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PREFACE. 
 

A panel of Inquiry was selected to consider three complaints by Rev 
Peter Timms in the Hastings, Bexhill and Rye circuit. The subject 
matter of the complaints is generally of no importance to this report, 
being an entirely local issue, centred in Bexhill. 
 
The panel of inquiry began its deliberations in the first week of 
September 2016 and presented its report to Rev Alan Bolton in 
December 2016. 
 
After consideration of representations from Rev Timms, Rev  Bolton, in 
concert with Mrs Louise Wilkins, stated that there was no procedure 
in the Rules and Standing Orders of the Methodist Church which 
could deal with such representations.  
 
Part One  of this report was compiled and submitted before the panel 
of inquiry in this matter reached its decision. The other parts were 
compiled after the panel had published its decision. There is therefore, 
some repetition -  the later parts using additional material from the 
panel’s report to supplement and confirm some of the charges made in 
part one.  
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PART ONE. 
 
 
 

This report takes as it basis the principles of fairness and justice 
embodied in Standing Order 1102 (General Matters) and in particular 
S.O. 11001 (3) clauses (iii),(iv),(v), (vi) and (vii). These are Standing 
Orders which govern all connexional affairs -  including panels of 
inquiry. 
 
 
This report contains information that: 
 
1. I did not have an adequate opportunity to be heard during the  
complaints process. Instead I found myself meeting charges that were 
made against me and being hampered in gathering  evidence. 
2. I was not treated fairly by the complaints team 
3. I did not receive a fair hearing. 
4. There were procedural mistakes in that Standing Orders were not 
followed and interpreted correctly.  
5. The complaint was managed without any proper and required 
consideration of whether or not reconciliation between me and the 
respondents was possible – despite repeated requests for such.  
6. There was material procedural irregularity in the hearing. Standing 
Orders were interpreted without consideration of the principles behind 
them.  
7. The procedure seriously impaired, or might have, seriously 
impaired, the mission, witness or integrity of the Church. 
8.   I did not receive the help and support that should be offered to the 
complainant. 
9. There was undue interference in the complaints process which was 
contrary to Standing Orders. 

 

                                                
1 S.O. 1100 Principles : (3) The complaints and discipline process therefore seeks to embody the following 
principles: 
(i) the initiation of complaints should not be limited to members of the 
Church; 
(ii) there should be no difference of principle between ordained and lay 
people in the way in which complaints against them are dealt with; 
(iii) the possibility of reconciliation should be explored carefully in every case 
in which that is appropriate; 
(iv) help and support should be offered both to the person making the 
complaint and to the person complained against at every stage during the 

process; 
(v) the process should be fair; 
(vi) the person or body making the decision at each stage should be 
competent to do so; 
(vii) there should be a means of correcting any errors which may be made; 
(viii) there should be a means of ensuring compliance with any decision; 
(ix) there should be appropriate requirements relating to confidentiality and 
record-keeping. 
 



REPORT by Rev P. Timms to Alan Bolton. 

 

4 

4 

--00— 
PRELIMINARY – INFORMAL STAGE  
The original cause of the inquiry. 

 
In  April 2016 I submitted three separate complaints to Rev David 
Chapman, my local complaints officer. This was a small matter which 
might have been settled quickly.  
 
The three complaints were against: 
Rev Westwood2 
Rev Pruden 3 
   and  
Rev Luscombe4.  
 
 
I submitted these three separate grievances to Rev David Chapman, 
the local complaints officer, whom I met on January 26th 20165 to 
discuss the problems I had been encountering.  He sent me a letter on 
5th April 20166, with a report attached, in which he stated that he had 
been unable to bring the matter to resolution locally and concluded 
that it would not be appropriate to refer these complaints to the 
Connexional complaints officer for formal investigation7.  
 
His attached report mentioned that the three respondents had each 
declined to meet with me.  
 
The report stated that the local complaints officer has a duty to 
consider three questions8: 
 
1) Is there sufficient evidence to establish a prima facia case for a 
respondent to answer? 
2) Is it in the interest of natural justice for the complaint to be 
addressed formally by the Methodist Church? 
3) In what circumstances is it proportionate to ask the Methodist 
Church to adjudicate on the disputed interpretation of events, 
including private conversations among office holders, concerning 
matters of governance where no verbatim record is available? 
 
Having gone into some detail concerning the respondent’s responses 
to him, Rev Chapman  concluded it was not correct to refer the 
complaints to the Connexional complaints officer.  
 

                                                
2 Appendix HH 
3 Appendix II 
4 Appendix JJ 
5 Appendix OO 
6 Appendix OO 
7 Note – the word “complaints” is in the plural –i.e. three separate complaints. – see appendix OO See also 
appendix PP in which Chapman refers to the “three related complaints” (line 1)  
8 Appendix PP page 2 3rd para 



REPORT by Rev P. Timms to Alan Bolton. 

 

5 

5 

I considered that my three complaints qualified under each of these 
categories – and I could not understand why Rev Chapman would not 
forward the complaints. It seemed to me that he had decided that S.O. 
1126 would apply – under which the complainant may have no right 
of appeal. I decided that I had to lodge a formal complaint, but first I 
sent David Chapman four letters9 hoping to avoid going further.  
 
In my first letter10, I lodged the grievances as complaints, but stated 
that I needed more than 21 days to put my case together. There were, 
after all, three separate complaints to consider. I mentioned that I 
needed to contact witnesses and I envisaged at least a month for this – 
or even more if my inquiries were hindered11. 
 
I further mentioned that my complaint would necessarily include 
material that had not, so far, been in the dispute12.  
 
In my fourth letter of this series, I suggested once again face to face 
meetings in a spirit of reconciliation. I added, in relation to a Circuit 
meeting of September 2014: 
 

“I believe that the heat generated by the arguments at the meeting in 
question have disturbed the peace of the local church community and 
that this should be addressed, not by further argument and aggression, 
but by an approach based in a desire for peace.”13 
 
On 6th April I received an email from Rev Alan Bolton confirming the 
detail of Rev Chapman’s letter of 5th April.14 
 
I emphasise that at this point in the procedure, everything had been 
done in accordance with Standing Orders. Our differences were 
nothing more than a difference of interpretation.  

 
--00— 

                                                
9 See appendices FF TT UU VV 
10 Appendix FF 
11 See later – my inquiries were seriously hindered. 
12 Appendix FF page 1 bottom line 
13 Appendix VV page 2 para 5 
14 Appendix SS 
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PRELIMINARY – THE FORMAL STAGE. 
 
Many of the problems I encountered in this inquiry rest upon 
interpretations of Standing Orders.  
 
The events of the complaints took place in 2014. I therefore worked 
with Standing Orders for that time. The events of the inquiry, 
however, took place under a revised set of Standing Orders which 
were in place at the time of the beginning of the complaints process..  
 
I also worked with the third edition of Rev Clifford Bellamy’s 
“Complaints and Discipline in the Methodist Church” - a step by step 
guide to the standing orders on complaints and discipline”. This was 
the latest edition of this work. 
 
An important point in this motion is that the leader of the panel of 
inquiry, Mr. Kitchin did not use Bellamy in his considerations. When I 
quoted Bellamy he first replied:  
 
“The last edition of the Bellamy Guide was published in 2008 and the 
world has moved on since then..15” 
  
In a later letter16 he pointed out that Bellamy is simply a guide to 
Standing Orders. He quoted Bellamy17: 
 
‘It must always be remembered that this is only a guide to the Standing 
Orders, not a substitute for them.”  
 
He said that his questions were not based on Bellamy and my 
responses should not be based on Bellamy18. 
 
I considered this to be very bad advice and not in keeping with S.O.  
1100 (iv): 
 

“help and support should be offered both to the person making the 
complaint and to the person complained against at every stage during 
the process” 
 
The role of the Bellamy Guide is crucial to my complaints and my 
dealings with the complaints panel.  
 
