2: Sale of a surplus Church for $2,500,000 after transaction costs
After two congregations decide to combine, one Church site is not required and a decision is made to sell the
property. The default sharing can be calculated as:
Net Proceeds
Tithe free portion
Balance subject to sharing

$2,500,000
$50,000
$2,450,000

Default rate on first $2M (less $50K)

10%

Default rate on balance over $2M

30%

Default sharing at 10% on first $2M

$195,000

Default sharing at 30% of Proceeds over $2M

$150,000

Total default sharing

$345,000

Default sharing as a % of net proceeds
Retained by selling entity

13.8%
$2,155,000

The Consultation team will determine what sharing with the wider Synod occurs through the Synod Growth
Fund. This could range from $0 to $2,450,000 depending on the Mission Plan developed after consultation
with Presbytery and UAICC.

END
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DELETED TABLE (Provided for Reference only – will not form part of final policy)
8.6

The default sharing to the Growth Fund is based on a percentage of the net proceeds
Net proceeds

Up to $500K

Up to $2M

Up to $5M

More than $5M

Default to the
Growth Fund

10% of the amount
greater than $50K

$45K + 25% of the
amount greater than
$500K

$420K + 50% of the
amount greater than
$2M

$1.92M + 50% to
100% of the amount
greater than $5M

At threshold:

$500,000 (100%)

$2,000,000 (100%)

$5,000,000 (100%)

$5,000,000+

Congregation $

$455,000 (91%)

$1,580,000 (79%)

$3,080,000 (62%)

$420,000 (21%)

$1,920,000 (38%)

Shared $
Example based
on net proceeds

$45,000

(9%)

Using proceeds of
$450K, sharing will
be $40K based on:

Using proceeds of
$1.6M, sharing will
be $320K based on:

Using proceeds of
$4.2M, sharing will
be $1,520K based on:

Using proceeds of
$8M, sharing will be
$3,420K based on:

10% of the amount
greater than $50K or

$45K + 25% of the
amount greater than
$500K or

$420K + 50% of the
amount greater than
$2M or

$1,920K + 50% of the
amount greater than
$5M or

$45K + 25% x
($1,600K-$500K)

$420K + 50% x
($4,200K-$2,000K)

$1,920K + 50% x
($8,000K-$5,000K)

($450K-$50K) x 10%

Or $4,920K if use
100% of amount over
$5M

Comments: Clarified sharing. The initial amount is established to ensure the wider Church has a strong
‘position at the table’ position and a discussion of equals whilst allowing flexibility to meet approved
missional plans. The final position will be determined based on the mission plan developed.
The proposed ‘tithe-free’ threshold is now at $50K with a 10% rate applied to funds between $50K and
$500K. The policy has been simplified and presented in a table format. Shared funds go to the Synod Growth
Fund.
Some have suggested the rates are too high and will discourage sales (noting some believe discouragement
already exists at 10%) however the final sharing is determined by the missional use. Land banking of
property as a defensive response should be addressed by Presbytery noting Regulation 4.11.10 allowing for
Presbyteries to determine alternative missional uses for property.
No allowance or allocation is currently noted for UAICC in this draft. This matter requires consideration by
SSC. UAICC has recently undertaken three consultations and is expected to present a paper at the December
SSC meeting. Regardless of the beneficiary, this policy posits that sharing must be based on an approved
mission use. It is arguable that this section is too prescriptive.
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APPENDIX B

UNITING CHURCH IN AUSTRALIA, SYNOD OF NSW & ACT
INTERIM REDRESS POLICY
Draft 18 February 2016

Explanatory Note
Unless specific reference is made in the text or the footnotes, this draft Interim Redress Policy reflects the most
significant suggestions made:


by the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse (the Royal Commission) in its
Consultation Paper on Redress and Civil Litigation released 30 January 2015 (the RC CP); and/or



in the submission of the Uniting Church in Australia (UCA) National Assembly to the Royal Commission in
February 2015 in response to the RC CP (the UCA Sub); and/or



recommendations made in the Royal Commission’s Final Report on Redress and Civil Litigation published in
September 2015 (RC Final Report);

This Draft also takes into account the:


Development by the UCA Assembly Standing Committee of a National Framework in relation to redress in
November 2015;



Synod’s recent experiences of dealing with applications for redress on an interim basis;



Feedback from Synod Institutions regarding interim redress; and



Commonwealth Government’s announcement on 29 January 2016 that it would lead the development of a
national approach to redress for victims of institutional child sexual abuse.

