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Venue 

The choice of venue for the 2019 Synod at Domaine St Lyon created both opportunities and 
challenges. 

As a geographical location, for those of us based in the Southern part of the Archdeaconry, 
Lyon represents a much shorter journey, while the public transport facilities at Lyon made the 
venue easily accessible from other parts of France. 

The Chapel at St.Joseph permitted a rich variety of worship during the Synod, and 
notwithstanding some wet weather, and the presence of other organisations at the venue, 
there were plenty of nooks and crannies both inside the centre and outside for groups to 
gather to chat and exchange information about their chaplaincies and the contents of the 
sessions. 

Programme Specifics 

Overall, because of the costs of using this venue, the programme had been shortened by 24 
hours compared to a synod held in the North of France. This did place pressure on delegates 
to move between sessions, and reduced the time for informal discussions and networking. 

However, while the Synod was both enjoyable and informative, the content was too much for 
the time allocated, and suffered from dropping the extra day. Social gathering and informal 
discussion certainly suffered because of this time reduction.   

Draft dates published by the Archdeaconry indicate that the 2020 Synod will be held in 
Brittany again, and we will return to Lyon in 2021. It will be important to feed back on the 
programme before the 2021 event is planned.   

In the opening session, Archdeacon Meurig made some very strong remarks about the poor 
behaviour of some congregations towards their chaplains – matters which are undermining 
the mission of our Church. He reminded us all of the need to comply with the traditions and 
values of the Church of England in both our management of Chaplaincies and also in how we 
conduct our liturgy and worship.  

Technical assistance is being prepared to help Chaplaincies, but there must be a willingness 
to obey the Diocese’s constitution and rules. 

The Archdeacon highlighted certain issues that continued to raise concern. Areas such as 
“Chaplain.v. Council “ and of certain individuals who inflated their roles, giving rise to a 
degree of unnecessary stress.  He warned that wounds are not always easily healed, and the 
effect on those concerned should not be understated. 
 
In informal conversations with other delegates, it became apparent that the Archdeacon’s 
concerns were shared by quite a few lay representatives who have witnessed behaviours 
which are incompatible with Christian values. We all resolved to return to our chaplaincies 
and challenge such behaviours wherever and whenever we encounter then. 

It was noted that there was a significant number of stipendiary Chaplains who had or were in 
the processing of moving on out of the Archdeaconry. 
 



In the subsequent meeting of the House of Laity, it emerged that many Chaplaincies are 
struggling with the audit or examination of their annual accounts. Different chaplaincies take 
different approaches, and some have been performing far more complex examinations than 
required by Church of England or French requirements. Chaplaincies have also been 
encountering significant costs when using professional accountancy services in France. There 
has been an initial discussion about setting up a ‘panel’ of independent examiners to provide 
mutual support. 

A discussion was held about creating a ‘pool’ of suitably qualified Financial Examiners to 
provide mutual assistance to other chaplaincies. Considerable interest was shown in this but 
it will require further development. 

Common Fund Contributions 

Much time was spent disputing the need for and proclaiming the unachievability of the 
Archdeaconry's Common Fund requirements. 
 
Diocesan Costs and expenditure have and will continue to rise significantly an example being 
the necessary but high cost of implementing Safeguarding and Communications. 
The only way to provide for this, is to substantially increase the individual Chaplaincy 
contributions to the Common Fund (overall 33%). 
 
As a consequence, some Chaplaincies cannot afford to meet their financial obligations with 
donations calculated using the current formula and are facing very real hardship. 
 
In order to avoid a “Bankrupting the Chaplaincy to save Bankrupting the Diocese“ scenario, a 
Common Fund Working Party has been set up to address the issue. 
 
While nothing radical has been implemented as yet it has been confirmed that the penalty for 
late payments has been abolished and that the Discount incentive for early payment shall 
remain. 
 
One suggestion being actively pursued is revising the formula for calculating Chaplaincy 
Contributions to the Common fund, using Average Sunday attendance figures v Electoral Roll. 
 
The Synod separated into a number of workshops. These are comments on them: 

Safeguarding  

The Safeguarding Team used their session for Question and Answer with those attending. The 
key issues which emerged have already been published, but what must be noted is that there 
was a clear appreciation amongst those present of the need for proper safeguarding 
arrangements.  

It was noted that the Safeguarding Team’s workload at that time was: 
• 2 Current Police enquires, 
• 5 Safeguarding agreements established. 
• 61 Safeguarding queries of which 10/12 where medium / low level passed to Police or 

Social care. 
Some 350 people in France been trained to level2, with 8 level 2 trainers. 
 
It was confirmed that the Level 3 qualification should be attained for people who lead 
Services. (This is a new Safeguarding course at Level 3 for all those responsible for leading 
worship details of which will be announced shortly) 
 

 

 



GDPR 

The session was run using electronic voting technology which permitted workshop delegates 
to express an anonymous opinion on a number of topics. 

What became quickly clear was that while those who attended had a strong appreciation of 
the purposes of GDPR, there were a lot of weaknesses in the implementation of compliance 
arrangements within individual chaplaincies. 

Worryingly, multiple delegates reported that they had received vexatious requests for data 
disclosure under GDPR (i.e. requests with malicious intent). This is, therefore, a situation 
which we must remain aware of. 

It is comforting to note that our Chaplaincy’s GDPR governance arrangements are in the 
upper quartile of effectiveness of all those who took part in the workshop.  

What did become apparent, however, was that it is important to continuously monitor and 
assess arrangements to ensure compliance. 

 

The Diocese on the Internet 

A presentation was made by the team responsible for A Church Near You (ACNY). This is a 
Church of England initiative to put details of all churches (including the Diocese of Europe) 
onto a single website in order to assist enquirers to locate the nearest church. 

This is intended to enable parishes and chaplaincies to dispose of their own websites and use 
only the ACNY one 

Unfortunately, in testing, it has emerged that in areas as large as France, the diameter of the 
area around any location specified to search for a church is too small, and as a result, in most 
cases for our chaplaincy, no potential church is identified for the enquirer.  

It is not possible at present to amend the search range within ACNY and although we have 
raised this as an issue, the development team have told us that they cannot give any 
timescale for rectifying this problem. At present, therefore, the ACNY web facility is not 
suitable for use by this Chaplaincy.  

We will continue to monitor developments in the future.  

 

Welcoming the Stranger 

This was a very interesting and thought-provoking session led by the Reverend Kirrilee Reid 
who has been appointed as Chaplain & Refugee Project Officer in the Pas de Calais. Kirrilee 
outlined the very challenging situation in which she ministering to people who are attempting 
to find a better life.  Her experiences told us not only of the vulnerability of the refugees as 
strangers in our midst, but also that we are the stranger, too, in their midst.  Kirrilee told us 
of encounters in which this mutual vulnerability was recognised and acknowledged. 

The session acted as a powerful reminder that the stranger can take many forms – not only 
refugees, but people in our local areas as well. The question and challenge we were left to 
take away with us was this: 

In what way is God asking you to become as active instrument and channel of 
hospitality and how might your church, outside its walls, welcome the stranger? 

 