To dismiss it as merely a guide, that I should not use, is to dismiss an 
important part of the Methodist ethic. Indeed, it questions why it was 
ever written.   

                                                
15 Appendix G page 2 para 4 
16 Appendix Q page 2  (f)  
17 Bellamy introduction para 5  
18 Appendix Q page 2 para (f)  
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Mr. Kitchin did not seem aware that Standing Orders are not self-
authenticating19: 
 

“Standing Orders are not self-authenticating. The authority to issue 
them is derivative, and it derives from the truly central constitutional 
document of the Methodist Church – the Deed of Union.” 
 
This is the reason why Bellamy was written. Standing Orders alone 
are not everything in dealing with a complaint. The manner in which 
they are used, the interpretation of the wording of a Standing Order -  
indeed the context within which the Standing Order is used  - must 
always been seen as adhering to the “over-arching principles” that one 
finds in Bellamy:  
 

“The overarching principles which guided the drafting of the present 
Standing Orders on complaints and discipline, and which should act as 
a guiding light to their interpretation,”20 
 
Bellamy should act “as a guiding light to their interpretation.” 
 
I shall outline later in this document how Mr. Kitchin used his own 
interpretation of certain Standing Orders even though his 
interpretations  were not in line with Bellamy.   
 
I believe that this was a material procedural irregularity that occurred 
on several occasions throughout this inquiry.   
 
 
THE DATE OF INQUIRY – NARRATIVE  
 
In early September 201621 I received a telephone call from Mr. Kitchin 
in which he asked if I was free on November 15th. I consulted my diary 
and said that I was currently free on that date.  
 
He later emailed me, specifying that that date was now fixed. However, 
my diary had now changed -  due to circumstances beyond my 
control. I immediately informed Mr. Kitchin of this. A part of my 
responsibilities at that time was the preparation of a report for the 
Home Office. This had a deadline and I had to give it priority22.  
 
I informed Mr. Kitchin of this in my letter of 21st September23. He 
persisted with the date in his letter of October 1st24.  
 

                                                
19 Standing Orders Vol one  (iv) in ‘Foreword to sixth edition’ para 2 line 3  
20 Bellamy 1.1 
21 Cf. appendix G line 1 “It was on or before 12th September that we spoke on the telephone.” 
22 Appendix B third para line 2 and 3  
23 Appendix B 
24 Appendix A 
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In my letter of October 4th I addressed this problem in detail.  I had 
already become deeply embroiled by Mr. Kitchin in a matter of breach 
of confidentiality and the ability I might have to interview witnesses. 
This, I suspected might prolong my preparation longer than I had 
anticipated. I had initially mentioned that I would prefer the inquiry to 
be put off until March/April 201725 . Now I wrote of the November 
date 26:  

 
“However, I do not recall agreeing to that date specifically, and I am 
surprised that you have gone ahead with the arrangements on the 
basis of that conversation. I would have expected that you would 
consult with the members of the inquiry, consider possible venues and 
availability of such – and then get back to me.  
 
For my part, after our conversation, and with this date in mind,  I 
considered the work I would need to do to prepare for the inquiry.  My 
considerations were such, that I determined that, should you come back 
to me with the offer of that date, I would need to ask for further time.  
 
I was not, of course,  offered that date by letter which was something I 
expected as routine. In fact your letter gives a firm, non-negotiable  
date. This date was set without proper consultation with me  – 
particularly so because, at the time of our initial exploratory 
conversation I had not been able to consider the amount of preparatory 
work I would need to do for the inquiry.”   
 
You will note that Mr. Kitchin was still persisting with the date  of 
November 15th – even though I alerted him to my non-availability on 
September 21st27. He imposed a time limit on my preparations, when 
in fact I believe that there is no time limit on a complaint28. 
 
I pointed out that booking the room for the inquiry in this manner is 
contrary to the implications of S.O. 112429. 
 
I considered that I did not have  sufficient time to respond in all the 
circumstances of the cases. Such is required by Standing Orders – yet 
I could not hope to make the November date because, as I shall 

                                                
25 21st September Appendix B page 1 para 3  
26 Appendix C page 1 paras 1 &2 
27 For lengthy argument on this point, see appendix I page 3 
28 Bellamy 1.14 (1) There is no fixed time limit for dealing with a complaint. See also Bellamy 1.5 for 
qualifications 
29 S.O. 1124 
 (14) If the complaints team is considering exercising the power given by clause (13) 
above, it must: 

(i) give the person concerned written notice that that is the case, stating the 
reasons for which it is considering exercising the power and inviting him 
or her to make representations in response by a specified date; 
(ii) ensure that the person concerned has the documents and information 
necessary to enable him or her to understand the team’s reasons and 
has sufficient time to respond in all the circumstances of the case; 
(iii) take into account any response received from the person concerned in 
deciding whether or not to exercise the power. 
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recount later,  I could not clarify with Mr. Kitchin whether I might 
speak to potential witnesses – and also I did not know precisely the 
content of the email held by Rev Westwood which formed the basis of 
all the problems at the Circuit meeting of September 2014.  
 
There was also a matter of confidentiality. Mr. Kitchin’s accusation30 
that I had breached confidentiality and his demand that I sign a 
confession to that – which he had written -  was holding up 
proceedings.  
 
On 15th  October Mr. Kitchin wrote31: 
 

“It was on or before 12 September 2016 that we spoke on the telephone 
and I then wrote to you confirming the arrangement to see you on 
Tuesday 15 November. This provided nine weeks notice of the agreed 
date.  
The complaint team considers that is sufficient notice for all parties to 
be prepared for interview, identifying documents needed and people 
from whom the team might wish to hear. The team will determine how it 
works, what steps may be necessary to investigate a complaint and 
from whom it wishes to receive evidence.” 
 
 
To which I replied32: 
  

You write “nine weeks notice of the agreed date.” You clearly count the 
12th September as the date on which I agreed to November 15th. In fact 
you only confirmed the November date in your letter of 7th October – and 
you did so without any further consultation with me.   
 
I wrote to you concerning this in my letter of 21st September:   
 
 “I have re-looked at my work schedule for the coming weeks which 

involves preparing evidence to the Home Office and the Professor Alexis 
Jay Inquiry and as a result I now ask that the 15th November date be 
changed to a date in March/April 2017.” 
 
Thus I gave you eight week’s notice that I would not be able to attend 
on that date. You have simply ignored this.”   
 
Mr. Kitchin continued to ignore the fact that I gave him two months 
notice that the November date was not suitable33.  
 

                                                
30 See later  
31 Appendix G page 1 top para 
32 Appendix I Letter dated 20th October via email page 3ff 
33 See for example my letter of 20th October appendix J page 3 para4 
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In fact, the matter of the date did not reach any decision until I was 
taken into hospital with a suspected heart attack. On 26th October  
Mr. Kitchin  changed his mind.  
 
After I was well enough to return home, Mr. Kitchin wrote to me 
saying that he would put off the inquiry until January 201734. I 
agreed to this. In a letter of 16th November, having mentioned that he 
knew that I had attended a couple of church functions, he changed 
his mind and offered the two dates mentioned in this report.  
The commitment to a date in January 2017 is not mentioned in the 
report.  
 
 
I was very surprised therefore to receive a letter dated 16th November, 
offering me two dates, 3rd December and  12th December. 
 
The introduction to this was astounding35. 
 
“You are now well enough that you were able to fulfil your commitment 
to speak at the Monday Fellowship at Sackville Road Methodist Church 
on Monday 7th November 2016 and visit the MHA Richmond Care 
Home.  
 
We therefore intend to complete the rest of this complaints process as 
soon as possible, and will not wait until January to fix a new date to 
interview you.” 
 
This reaction, with the arrogance it displayed in being able to assess 
my health without benefit of medical opinion,  smelled of some kind of 
revenge because I had not accepted the November date. 
 