This draft interim redress scheme was prepared by –


Consultants - Susan Cunningham and Robyn Gray



Redress Consultation Group Members- Andrew W illiams, Jane Fry, Rhonda Ianna, Scott Graham, Claerwen
Little, Kay Freudenstein-Hayes, Mandy Cranston, Kath Merrifield



Feedback provided by – Kate Eastman SC, Ian Miller (managing partner Hunt & Hunt)

This Note and the related footnotes are for the assistance of the Synod and are not intended for inclusion in the final
version of this document.
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Overview
1. Our Commitment
1. The Uniting Church in Australia Synod of NSW & ACT (the Synod) and the Synod Institutions, (we/us/our) are
committed to doing all that we can to provide fair, consistent and compassionate redress for past child sexual
abuse committed towards children in our care.
2. W e recognise that some children, during their contact with us, did not receive the love, nurture and care that they
rightly deserved. W e will say ‘sorry’ to anyone who was abused when in our care and, in consultation with those
so affected, actively seek for ways to make amends for what happened in the past and identify how we can best
1
offer support into the future.
3. W e acknowledge that on some occasions our past support for survivors of abuse has been inconsistent and
2
incomplete. W e regret the anger, distress and frustration this has caused some survivors. W e are committed to
3
an effective redress policy which treats all survivors with dignity, fairness and respect for their individual needs.
4. Terms used in this document are defined in the Glossary.

2. Our Aims
5. Through implementation of this Interim Redress Policy, we aim to:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

Acknowledge our responsibility for past wrongs;
Help those who have suffered to heal and lead a productive and fulfilled life;
W here desired by the survivor, re-engage with the survivor; and
4
Ensure a compassionate and consistent response across the Synod.

3. Coverage
6.

This Interim Redress Policy applies to those adults and children who experienced sexual abuse as a child in an
institutional context while in the care of the Synod, through its Institutions, and the abuse occurred, or the first
5
incidence of the abuse occurred, before the Cut-off Date .
6

7. A Past Recipient of Redress may apply for redress under this Interim Redress Policy as follows:
(a) In the form of a personal response (see paragraph 10(a)); and
(b) In the form of counselling/psychological care (see paragraph 10(b) below) on an emergency basis if he/she
has no other access to counselling that is clinically required.
8. A Past Recipient of Redress may not apply under this Interim Redress Policy for redress in the form of 1.4(c)
below (a monetary payment).
9. Instead, a Past Recipient of Redress should make their application for a monetary payment (should they wish to)
under the Governmental-run Redress Scheme

1

Statement by UCA National Assembly March 2013; UCA Response to RC Redress Schemes Issues Paper no. 6 at page 2 para 2
This reflects the UCA Sub at p.4, except that the drafters have added the references to “regret” and “distress. But the thrust/substance of the
sentiment is accurate.
3
Last sentence was added by the drafters and is not contained in the UCA Sub.
4
This section was added by the drafters: it was not part of the UCA Sub.
5
This tracks the language of the National Framework
6
See Glossary for definition
2
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4. Available Redress
10. The redress we offer has the three components described in (a) (b) and (c) below. The principles underlying each
component are stated below.
(a) A personal response to the survivor from the relevant part of the Synod/Synod Institution;
(b) Guaranteed funding, when needed, for counselling and psychological care, for the survivor;
(c) A money sum which is a tangible recognition of the seriousness of the hurt and injury suffered by a survivor.
11. W e support the rights of survivors to retain control of how they deal with the harms they experience. W e recognise
that some survivors may wish to obtain a monetary payment that compensates them for the harm that that have
suffered. As the money sum available under this Interim Redress Policy is not compensatory in nature, a more
7
appropriate avenue for those survivors may be to pursue a Civil Litigation Claim.
12. If survivors wish to pursue a Civil Litigation Claim, that is their choice. At any time up to the signing of a Deed of
Release, a survivor has the option of discontinuing their application for redress under this Interim Redress Policy
and choosing to commence a Civil Litigation Claim. However, in order to maintain the efficiency of the court and
redress systems, and the effective targeting of funding, a survivor can access this Interim Redress Policy, or the
civil litigation system for a monetary payment, but not both at the same time.
13. If a survivor makes an application for redress in the form of a monetary payment under this Interim Redress Policy
8
and subsequently commences a Civil Litigation Claim, the processing of their redress application will cease .
However a prior unsuccessful Civil Litigation Claim does not prevent a survivor making a subsequent application
for redress under this Interim Redress Policy.
14. Those applying for redress (referred to as “survivors” or “Applicants”) will be given equal access to redress and
equal treatment, regardless of the Synod Institution in which the abuse took place.