It also ignored the matters that had caused delay, none of which had 
been resolved.  
 
 
 
DELAY CAUSED BY ACCUSATION OF BREACH OF CONFIDENCE   
 
In a letter sent soon after his telephone call in September, Mr. Kitchin 
accused me of breach of confidence. He sent me a document which 
effectively stated that I admitted having done this – and requested that 
I sign it.  
 
This was a signed confession to an alleged breach of confidence which 
I had no knowledge of.  
 

                                                
34 See appendix P  page 1 para 4 “not wait until January” 
35 Appendix Q page 1 
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The letter had no details except mentioning S.O. 1157, nor did it 
request any explanation, but instead demanded simply a signature36. 
 
I can find no authority in Standing Orders for the issuance of a signed 
confession in this manner, but I am not surprised at that. It seems to 
me contrary to every element of Standing Orders that follows S.O. 
1100 (2)37. 
 

I shall address this matter in detail later. I mention it here because 
not only did Mr. Kitchin not send me any detail of why he considered I 
had breached confidence, but also because I understood from his 
letter that I was to approach no one else about this matter. This 
seriously inhibited my research and preparation and caused further 
delay.  
 
When I saw this “confession”, I realised that I would probably not be 
able to prepare my detailed complaints – there were three – in time for 
the date of November 15th. In order to do so, the matter of the signed 
confession would need to be sorted out quickly; this did not happen. 
 
Thus, regardless of my diary, regardless of the different 
interpretations of the initial telephone call in September mentioning 
November 15th, the delay caused by the allegation of breach of 
confidence meant that Mr. Kitchin was largely responsible for the 
delay in preparation for November 15th. 
 
It was now that I  requested that the date of the inquiries be put off 
until March or April 2017 38. I requested written permission that 
taking sworn statements from various witnesses would not be seen as 
a breach of confidence39.  
 
Mr. Kitchin replied to this letter on 1st October. As for my query about 
taking sworn statements he simply confused matters further and 
caused even more delay by writing40: 
 
“if you would let me know who you intend to approach I can advise you 

about whether those approaches would be considered breaches of 
confidentiality, but in the meantime you make care to read Standing 
Order 1157 (11) and (12)”41 

                                                
36 There are many references for this, see for example appendix A page 3, bottom of page. 
37 SO.1100(2) “The Church also responds to the call through Christ for justice, openness and honesty,”  
38 Appendix B para 3 
39 Appendix B para 3 
40 Appendix A page 3 para 3 
41 S.O. 1157 reads:  
(11) For the avoidance of doubt, a person does not commit a breach of the obligation 
of confidentiality by: 
(i) disclosing confidential material to a person acting as a friend or representative for the purposes of the 
provisions of this Part or to a member of the relevant district Complaints Support Group; 
(ii) disclosing confidential material to another person or persons for the purpose of obtaining pastoral 
support, provided that if the complaint has gone beyond the informal complaint stage the requirements of 
clause 
(12) below are satisfied. 
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I wrote to him on October 20th 42 pointing out the difficulties of this. 
  
The question of whom I could approach, in order to ascertain how 
much any particular person remembered of the events at the circuit 
meeting of September 2014,  was never fully answered.  
 
This carried on until my letter of 5th November 43 where I wrote: 
 

“Your pronouncements on confidentiality have so far inhibited me from 
approaching any of the witnesses I have in mind. Further I have some 
fears concerning the fact that you would consider approaching my 
witnesses in advance of the inquiry and take a written statement from 
each. This sounds very much like pressurising potential witnesses.  
 
What I had in mind was to make an initial approach to the persons 
involved, then take written statements which I would present to the 
inquiry. The persons involved could then be available for interview in a 
position of being cross-examined on their statements. That is the normal 
manner of doing things in British justice and I feel it is right for the 
Methodist Church as well.  
 
Simply giving you a list of names defeats the objective – which is to 
establish facts. Such statements depend on the questions put. Simply 
having a view of “why we should hear from them” is not enough.  What 
would be your questions if you are unaware of the detail of why I wish 
to call them? I could, of course, supply you with a list of questions, but 
the truth often emerges in follow-up questions, after initial answers. 
And would there be any point in having them at the inquiry – if you 
have already done all the questioning you think necessary? Surely your 
role is to assess evidence, not collect it.  
 
Since I have been unable to approach anyone due to your reluctance to 
clarify the matter of confidentiality, I do not know what people 
remember of certain incidents. I can only rely on witnesses with 
memories good enough to support the facts of a matter. Thus, I may give 

                                                                                                                                       
[(12) The requirements referred to in clause (11)(ii) above are that:  
(i) the name of the person or persons to whom disclosure is to be made 
must be given to the conducting officer in advance of disclosure; and 
(ii) any person to whom disclosure is to be made must agree to treat the 
disclosed material as confidential. 
42 Appendix J page 4 para 3ff  “I would welcome your reassurance that I shall obtain such documents and 
information as I deem necessary. 
‘I have received no reassurance from you on this point. As far as I am aware, you have not given the 

matter any consideration at all – for your proper and fair response should have been either a request for a 
list of such documents or information, or a blanket assurance that anything I request shall be given to 
me. 
However, until the question of confidentiality is resolved, I find myself unable to give you any information 
within each individual grievance as to whom I intend to approach and call or which documents I intend to 
produce.  
In order to comply with S.O. 2114, this should all have been done and settled long before a date for the 
inquiry was fixed. 
43 Appendix L page 2 
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you a list of useless witnesses if I have not spoken with them before I 
compile the list. Demand a list now and I will give you some fifty 
names.” 
 
I did not receive a reply to this remark. The situation, as Mr. Kitchin 
made it clear, was that I should tell him who my witnesses were and 
he would decide whether to hear them or not.  He did not address the 
problem of there being potentially 50 or so witnesses. 
 
In effect, this meant that the strength of my evidence was to be 
decided for me. This is contrary to natural justice as I see it.  
 
It took me some time to work on these problems 44.   
 
As for the question of breach of confidentiality with Mr. Kitchin’s 
reference to S.O. 1157 -  in early October I still had no knowledge of 
the incident to which he was referring.   
 
The matter was further complicated by the material on the Methodist 
Church website.  
 
I had downloaded a copy of Standing Orders from the website on 13th 
April 2016.  The front pages stated that it was the revision of 2013. 
 
It did not contain Standing Order 1157. In fact it ended at 1156. 
This later led to considerable confusion.  
 
Things became more clear when Mr. Kitchin  finally sent me  copies of 
the original documents with his letter of November 16th 2016. The 
incident to which Mr. Kitchin referred45 had taken place in August 
2016.  
 
I consulted the Methodist Church website regularly and discovered on 
11th November that the Standing Orders on the site had changed - 
and were now the edition published in 2016. I downloaded this second 
version and discovered S.O. 1157. 
 
From September to November I had been working with the wrong 
edition of Standing Orders. In those two months I had asked Mr. 
Kitchin for help on this matter, but received none. This I considered to 
be contrary to Standing Orders46, poor practice and, indeed 
obstructive.  

                                                
44 See my confusion expressed in my letter of 4th October, appendix C page 5 “You mention S.O. 1157 – I 
do not recall that particular order” 
45 Appendix Q page 4 
46 See S.O. 1100 (3) and Bellamy 1.20 Are there any other specific principles that should be borne in 
mind? 
(1) In addition to the general principles already set out at 1.1 above, the complaints and discipline 
process also seeks to embody the following specific principles: 
(a) that the possibility of reconciliation should be explored carefully in every case in which that is 
appropriate; 
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Standing Orders47 stated: 
 
“help and support should be offered both to the complainant and to the 
respondent” 
 
The lack of response from Mr. Kitchin on this caused about two 
months delay in the inquiry.  
 
I first wrote48 to Mr. Kitchin asking for help on this matter of S.O. 
1157  on October 4th: 
 

“Your remarks on breach of confidentiality surprise me. I am not aware 
of having committed any breach of confidentiality. You mention S.O. 
1157 – but I do not recall that particular order.  The S.O. on 
confidentiality is surely S.O. 1104”. 
 
In his reply of 8th October he gave no response to this, though he once 
again requested I send him the signed admission of guilt49. Of course, 
I had already written to him, on October 4th  -the letter to which he 
was responding: 
 
“I am not aware of having committed any breach of confidentiality.”   
  
- which might have satisfied him as my response,  but it clearly did 
not.  
 
Significantly, he knew at this time that I had no idea of the details, 
nor the date, of the alleged breach of confidence. 
 
On11th October50 I asked for help in finding S.O. 1157 – which Mr. 
Kitchin had quoted as being applicable to breach of confidentiality. 
 

“I have again looked in Standing Orders for S.O. 1157. I cannot find it. 
The last one I find is S.O. 1156 – it is about provisions concerning 
notice. This is a standing order which has some relevance here in that I 
believe it requires you to notify me of the inquiry date by written notice, 
sent by first class post or recorded delivery.  Perhaps your note of this 
caused the confusion.” 
 
I later asked Mr. Kitchin to send me a copy of S.O. 115751.  
 
 

                                                                                                                                       
(b) that help and support should be offered both to the complainant and to the respondent at every stage 
during the process” 
47 S.O. 1100 (3)  
48 Appendix C page 5 3rd para 
49 Appendix page 2 last line 
50 Appendix F page 6 last para 
51 Appendix J  page 6 para 5  
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“The simple answer to the problem is, of course, that you yourself could 
provide me with a copy of S.O. 1157. You have witnessed my difficulty 
in finding it – you might have resolved the matter by simply writing it 
out for me. 
As it stands, I have no idea of what S.O. 1157 says and yet you base 
much of what you say on it.” 
 
He did not send me a copy of S.O. 1157. He never told me the source 
for his reference to  S.O. 1157.  
 
The truth of this matter only came to light when he sent, with his 
letter of November 16th52.    the emails which were the basis for the 
allegation. Only then did I realise that I was working with the wrong 
edition of Standing Orders. 
 
As noted above, Mr. Kitchin’s omission in not helping me find S.O. 
1157, after I had asked for his help with it, is, in my mind, contrary to 
S.O. 1100 (3)  (iv): 
 
“help and support should be offered both to the person making the 
complaint and to the person complained against at every stage during 
the process;” 
 
It seemed more like deliberate obstruction than help. 
 
There were two parts to this problem – the facts of the charge and the 
basis in Standing Orders for the charge.  
 
Some clarity had first come to the allegation in Mr. Kitchin’s letter of 
15th October 201653  - a month after the original allegation. However, 
that letter had not clarified where S.O. 1157 was to be found. S.O. 
1157 was the documentary basis of the allegation. It was a month 
later than that when I saw the original documentation and realised 
where the mistake lay.  
 
This was some two months after Mr. Kitchin first raised the allegation 
of breach of confidentiality and had requested that I sign the 
document which he sent to me, which amounted to a confession 
about this breach of confidentiality. He had demanded that I return 
the confession, signed,  to him by September 27th.54  
 
He had also said that because of the breach he would not supply me 
with any documentation to which I would otherwise have had access. 
He did this with reference to S.O. 1157 55, which I was still trying to 
find.  

                                                
52 Appendix Q pages 4&5 
53 Appendix G page 1 bottom of page 
54 Appendix A page 3 para 5 
55 S.O. 1157 : (3) Subject to clause (4) below, where this clause applies the conducting officer may: 
(i) decline to provide the complainant with copies of further documents or 
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To do all of this without discussion is, I consider, reprehensible and 
not in keeping with S.O. 1100 (2) : 
 

“The Church also responds to the call through Christ for justice, 
openness and honesty,”  
  
Further, his delay in not sending me the basis for his allegation 
contravened – on his part - Standing Order  040  (failure to fulfil 
obligations).  
 
On the other hand, and ironically, the clear implication in Mr. 
Kitchin’s communications was that I was not adequately fulfilling my 
obligations – a disciplinary offence under S.O. 040. If I had signed the 
document I would also be admitting to being culpable under this 
second Standing Order. 
 
His demands and his delay were not in keeping with  S.O. 1124 (14) 56  
in that he did not: 
  
“ensure that the person concerned has the documents and information 
necessary to enable him or her to understand the team’s reasons and 
has sufficient time to respond in all the circumstances of the case57;” 

 
Nor had he taken into account another clause of S.O.1124 58  which 
required him to answer questions such as I had put concerning S.O. 
1157. 
 
These two factors – the demand for the confession and the effect that 
his strictures on confidentiality  had on my desire to approach 
witnesses to the events described in my complaint against Rev 
Westwood, were the main reasons why the targeted date of November 
15th became impossible to meet.   
 
There was another element in this to which I shall return later  – my 
requests for a copy of an email shown at a circuit meeting. I have 
never been given this email, even though it is central to my complaint 
against Rev Westwood. Unless I see it, I can only speculate on its 
contents – and I do not think speculation should be a part of a 

                                                                                                                                       
further information in connection with the relevant complaint or charge 
until the complainant has provided a written acknowledgment that all 
documents and information already received or hereafter received in 
connection with that complaint or charge are confidential and a written 
undertaking to comply with Standing Order 1104(7) at all times; 
(ii) decline to provide the complainant with copies of further documents or 

further information in connection with that complaint or charge at all; 
(iii) determine that the complainant shall be excluded from further 
participation in the complaints and discipline process relating to that 
complaint or charge either altogether or as set out in the determination. 
56 1124 (14) (ii) ensure that the person concerned has the documents and information 
necessary to enable him or her to understand the team’s reasons and 
has sufficient time to respond in all the circumstances of the case; 
57 S.O. 1124 (14) (ii)  
58 S.O. 1124 (14) (iii) “ take into account any response received from the person concerned” 
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complaint. Once again I believe Mr. Kitchin to be in breach of S. O. 
1124 (14) (iii)59. 
 
After the experiences recounted above, there was now one further 
factor. From what Mr. Kitchin wrote, I deduced that his approach to 
the provenance of evidence in this matter was not what I expected 
from the head of a panel of inquiry.   
 
Throughout the process, as I shall demonstrate later, Mr. Kitchin 
appeared to see no difference between hearsay, hearsay at second or 
third hand and documentary evidence corroborating written 
statements.  One of the few pieces of factual evidence in the matter – 
the email flourished by Rev Westwood at the Circuit meeting60 – 
appeared to me to be ignored. 
 
I was deeply troubled by this throughout the process and made 
several references to the Human Rights Act and its relationship with 
the Standing Orders. Mr. Kitchin acknowledged the relationship as 
early as October 1st61 
 
He claimed that he abided by S.O. 1102 (1)62 However, his actions 
over the allegation of breach of confidentiality were not compliant  
with that S.O.  
 

--00— 
 

BREACH OF CONFIDENTIALITY – NARRATIVE. 
 

Details of the supposed breach of confidentiality. 
 

 
This matter was no part of my three separate complaints against Rev 
Westwood, Rev Pruden and Rev Luscombe. In fact, in a sense, it 
became a counter-claim again me which should have gone through 
the proper channels in the grievance system.  
 
The alleged breach of confidentiality occurred with an email that I sent 
to senior circuit steward John Troughton prior to August 24th 201663.  