Overarching Principles
15. In responding to applications under this Interim Redress Policy, we will:

9

(a) Ensure access to redress with minimal difficulty and cost and with appropriate support and facilitation where
this is needed: Applicants may engage with this Interim Redress Policy in a manner of their own choosing.
This may be verbal, written or on-line. Access to redress under this Interim Redress Policy will not be denied
because the method of approach was deemed to be wrong;
(b) Be focused on the needs of the Applicant;
(c) Offer, assess and provide redress having appropriate regard to what is known about the nature and impact of
child sexual abuse, at the hands of institutions, and the cultural needs of Applicants;
(d) Ensure that all those involved in interaction with Applicants and making decisions affecting Applicants have a
proper understanding of these issues and relevant training; and
(e) Offer, assess and provide redress having appropriate regard to the needs of Applicants, particularly
vulnerable Applicants who will be offered appropriate support, including costs of travel or other expenses if
needed.

7

RC CP pp. 132-133
Have I reflected your intent correctly here?
9
This section is based on the RC’s statement of the general principles that should guide the provision of all elements of redress: RC CP p.9
8
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Direct Personal Response
16. W e support the following principles for an effective direct personal response:
(a) Re-engagement with a survivor will only occur to the extent that a survivor desires it: where re-engagement is
desired, we will offer and provide support to a survivor;
(b) W e will offer and provide on request by a survivor:


a meaningful and genuine apology which is appropriate to the particular survivor and demonstrates a
genuine understanding of the survivor’s experience: such an apology will be provided verbally and in
10
writing if desired;



an opportunity to meet with a senior representative or representatives of the relevant Synod Institution or
and/or the Synod at a venue nominated by or agreed with the survivor;



an assurance as to steps taken to protect against further abuse;



access to relevant records of a survivor;



other support as may be available through the Synod;

(c) W e will be responsive to a survivor’s needs, acknowledging that there is no “one size fits all” and that redress
provided must be appropriate to the harm suffered and its impact on the survivor;
(d) W e will encourage survivors to engage a Support Person (defined in the Glossary) to assist them throughout
the redress process. W e will facilitate referrals to agencies which provide appropriately qualified Support
Persons;
(e) W e acknowledge that many survivors struggle to advocate for their own needs and that the support provided
by survivor groups is important in ensuring that survivors are able to access redress;
(f) W e will ensure that direct personal responses are delivered by people who have received training about the
nature and impact of child sexual abuse and the needs of survivors, including cultural awareness and
sensitivity training where relevant. All those engaged to handle or determine redress claims will be
appropriately trained in understanding child sexual abuse and its impacts and in any relevant cultural
awareness issues;
(g) W e welcome feedback from survivors about the direct personal response we offer and provide. W e will take
that feedback into account in our ongoing review of this Interim Redress Policy during its implementation.