                                                
59 S.O. 1124 (14) (iii) take into account any response received from the person concerned 
60 see later  
61 Appendix A page 3 para 2  
62 1102 General Matters. (1) The principle of fairness set out in Standing Order 
1100(3)(v) above means that all persons exercising functions in relation to complaints 
and discipline must at all times have regard to the further principles that a respondent 
should: 
(i) have an adequate opportunity of responding to the complaint, meeting 
any charge and dealing with the evidence; 
(ii) be treated fairly by any complaints team dealing with the complaint 
63 Appendix Q page 4 
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The information was passed on to Mr. Kitchin. This may have been in 
itself a breach of Standing Orders.64 
 
This intervention65, itself contrary to the principles of Standing 
Orders66, may well disqualify Mr. Kitchin from being a member of the 
complaints panel67, for he received confidential information relating to 
the complaint. The email to John Troughton was confidential – in 
accordance with S.O. 040.  
 
However, there is a later incident which may also have caused a 
breach of Standing Order 1102. This is when an unknown person told 
Mr. Kitchin of my attendance at two venues on 7th November68. This 
unknown person must be one of three persons – two of whom are 
acting district chairs and therefore not allowed to contact the head of 
the complaints panel.  
  
As mentioned above, Mr. Kitchin wrote to me about the alleged breach 
of confidence with the John Troughton email and requested that I 
undertake not to breach confidentiality again. I thought the wording of 
this to be ill-conceived and perhaps captious.  
 
The implication of the undertaking was  clearly that I had already 
committed a breach of confidentiality – in reality, it was a confession 
which he demanded I sign.  
 
He never appeared to grasp this aspect of the wording of the 
document he sent me.  
 
I considered that I had not breached confidentiality, and that his 
demand suggested that he was approaching the inquiry with a 
prejudiced mind. This communication was the first contact he had 
with me – and I was already found guilty of a breach of Standing 
Orders – even though I was the complainant. I felt defamed. 
 
If Mr. Kitchin did not have the intention of the document being a 
signed confession, then he was nevertheless demanding an 
undertaking that I would work with Standing Orders and not breach a 
Standing Order.  
 
This was insulting – and further emphasised that he had a prejudiced 
mind. As a minister of the church I have an absolute obligation to 

                                                
64 See later – Bellamy 13:14 :  “A District Chair is not entitled to communicate with members of a 
connexional complaints team appointed to investigate a complaint” 
65 App Q page 5 
66 Cf. Bellamy  13:15 “In my opinion, it would be improper for a District Chair to communicate with any 
member of a connexional complaints team and to do so would disqualify that person from continuing to 
be a member of that complaints team.” 
67 Bellamy 4.4  and S.O. 1102 (2)  
A person is not entitled to serve as a member of a complaints team if he or she: 
 (d) has any personal interest in the outcome; 
(e) has received in confidence information relating to the complaint; 
68 See later. 
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work within the limitations of Standing Orders. To suggest otherwise 
is to suggest that I am not fulfilling my obligations under S.O. 040. 
 
At no time during the four months of the inquiry did Mr. Kitchin ask 
me for an explanation of this email to John Troughton. This again 
indicated that his mind was made up. I suspect he thought that my 
continued refusal to sign it as he wished was a challenge to his 
authority and an acknowledgment of my guilt.  
 
There is, of course, quite a lot about confidentiality in the 2014 edition 
of Standing Orders, which was the edition I was working with  – but in 
general it concerns pastoral care.  
 
I thought that the email to John Troughton did not come under such 
Standing Orders. I believe that whether it comes under S.O. 1157 is a 
matter of dispute.  
 
Certainly I felt that it came under  S.O. 1124 (18)69 which precludes 
the use of extraneous evidence by the inquiry.  
 
On confidentiality in general, the latest edition of Bellamy – 
“Complaints and Discipline in the Methodist Church”, stated70: 
 
“The primary purpose of the duty of confidentiality is not to protect the 
Church but to protect those who find themselves involved in the 
complaints and discipline process. Some complaints relate to matters 
which have already become public knowledge (e.g. as a result of a 
criminal prosecution) yet even then the duty of confidentiality will still 
apply to any information that is not already in the public domain.” 
 
The existence of the complaints and the panel of inquiry set up to deal 
with them was common knowledge in the circuit and was therefore “in 
the public domain”. It is not often that a minister will issue  
complaints against three of the most senior persons above him. There 
was gossip.  
 
The details of the inquiry were, of course, not in the public domain, 
but the fact that the inquiry existed certainly was.  
 
This distinction is clearly made in Bellamy. I kept to that distinction in 
my email to John Troughton. 
 
As outlined above, Mr. Kitchin demanded that I sign a confession to 
having breached confidentiality.  
 

                                                
69 (18) In taking the steps provided by this Standing Order, the complaints team must 
not come to any conclusion on the facts or merits of the complaint except to the extent 
necessary to reach the decisions required. 
 
70 Bellamy Chapter 12  - 12.2 
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When I finally saw the original documentation for the charge, I offered 
my argument as to why I had not breached confidentiality.  
  
WHY WAS THE EMAIL NOT A BREACH OF CONFIDENTIALITY? 
 
The supposed breach of confidentiality was an email I sent to John 
Troughton71. 
 
I sent this email after long consideration of S.O. 04072 which deals 
with ministerial competence. In brief, I thought Rev Pruden’s tenure 
as Superintendent showed his lack of experience and that it would be 
wrong to have his appointment extended for five years at that moment 
in time -  given the circumstances of the complaint. 
 
Of course, I could not give my reasons to John Troughton, for that 
would have revealed details of the inquiry.  
 
I further considered that John Troughton already knew of the  
existence of the complaints – indeed I believe most members of the 
Circuit know of it73. Revealing the existence of the complaints was not 
therefore a breach of confidence – that particular breach of confidence 
had occurred long before I sent the email.  
 
As Senior Circuit Steward, John Troughton was obliged to consider 
whether the District Chair should chair the meeting in question when 
the subject of the meeting – Superintendent Pruden – was the subject 
of a complaint.  
  
I think this not ethical.  Mr. Kitchin had little regard for the thics 
promoted in Bellamy. I repeat that in his letter of 15th October 2016 
he wrote74: 
 
“The last edition of the Bellamy Guide was published in 2008 and the 
world has moved on since then..” 
 
As I have stated above, I regard Bellamy as an important adjunct to 
the Standing Orders – particularly the opening paragraph75 with its 

                                                
71 Appendix Q page 4  
72 S.O. 040 of the Standing Orders states: 
“Failure to Fulfil Obligations.    
Where it is alleged or appears to the Chair that a minister in the active work has persistently or 
repeatedly failed adequately to fulfil his or her obligations, but there appears to be no ground for a charge 
under the provisions of Part 11, the Chair may, upon receipt of a reasoned request in writing from the 
Superintendent, a circuit steward, or any other member of the Circuit Meeting concerned or on his or her 
own initiative, request the Chair of another District to appoint a Consultative Committee to consider the 

matter” 
73 Which may account for how Mr. Kitchin learned of my attending the Fellowship meeting and the MHA – 
see later. 
74 Appendix G page 2  para 4  
75 BELLAMY: 1.1 What are the overarching principles for dealing with complaints and discipline? 
The overarching principles which guided the drafting of the present Standing Orders on complaints and 
discipline, and which should act as a guiding light to their interpretation, are that: 
‘(1) The need of the Methodist Church for a complaints and discipline process stems from the imperfect 
nature of human beings. The Church is a fallible community and its members on occasion behave in 
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call for justice openness and honesty. I replied to Mr. Kitchin to that 
effect76. 
 
I should add here that in apportioning responsibility for this incident, 
Mr. Kitchin should not shoulder all the blame.  It is true that the 
wording of the statement he wished me to sign was unfortunate, 
accusing me, as it did, of being in breach of two Standing Orders. 
However, we must bear in mind that he is a not a minister of the 
church and will no doubt not be as familiar with standing orders as, 
for example, a District Chair is.  
 
This matter would never have arisen if I had been consulted about the 
email to John Troughton before it was sent to the Secretary to 
Conference. I had an explanation for my actions which may well have 
satisfied him.  
 