Counselling and Psychological Care
17. W e will assist survivors to gain access to suitable public counselling services and will fund survivors’ access to
appropriate counselling services, where public services are inadequate or not available. W e will not direct ly
11
provide counselling services. Applicants’ needs for ongoing counselling and psychological care will be assessed
by the Redress Panel (see Glossary for definition). The only exception to this is that senior personnel of the local
entity may, in their discretion, authorise funding for provision of interim counselling to an Applicant seeking such
redress, while the application for redress is being processed.
18. W e support the following principles for counselling and psychological care for survivors:
(a) Flexibility and choice in relation to the type of service and the service provider;
(b) Counselling and relevant activities, including peer group support programs, that assist them in their life,
should be available throughout a survivor’s life, particular to their needs at the time;
10

11

RC CP pp.83-89
RC CP pp. 14, 193
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(c) Counselling should be available on an episodic basis;
(d) No fixed limits will be placed on services provided to a survivor: there will be a process of initial
12
assessment and ongoing review for each episode of counselling;
(e) Psychological care will be provided by practitioners with the right qualifications and capabilities to work
13
with complex trauma clients.

Monetary Payments
19. A monetary payment under this Interim Redress Policy is a tangible recognition of the seriousness of the hurt and
injury suffered by a survivor. W e are committed to a uniform, fair method for assessment of all applications for
redress. As with all decisions about redress offered under this Interim Redress Policy, decisions about monetary
14
payments will be made by the Redress Panel.
20. To assess the amount of a payment, the Redress Panel applies a matrix of the kind recommended by the Royal
Commission. The matrix takes into account:
(a) Severity of abuse,
(b) severity of impact of abuse (which is further explained in the Glossary), and
(c) Additional elements.
21. 'Additional elements' could include:
(a) W hether the Applicant was in state care at the time of the abuse, that is, as a ward of the state or under the
guardianship of the relevant Minister or government agency
(b) W hether the Applicant experienced other forms of abuse in conjunction with the sexual abuse, including
physical, emotional, spiritual or cultural abuse or neglect
(c) W hether the Applicant was in a 'closed' institution or without the support of family or friends at the time of the
abuse.
(d) W hether the Applicant was particularly vulnerable to abuse because of his or her disability.
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22. W e recognize that the method of assessment adopted, must not impose on the Applicant an analysis of their
experience at a level of detail that has the potential to re-traumatise them.
23. No minimum payment level has been set. The maximum payment has been capped at $100,000.00.
request of a survivor, a payment may be made by instalments over a fixed period.

16

At the

12

RC CP p.116, 122-123: RC said: It may be that institutions simply accept the advice of a survivor’s treating practitioner as to what the survivor
needs.
13
Practitioners funded by the Synod to provide counselling and/or psychological care will be members of one of the following registered
associations: the Australian Association of Social Workers; the Australian Psychological Society; the Royal Australian and New Zealand College
of Psychiatrists.
14
Note: Not making the Panel independent poses a conflict with the UCA National Framework (s 11(c)) also provides “All decisions about the
amount of the monetary payments offered to survivors during the interim redress measures will be assessed by a panel, which is independent of
the Church. The panel will possess a mix of legal, medical and psychosocial skills, including experience in issues relating to institutional child
sexual abuse and will be given training and guidance in the application of the redress measures.” There is also the RC’s comments on in-house
counsel and conflicts to bear in mind. However, RC Final Rec 76(b) says that for interim schemes: “If feasible, the process of receiving and
determining claims should be administered independently of the institution to minimise the risk of any appearance that the in stitution can
influence the process or decisions”.
15
This tracks the language of the National Framework
16
The Royal Commission recommended a maximum cap of $200,000.00 for the national redress scheme in its September 2015 Final Report
(Rec #19). The maximum cap in the UnitingCare NSW.ACT policy dated 10.3.15 which was adopted by the Synod as an interim redress measure
on 19 June 2015 is $75,000.00. UCA National Framework sets $200,000.00 as the cap. Note: the RC’s Final Recommendation 84 – “If the
Australian Government or state and territory governments accept our recommendations and announce that they are working to establish a
single national redress scheme or separate state and territory redress schemes, institutions may wish to offer smaller interim or emergency
payments as an alternative to offering institutional redress processes as interim arrangements.”
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24. If a survivor dies after submitting an application for redress, the application will not be further considered.
25. If the Cut Off Date occurs after submission of an application for redress but before a determination is made, the
Applicant may choose to continue their application to finality or to transfer their application to the Government-run
Redress Scheme

Uniform Process
5. Decision-Making
26. All decisions about the redress offered to survivors will be made by the Redress Panel.
decisions the Redress Panel will take into account the wishes and needs of survivors.

17

In making those

27. All decisions about whether the standard of proof has been met and about the nature of the redress to be offered,
will be made by the Redress Panel. The only exception to this is that senior personnel of the local entity may, in
their discretion, authorise funding for the provision of interim counselling to an Applicant seeking such redress,
while the application for redress is being processed.
28. The Redress Panel will apply the same assessment matrix to all claims for monetary payment under this Interim
Redress Policy. The Redress Panel will base its decision on written material alone, will record its decision and the
basis of it, and, where satisfied to the requisite standard of proof, will make a formal offer of redress to an
Applicant. The offer of redress will be open for twelve months from the date of decision by the Redress Panel,
unless an Applicant commences a Civil Litigation Claim, in which case the offer of redress will lapse on the date of
commencement of those proceedings.
29. For the purpose of enabling an Applicant to obtain financial advice in respect of an offer of redress, the Synod will
fund one session for the Applicant with a financial counsellor.
30. The Redress Panel will not make any findings that any alleged abuser was involved in any abuse. The Redress
Panel may defer determining an application for redress if the Synod advises that it is undertaking internal
disciplinary processes in respect of the abuse which is the subject of the application for redress or if the Synod
advises that this would interfere with an active police investigation. The Redress Panel may consider the outcome
of the disciplinary process, in determining the application.

6. Consistency and Central Co-ordination
31. This Interim Redress Policy is implemented via a uniform process, to ensure its consistent application across the
Synod/Synod Institutions. Irrespective of how an application under this Interim Redress Policy is made, or the
Synod institution to which it relates, the same criteria for eligibility, the same redress options, the same standard of
proof and the same criteria for assessment of redress by the Redress Panel, will apply.
32. A central co-ordinator appointed by the Synod will manage all applications made under this Interim Redress Policy
and will maintain a central database of applications. As such, the Synod Institution which receives an application
for redress will forward that to the central co-ordinator immediately on its receipt. The central co-ordinator will
monitor the progress of all applications received and will be the central point through which all applications are
submitted to the Redress Panel.
33. The central co-ordinator will check that the information provided with an application enables the Redress Panel to
make an informed decision in relation to each application. W here the information provided with an application
does not enable the Redress Panel to make an informed decision, the Synod/Synod Institution relevant to the
application will provide the central co-ordinator with specific further information in a designated timeframe. W hen
the additional information is provided, the application will be submitted to the Redress Panel.

7. Eligibility
34. This Interim Redress Policy offers redress where we exercised responsibility for the setting in which abuse
occurred. W e accept that we must take responsibility to make children as safe as possible in these settings.
17

See Glossary for definition. The RC’s comments on in-house counsel and conflicts are to bear in mind. However, RC Final Rec 76(b) says that
for interim schemes: “If feasible, the process of receiving and determining claims should be administered independently of the institution to
minimise the risk of any appearance that the institution can influence the process or decisions”.
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However, there must be a relevant connection between the Applicant and ourselves, before redress is
appropriate. The term “child sexual abuse in an institutional context” is defined in the Glossary. It will guide the
18
Redress Panel when assessing eligibility for redress.
35. An Applicant may be legally represented during the redress process, if they wish, and ma y bring a lawyer (or any
other Support Person) to any meetings with the Synod. W here a survivor’s lawyer attends a meeting, a lawyer
from the Synod will also attend. The Synod will not meet any legal expenses of a survivor, apart from reasonable
legal expenses for the purpose of a survivor seeking legal advice in relation to a Deed of Release. The purpose of
a Deed of Release is explained below.
36. A parent or guardian of a child may seek redress on behalf of a child.
abuse inflicted by another child.