The true cause of this problem, which lies at the heart of the inquiry, 
is not Mr. Kitchin’s demand for a confession, but the authority behind 
the assertion contained in the email from John Troughton. 
 
This was not an innocent contribution to evidence for the inquiry, 
which concerned Revs Westwood, Pruden and Luscombe;   in fact it 
was a deliberate attempt to damage my reputation in the minds of the 
members of the inquiry.  
 
This in itself is a breach of natural justice – one which is not allowed 
in our civil and criminal courts.  
 
Most significantly, my reasons for sending the email was not explored. 
I was not given any opportunity to defend myself. I feel certain that the 
Secretary to the Conference was not aware of this aspect of the 
matter. 
 
In fact, as the matter stands, my reputation is unjustly blackened in 
the mind of the Secretary to Conference. 
 
My email to John Troughton had, as its basis S.O. 040. I did not 
mention this because I did not wish to urge any course of action. I 
merely wished to inform him and thereby remind him of his 
obligations.  
 

                                                                                                                                       
ways which are damaging to themselves and others and which undermine the credibility of the Church’s 
witness. A complaints and discipline process is one of the means by which the Church recognises that all 

human beings are made in the image of God and are entitled to be treated as such, and by which it 
maintains its witness to the new life to which we are called through Christ. 
‘(2) Through the complaints and discipline process members of the Methodist Church are accountable to 
the Church in matters of faith and behaviour. The Church seeks to enable healing and reconciliation to 
take place through that accountability whenever possible. The Church also responds to the call through 
Christ for justice, openness and honesty, and to the need for each of us to accept responsibility for our 
own acts.’ 
76 Appendix I page 1, para 5 “And to dismiss the over-arching Bellamy principle that reconciliation should 
at all times in the process be looked for is difficult to comprehend” 
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I replied at length to Mr. Kitchin’s accusation and his demand for a 
confession,  in my letter of 20th October.  
 
I wrote first about the principle of  confidentiality:77: 
 
“I did not receive a reply to this email, nor, as I understand it, was the 
question raised at the invitation committee.  
 
However, matters which require confidentiality may be introduced to 
the invitation committee through the proper channel – which was Mr. 
Troughton, the Senior Circuit Steward – and they can then remain 
confidential within the invitation committee.   
 
Whoever brought this email to light is the person who breached the 
confidentiality of it.”  
 
I then moved to support my case on the grounds of S.O. 040: 
 
“As for the content of the email and its relevance to confidentiality:  

 
First, do you deny that there was an investigation which involved 
considerations relevant to Rev. Pruden at that point in 2016?  
 
Second, do you deny that John Troughton has a right, and indeed a 
duty as Senior Circuit Steward,  to raise a point of information at the 
invitation committee in question with reference to this investigation?  
 
Third, do you consider it wise to have kept the Circuit ignorant of the 
background  while extending the appointment of Rev Pruden as 
Superintendent Minister for a further five years? 
 
Do you not think that the invitation committee was unwise not to even 
consider this matter themselves and present a report on this to the  
Circuit meeting? 
 
For my part, even though I may eventually accept that Rev. Pruden was 
completely innocent of impropriety, once all the facts are known,  most 
people might consider it unwise for the Circuit to proceed with such 
matters when investigations, such as are ongoing  in this case, are still 
proceeding.  
 
Is it a breach of confidentiality to raise, within the Church,  such a 
question -  which may impinge on the integrity of the Church? 
 
You may note however, that I did not rush precipitately into this 
argument. The proper channel for this was John Troughton. I asked him 

                                                
77 Appendix I page 7 second half of page. 
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to make the query in the hope the Rev Pruden might attempt to reassure 
me and seek reconciliation even at this stage.” 
 
This view was largely based upon Standing Orders concerning failure 
to fulfil obligations.78 I considered that Rev Pruden had not fulfilled 
his obligations as Superintendent  - in particular to three particular 
churches in the District.  
 
There was a quandary; stewards  have rights to certain information, 
particularly when the integrity of the Church is involved.   
 
A “reasoned request”, from a circuit steward to request that a chair 
from another district intervene, (which is  allowed in the Standing 
Orders79)  could only be possible if the steward in particular was 
aware of the problem.  
 
It would be wrong to deny him his right to consider this.   
 
I was not suggesting that John Troughton take such action, but I was 
giving him enough information to allow him to consider his duties in 
this respect and decide whether he should take such action.  
 
I did not give details of the complaint – that would have been a 
contravention of S.O. 1157.  
 
I thought that the only rational position to take in the circumstances 
was to delay the appointment until the question of Rev Pruden’s 
obligations was settled.  
 
However, I did not recommend this, for I consider the responsibility 
for the decision  in this to be that of John Troughton. 
 
In spite of this explanation sent to Mr. Kitchin on 20th October,  in his 
letter of 4th November Mr. Kitchin again wrote80: 
 
“Sign and return the written undertaking previously sent to you” 
 
Mr. Kitchin simply ignored the possible conflict between S.O. 04081  
and S.O.  1157.  
 

                                                
78 STANDING ORDER 040 Failure to Fulfil Obligations. (1) Where it is alleged or appears to the Chair 

that a minister in the active work has persistently or repeatedly failed adequately to 
fulfil his or her obligations, but there appears to be no ground for a charge under the 
provisions of Part 11, the Chair may, upon receipt of a reasoned request in writing 
from the Superintendent, a circuit steward, or any other member of the Circuit Meeting 
concerned or on his or her own initiative, request the Chair of another District to appoint 
a Consultative Committee to consider the matter. 
79 S.O. 040 
80 Appendix YY page 2 last line. 
81 Standing Orders page 299 



REPORT by Rev P. Timms to Alan Bolton. 

 

24 

24 

This, in my opinion,  was simply slapdash – and contrary to his duties 
as leader of the inquiry82.This should be considered under S.O. 1100, 
for I believe it is prima facie evidence that Mr. Kitchin, for all his 
qualities and distinction elsewhere, was not competent to conduct this 
inquiry.83  
 
The matter of the supposed breach of confidentiality has still not been 
settled84. As late as my letter of December 1st I was still asking to have 
clarification on the matter of the breach of confidentiality85.  
 
As I understand it, Mr. Kitchin still holds to the view that I committed 
such a breach, though I note that he no longer demands I sign the 
confession about it86.     
 
BREACHES OF HUMAN RIGHTS.  
 
1. COERCION IN DEALINGS. 
 
Mr. Kitchin accompanied his demand for a signed confession with the 
threat to cut off all access to documentation87.  
 
He wrote: 
 
“We also remind you… that if you do not return the written undertaking 
about confidentiality by noon on Thursday 24 November 2016, the 
powers under Standing Order 1157 (3) may be used: 
 

                                                
82 S.O. 1124 (14) (iii) “ take into account any response received from the person concerned” 
83 S.O. 1100 (3) (iv) and Bellamy 1:20 (1) 
In addition to the general principles already set out at 1.1 above, the complaints and discipline process 
also seeks to embody the following specific principles: 
(a) that the possibility of reconciliation should be explored carefully in every case in which 
that is appropriate; 
(b) that help and support should be offered both to the complainant and to the respondent 
at every stage during the process; 
(c) that the person or body making the decision at each stage should be competent to do so; 
(d) that there should be no difference in principle in the way in which complaints against 
ordained and lay people are dealt with. 
84 See as example appendix G page one last para – letter from Mr. Kitchin dated 15th October. 
85 Appendix  X  - In reply to your letter dated 29th November  
1. “I note that you have not named the person, or persons, who informed you that I attended a meeting at 
Sackville Road and then attended the Richmond home on 7th November.” 
 
I fear we cannot progress until you satisfy me on this point. It seems to me that there has been a breach 
of confidentiality in your obtaining this information. What is more, that information must be hearsay – 
and is probably at second hand. I do not think that it is right for you to progress on hearsay evidence, 
particularly  when I do not know the person giving that evidence.  
 
Either someone approached you with the information or, you approached someone. 
 

If, as I suspect, your informant is one of the respondents in my three complaints, then the inquiry must 
allow me to submit further evidence in my complaint against that person.  
 
You may claim that your source is not one of the respondents – in which case can you please explain how 
someone who should not have known that my illness was an issue in the schedule of the inquiry came to 
know that my health was of interest to you? How did such a person even know how to contact you? 
86 See Appendix Q page 2, bottom line -letter dated 16th November, where it is referred to as “written 
undertaking on confidentiality.” 
87 See above and appendix Q page 3  para  2 
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(i) decline to provide the complainant with copies of further documents 
or further information in connection with the relevant complaint or 
charge until the complainant has provided a written acknowledgment 
that all documents and information already received or hereafter 
received in connection with that complaint or charge are confidential 
and a written undertaking to comply with Standing Order 1104(7) at all 
times;  
(ii) decline to provide the complainant with copies of further documents 
or further information in connection with that complaint or charge at all; 
(iii) determine that the complainant shall be excluded from further 
participation in the complaints and discipline process relating to that 
complaint or charge either altogether or as set out in the determination.” 
 
 
Since the document referred to as ‘an undertaking’ contained an 
admission of guilt, this was, in fact, coercion. 
 
I could find nothing in Standing Orders which allowed him to so issue 
a demand linked with such a threat.  Indeed, it led me to consider 
what was meant by “natural justice” which is central to the Methodist 
Church’s complaints procedure88. S.O. 1157 contains nothing relating 
to coerced confessions of guilt.  
 
I had already referred to the Human Rights Act. Mr. Kitchin now wrote 
in reply:89 
 
“The Act does not.. apply; nevertheless the principles of Article 6 are 
reflected in Part 11 Standing Order 1102 (1)” 
 
Those principles include a right to an independent and impartial 
tribunal – I saw little of this throughout this affair.  
 
Although the Methodist Church is technically not subject to the 
Human Rights Act, it aligns its decisions with that Act. This, of course, 
is exactly what the British executive and the legislature does in 
government.  It is captious to simply claim that the Human Rights Act 
has no general influence on decisions within the church, but only on 
one standing order. 
 
 
Parts of my correspondence with Mr. Kitchin concerned simple basic 
rights in British law which applied no matter what any particular 
Standing Order might state.  
 
There was primarily the right to fair trial process. In this case there 
were two particular elements to this: 

                                                
88 See above and Bellamy 1.19 (2) Standing Orders seek to ensure that natural justice is at the heart of 
the procedures on complaints and discipline  
89 Appendix A page 3 second para 
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FAIR TRIAL PROCESS - ACCESS TO DOCUMENTS. 
 
In my letter of October 4th I discussed again the principles in article 6 
of the HRA. I wrote that my concern was:90 
 
“my right to obtain certain documents and other such evidence without 
let or hindrance” 
 
I had not been granted access to the email to John Troughton which is 
mentioned elsewhere.  
 
Further, I had not been granted access to the email which Rev 
Westwood used to take over the meeting of September 2014. I shall 
return to this email later. 
 
FAIR TRIAL PROCESS – ACCESS TO  WITNESSES. 
 
In the complaint against Rev Westwood there was the possibility of 
introducing eye witnesses to the events mentioned about a Circuit 
meeting in September 2014. 
 
I believed that the inquiry, in seeking best evidence, should have the 
ability to hear from such eye witnesses. As mentioned above, I 
proposed91  on November 5th that I choose witnesses, take statements 
and present them to the inquiry – allowing the inquiry to act in 
whatever way was proper after that.  
 
I received no reply to this  – though Mr. Kitchin had earlier written in 
his letter of 4th November92: 
 
“Advise me whether there are other people you think may be able to 

help us (and their names, contact details and why we should hear from 
them) so that we can consider contacting them for a written statement. 
We may also need to interview them.” 
 
Under UK law, a demand by the Crown Prosecution Service that a 
defence team submit a list of persons they intended interviewing, with 
reasons for doing so, thereby  allowing the CPS to vet them and 
introduce the possibility that they, or some other agency, might 
interfere with their evidence,  would be regarded by our courts as a 
breach of article 6 of the Human Rights Act.  
 

                                                
90 Appendix C page 3 bottom para 
91 Appendix L, page 2para 4 ff 
92 Appendix YY page 2 next to bottom para 
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I consider it therefore against the “natural justice” that the Methodist 
Church upholds such a system in its complaints procedures.  There 
must be no possibility of coercion of witnesses. 
 
What might these eyewitnesses have told Mr. Kitchin? Some of them 
sent me letters prior to the complaints process beginning. Because of 
procedural difficulties introduced by Mr. Kitchin I was not allowed by 
Mr. Kitchin these witnesses to the inquiry. Some of the views 
expressed were93: 
 “I am writing to applaud you for speaking out so boldly at the Circuit 
Meeting.” 
 

“I just want you to know that I feel so upset to hear this, and just can’t 
understand.” 
 
“You have every right to feel a deep sense of injustice about the manner 
in which the circuit team dealt with your offer to act as caretaker 
minister of the three Bexhill churches.” 
 
“There is very considerable support for you throughout the local 
Methodist congregation and a real feeling of resentment and indeed 
anger, towards the Superintendent Minister and his supporters.” 
 
“I find it hard to believe that Christians can behave in such an un-
Christian like manner but then I realise that Satan is very much at 
large” 
 
 
THE WESTWOOD EMAIL. 
 
My complaint against Rev Westwood rested largely on the content of 
an email which she flourished to the members of the Circuit meeting 
of September 2014, but of which the contents have never become 
determined. 
 
I repeatedly asked Mr. Kitchin for this document94, but never received 
it. Nor did I receive any assurance that it was being considered in the 
inquiry. I pointed out that the document was the property of the 
Methodist Church – not of Rev Westwood personally. As such it was 
document of record. It should be in the Circuit’s archive – but it is 
not. One must wonder why this is so. 
 
In particular I referred to this document in my letter of October 20th  : 
with a request: 
 
“Further, if you cannot supply me with a copy of this email, do I have 
your permission to request a copy from Rev Westwood?” 

                                                
93 Appendix ZZ – identification of sources is blacked out for reasons of confidentiality. 
94 See in particular the whole of page 4 of my letter of 20th October – appendix I 
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I never received a reply to this request – unless it is in Mr. Kitchin’s 
letter of 24th November 95: 
 
“you are entitled to the documents produced by the respondents and in 
their turn, they are entitled to yours. You are not entitled to any other 
documents which the team may hold”. 
 
This did not answer my question. 
 
The simple fact is that the document in question is central to the very 
meaning of my complaint against Rev Westwood, in that it defines her 
role at the meeting.  
 
Judgement of her conduct in the meeting of September 2014 depends 
on the content of the email she held in her hand. I worked on the 
assumption that what she claimed it contained at that meeting was 
the truth. But there were other possibilities.   
 
This matter suggested to me that Mr. Kitchin was less concerned with 
documentation which independently established facts than listening 
to second hand hearsay without corroboration96.  
 
If Mr. Kitchin has had difficulty in locating this email, the matter 
raises another questions – did it ever exist and if it did, is there a cover-

up going on about its contents? 
 
I take no position on this. Unless something emerges to the contrary,  
I must take it that what Rev Westwood said regarding this email at the 
meeting of September 2014 was truthful. However, in the light of my 
detailed complaint against Rev Westwood, Mr. Kitchin should be 
exploring all possibilities. 
 
His attitude on this email seems similar to his attitude on the John 
Troughton email97 – which he delayed sending me for some two 
months. He does not care to consider signs of malpractice in the 
respondents – only in the complainant.. 
 