19

A child may seek redress in relation to

37. Applicants for redress will be required to verify their application by statutory declaration.

8. Local Accountability for Direct Personal Response
38. W here an Applicant seeks redress in the form of a direct personal response from a particular Synod/Synod
Institution or specific part of the Synod, that particular entity will be responsible for delivering that direct personal
response. If desired, senior representatives of the entity will meet with the Applicant, listen to their account,
apologise and acknowledge responsibility for the past actions of that entity.
39. If desired, a senior representative will sign a personal apology on behalf of the entity, in a form which is
20
meaningful to the Applicant.

9. Qualified Case Worker as Liaison Person
40. An Applicant will have access to a suitably qualified case worker who will be a constant liaison person for the
Applicant, throughout the redress process. The case worker will respond to inquiries about redress, and assist
Applicants to access their records, make an application for redress, and access a Support Person (if desired).
41. The case worker will not make any decisions as to the redress to be offered to an Applicant.

10. Local Information Gathering
42. Each part of the Synod/Synod Institution will designate nominated contact persons to gather relevant information
about the application for redress and to compile a summary reflecting the available information and assess
whether further information needs to be obtained before the central co-ordinator can submit the application to the
Redress Panel for decision.

11. Standard of Proof
43. Reasonable likelihood will be the standard of proof applied by the Redress Panel when determining applications
21
under this Interim Redress Policy.

12. Deed of Release & Legal Advice on Deed
44. W hen a formal offer of redress is made under this Interim Redress Policy, the Applicant will be requested to sign a
Deed of Release as a pre-requisite to receiving a monetary payment. By signing the Deed, the Applicant will
waive the right to pursue a Civil Litigation Claim against the Synod/Synod Institution(s) in respect of the abuse that
resulted in the payment.

18

Definitions of “abuse in an institutional context” and “child sexual abuse” are stated in the RC’s Terms of Reference and its Final Report in
Recommendation #45.
19
RC CP p.62
20
FYI. In Qld Synod the written apology is not given until after a Deed of Release has been signed.
21
The RC has recommended that a standard of proof of reasonable likelihood be used to determine applications for redress: Rec.#57 on p.41.
The UnitingCare NSW. ACT policy dated 10.3.15, which was adopted by the Synod on 19 June 2015 as an interim redress measure, states that
balance of probabilities is the standard of proof used to determine applications for redress: p. 7 point 3.3.9.
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45. However, by signing the Deed, the Applicant will not waive the right to subsequently apply for redress under a
Government-run Redress Scheme.
46. Should an Applicant succeed in being awarded a further monetary payment under a Government-run Redress
Scheme, any monetary payment received under this Interim Redress Policy will be taken into account, and offset
against any determination made under a Government-run Redress Scheme if required by that Scheme.
47. W e will fund the reasonable legal expenses incurred by an Applicant in obtaining independent legal advice about
the Deed.
48. The Deed will not require confidentiality on the part of the Applicant, except in relation to the quantum of the
monetary sum of redress stated therein. If the Applicant desires the insertion of a further confidentiality clause, this
will be done.

13. Requests for Re-consideration of Redress Panel Decisions
49. If an Applicant is dissatisfied with the Redress Panel’s offer of redress, an Applicant may make a request for
reconsideration of the offer. The Applicant should identify any new or additional information that he/she wishes to
22
be considered.

14. Reporting of Criminal Offences
50. The case worker or another redress policy staff member will report to police any allegations, where required by
law, and/or where they have reason to believe that there may be a current risk to children. If the relevant survivor
does not consent to the allegations being reported in these circumstances, staff will report the allegations to the
police without disclosing the survivor’s identity, unless it is necessary to disclose the survivor’s identity to comply
with the mandatory legal requirements. The survivor will be formally advised of the action taken and the current
position.

15. Record-keeping
51. Each Synod/Synod Institution, is responsible for registering and maintaining an up-to-date electronic and hard
copy file relating to each application for redress received. Access to the file will be limited to appropriate personnel
who have a need for such access.
52. The Synod’s central co-ordinator and the Synod’s Insurance Services within Uniting Resources, will be formally
notified of every application for redress received. The Synod’s central co-ordinator will be given access to all
electronic files and will scan and attach to the relevant file, records reflecting the work of the Redress Panel.

Feedback, Review and Life of Interim Policy
23

53. This Interim Redress Policy will operate until the Cut-Off Date .
54. In the meantime:
(a) W e welcome any feedback or complaints from applicants and others involved in this Interim Redress Policy.
Please send your feedback or complaint to: [title of officer and email and postal address.] W e will use this
information to improve our service, policies and processes.
(b) W e will review this Interim Redress Policy on an ongoing basis, taking into account the feedback received
24
from survivors, Applicants and others, to reflect the insights gained during implementation of it.
22

It would be good to give some thought to who would consider a request for a review. Given the main risk is that the Redress Panel may not
be as independent of the Synod’s interests as ideal, do we want the Redress Panel to also be deciding the review? Would the Synod consider
taking external advice in relation to a review?
23
See Glossary for definition
24
RC has recommended that the national redress scheme be open-ended with no fixed closing date, but that when applications to the scheme
reduce to a level where it would be reasonable to consider closing the scheme, those who operate the redress scheme should co nsider
specifying a closing date for the scheme. The closing date should be at least 12 months into the future. Those who operate the redress scheme
should ensure that the closing date is given widespread publicity until the scheme closes. See: Rec. #48 on p.39. The UCA Sub at p.15 indicated
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Glossary25
“ Abuse in an institutional context” means child sexual abuse that happens in the following circumstances:
(a) It happens on the premises of an institution (except where the institution merely makes premises available
through leasing or licensing arrangements or similar arrangements); or where activities of an institution take
place; or in connection with the activities of an institution; in circumstances where the institution is, or should
be treated as being, responsible for the contact between the abuser and the applicant that resulted in the
abuse being committed; or
(b) It is engaged in by an employee, volunteer or lay leader of an institution in circumstances (including
circumstances involving settings not directly controlled by the institution), where the institution has, or its
activities have, created, facilitated, increased or, in a significant way, contributed to (whether by act or
omission), the risk of abuse or the circumstances or conditions giving rise to that risk; or
(c) It happens in any other circumstances where the institution is, or should be treated as being, responsible for
26
the adult abuser having contact with the Applicant.
“Child” means: a human being below the age of 18 years unless, under the law applicable to the child, majority is
attained earlier.*
“Child sexual abuse” means: any act which exposes a child to, or involves a child in, sexual processes beyond his
or her understanding or contrary to accepted community standards. Sexually abusive behaviours can include the
fondling of genitals, masturbation, oral sex, vaginal or anal penetration by a penis, finger or other object, fondling of
breasts, voyeurism, exhibitionism, and exposing the child to or involving the child in pornography. It includes child
grooming, which refers to actions deliberately undertaken with the aim of befriending and establishing an emotional
connection with a child to lower the child’s inhibitions in preparation for sexual activity with a child.*
th

“Childhood” means: the period that concludes on the 18 birthday of a child.
“Civil Litigation Claim” means a legal claim for compensatory damages in the civil courts.
“Cut Off Date” means the date on which a Government-run Redress Scheme commences.
“Impact of abuse” means: the impact of the abuse on the survivor, which will be assessed taking into account that
the impact varies widely between survivors in both degree and composition, and that impacts generally fall into three
main areas: intra personal problems such as compromised sense of self-worth, deep feelings of guilt and
responsibility for the assault; relational impairments including impaired relationships, trust and intimacy difficulties; and
disturbances such as depression, anxiety, anger and post-traumatic stress. Further information is contained in the
27
Fact Sheet published at [insert website address.]
“Institution” means: a public or private body, agency, association, club, institution, organisation or other entity or
group of entities of any kind (whether incorporated or unincorporated) and however described, and includes for
that a redress scheme should operate for a fixed period of time; the length of time to be determined having regard to the RC’s
recommendations and its findings regarding the period of time taken by survivors to raise the issue of their past experience with sexual abuse.
25
Any definition with an asterisk is based on the RC’s Terms of Reference.
26
This definition reflects, with some modifications, RC Rec. # 45 on p.38 which states: Child sexual abuse should be taken to have occurred in
an institutional context in the following circumstances: (a) it happens: (i) on premises of an institution, (ii) where activities of an institution
take place or, (iii) in connection with the activities of an institution, in circumstances where the institution is, or should be treated as being,
responsible for the contact between the abuser and the applicant that resulted in the abuse being committed; ( b) it is engaged in by an official
of an institution in circumstances (including circumstances that involve settings not directly controlled by the institution) where the institution
has, or its activities have, created, facilitated, increased, or in any way contributed to (whether by act or omission) the risk of abuse or the
circumstances or conditions giving rise to that risk; [Note that the Draft Policy applies to employees, volunteers and lay leaders] (c) it happens
in any other circumstances where the institution is, or should be treated as being, responsible for the adult abuser having c ontact with the
applicant. The Synod intends to consult with the Synod of Victoria and Tasmania as to the definition to be adopted in the relevant Vi ctorian
Government scheme, particularly in relation to the final clause, about which it has concerns, and to seek legal advice if considered necessary. It
is noted that the Victorian and Tasmanian Synods obtained legal advice from Ebsworths in May 2015 which suggested that the RC’s proposed
definition in the RC CP was, in certain respects, too broad and imprecise.
27
This definition takes into account the RC’s Final Recommendations, especially Rec. #16 and RC’s comments at pp.235-238 of its Final Report.
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example an entity or group of entities (including an entity or group of entities that no longer exists) that provides or has
provided, activities, facilities, programs or services of any kind that provides the means through which adults have
contact with children, including through their families; but does not include the family.*
“Past Recipient of Redress” means a survivor who has previously received a payment under other redress
schemes/policies, under victims’ compensation schemes, or as a result of civil litigation claim(s).

“Redress Panel” means a panel of relevant experts, such as those with legal, medical and/or psychosocial skills,
including experience in issues relating to institutional child abuse, appointed by the Synod.
“Royal Commission” means the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse
established by Letters Patent issued by the Commonwealth of Australia on 11 January 2013.

“Support Person” means a person chosen by the survivor who will provide emotional support and/or personal
assistance to the survivor while the survivor is seeking redress under this scheme. The type of emotional support
and/or personal assistance provided may include: assisting the survivor to complete the application for redress;
accompanying the survivor to meetings with the case worker or to meetings with representatives of the Synod/Synod
Institutions; accompanying the survivor to a police station if the survivor wishes to make a report of a criminal offence
to the police; accompanying the survivor to an interview if the survivor is interviewed by an investigator. The Support
Person does not represent the survivor and does not advocate or speak on behalf of the survivor and does not answer
28
questions on behalf of a survivor.
“Synod” means the Uniting Church in Australia Synod of NSW and the ACT.
“Synod Institutions” means any body whether incorporated or unincorporated established by or on behalf of the
Church or any of the uniting churches or in which the Church participates for a religious, educational, charitable,
29
commercial or other purpose. It includes Synod Schools . It does not include entities for which Uniting and W esley
Mission have taken responsibility and covered by their own Interim Redress Policy.
“Synod Schools” means: the Schools constituted under the Synod in NSW and the ACT including but not limited
to: Kinross W olaroi School, Knox Grammar School, MLC School, Pymble Ladies’ College, Ravenswood School for
30
Girls, W ahroonga Preparatory School.

Endorsed by the Synod on [Date]

28

This definition takes into account the definition of a support person cited in the UnitingCare Complaints of Past Abuse Polic y 10 March 2015
page 14, but it is not exactly the same.
29
UCA Assembly Regulations & Policy covers this definition
30
Note that the following entities listed in the UCA Insurance Submission have not been listed: The Exodus Tutorial Centre, Margaret Jurd
Learning Centre, The Uniting Network, Synod Youth Unit, Wesley College, Tertiary Chaplaincy, Pastoral Counselling.
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