There occurred another incident which underlined this criticism of Mr. 
Kitchin’s conduct in this inquiry. 
 
 
BREACH OF CONFIDENTIALITY  - Breach by the respondents. 
 

                                                
95 Appendix U page 1para 4 
 
96 I refer again to S.O.1100 ( c) which I again think applies.   
97 Nov 4th – see appendix Q 
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On November 4th 2016, Mr. Kitchin sent me a letter which contained 
not only the John Troughton email but also the accusation98: 
 
“You are now well enough that you were able to fulfil your commitment 
to speak at the Monday Fellowship at Sackville Road Methodist Church 
on Monday 7th November 2016 and visit the MHA Richmond Care 
Home.  
 
We therefore intend to complete the rest of this complaints process as 
soon as possible, and will not wait until January to fix a new date to 
interview you.” 
 
This was an astounding accusation.  
 
It was true that I had visited the two places on that Monday – only 
sixteen days after leaving hospital and against my doctor’s advice. 
 
The first venue was a long term commitment which I felt bound to 
fulfil; I spoke for, at most, six or seven minutes, and then had to sit 
down to rest.  
 
My visit to the Richmond MHA was similar – I simply sat in a chair 
resting whilst I was there.  
 
Although Mr. Kitchin had not been at either venue, he took it upon 
himself to  

a) decide on my health in place of my doctor – who had told me not 
to do anything strenuous.  

b) Reached a conclusion about my health from hearsay evidence 
given by persons who had been at the venues.  

 
Since none of the three respondents in the inquiry were at either 
venue, it followed that there had been a breach of confidentiality.  
 
The important question here was - how had the information come to 
Mr. Kitchin? And why did he accept the information, poassing it on to 
his two colleagues on the panel?   
 
I replied in my letter of November 18th99. In  particular I asked Mr. 
Kitchin100 :  
 
“How did anyone attending the Sackville meeting know that you were 
in charge of an enquiry into  grievances that concern me? Did they 
contact you? Or did you contact them? Who are these people? On what 
basis was contact made? 

                                                
98 Appendix Q page 1 
 
99 Appendix S 
100 Appendix S page 1 
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Did a person, or persons, telephone you or did you telephone them? 
What right did they have to do so? No person involved in this matter 
was present at the Sackville meeting101. This evidence is therefore 
second or third-hand hearsay – which should be no part of your 
inquiry.”  
 
How, in fact, did anyone at either of these two venues know that my 
health was an issue in the inquiry? 
 
In contrast to the accusation that I had breached confidence with the 
Troughton email,  in this case, a detail of the inquiry had been given 
out – the name of the lead person in the inquiry and the fact that my 
health was causing problems for the inquiry. 
 
That information was not common gossip. 
 
Mr. Kitchin has made no response whatsoever to these two important 
questions.  
 
It seems to me that the inquiry has proceeded with the panel  hearing 
hearsay evidence with no provenance, and without me being able to 
answer the accusations contained in such evidence. 
 
I had already begun to question Mr. Kitchin’s ability to assess the 
provenance of evidence.  But this latest accusation and the decision 
about my health was outrageous.  He seemed to accept without 
question second hand or third hand hearsay evidence. He did not 
appear to have investigated the source of such testimony, nor any 
source of corroborative evidence in any documentary form.  
 
It seemed to me that he was relying on evidence about my health from 
someone who did not like me and who had attended the venues in 
question. It was malicious gossip at its very worst. 
 
His approach was in no way aligned with Standing Orders. 
  
The proof that Mr. Kitchin actually believed this hearsay evidence lies 
in the fact that he stated that he was moving the dates of the inquiry 
back into December from January, as had been agreed after my initial 
illness.   
 
It was an emotional response, an abuse of his powers and one which 
has no place in the complaints procedures of the Methodist Church. It 
was clearly designed to put pressure on me, even though I was ill. 
 
It was another form of coercion. 

                                                
101 Nor at the Richmond home. 
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As for the apparent breach of confidentiality by one of the 
respondents, Mr. Kitchin’s response to my letter of November 18th 
was: 102 
 
“The complaints team is entitled to speak to whoever it wishes and does 
not breach confidentiality in the process” 
 
This was a captious response, not worthy, yet typical, of him. 
 
He did not answer the question about how anyone at either meeting 
knew that he was the lead of the panel dealing with these grievances 
and that my health was an issue.  
 
He chose instead to mention something that was not in question. 
 
If he alone made the inquiries, as he seemed to suggest, then he must 
have had spies following me around – I think this unlikely.  
 
Someone informed on me and since none of the respondents was 
present at the two venues, it was someone not in the complaints 
process who approached Mr. Kitchin, either directly or through one of 
the respondents.  
 
This was not a situation in which Mr. Kitchin had simply  approached 
someone.   
 
Yet this, apparently was what he was suggesting. It was underhand 
practice. 
 
Logic dictates that: 
 
 

(a) someone told a person (or persons)  at the two meetings that 
such  evidence about my health would be of interest to Mr. 
Kitchin -  as the lead in the inquiry.  

(b) that person then told Mr. Kitchin’s source that I had been 
present.  

(c) the original informant at the venues could not have been  one 
of the respondents - since none of them was present.  

(d) Mr. Kitchin did not know the people at the two locations.  
(e) Therefore his only contact in this would be one of the 

respondents.  
(f) It follows that one of the respondents told him of the incidents. 
(g) One of the respondents had therefore committed a breach of 

confidentiality by informing the original informant that such 

                                                
102 Appendix U 
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would be of interest to the inquiry – and in particular Mr. 
Kitchin. This leaked details of the inquiry. 

 
The logic of this was all contained in the information that Mr. Kitchin 
received. Yet he made no comment.  
 
It seemed that one of the respondents had actually been asking 
around to see if I was ill or not – breaching confidentiality of the 
inquiry in the process103. Yet Mr. Kitchin simply used the information 
he received to accuse me of not being ill.  
 
 
Frankly I wanted  nothing to do with an inquiry which will accept 
evidence with such poor provenance. And I cite S.O. 1102 in this104 - 
in that I have not had adequate opportunity to properly support my  
complaint, I have not been treated fairly and I have not received the 
required principle of fairness in dealing. 
 
Most people would consider that I have been treated as an unwanted 
whistle blower. 

--00-- 

                                                
103 By interviewing witnesses we might discover the truth of this. 
104 1102 General Matters.  
(1) The principle of fairness set out in Standing Order 1100(3)(v) above means that all persons exercising 
functions in relation to complaints and discipline must at all times have regard to the further principles 
that a respondent should: 
(i) have an adequate opportunity of responding to the complaint, meeting any charge and dealing with the 
evidence; 
(ii) be treated fairly by any complaints team dealing with the complaint; and 
(iii) receive a fair hearing from any church court which is to decide whether any charge is established. 
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ONE GRIEVANCE OR THREE? 
 
 
This particular matter delayed and confused our correspondence from 
September through to December 2016. However, I cannot claim that it 
delayed matters much, because I determined at an early date that I 
had to proceed in a certain way in order to be in accordance with 
Standing Orders, despite what Mr. Kitchin wrote to me.  So, in effect, I 
carried on regardless. 
 
The core argument typified the attitude that Mr. Kitchin took to this 
inquiry. 
 
He relied upon Standing Order 1132(2) 
 
“The chair’s preliminary case management powers are to give 
directions: 
 (iv) that charges against more than one respondent (including charges 
where conduct has been referred by the complaints team under 
Standing Order 1124(13)) be heard together.” 
 
To take this Standing Order as self-authenticating  without reliance 
on the principles behind Standing Orders, is irrational.   

 
What if, for example there were charges by me against a hundred 
respondents? -  would it be right or reasonable to hear all of them 
together?  Or would it be acceptable to hear fifty such charges 
together – or twenty – or even ten? 
 
Would it be reasonable to hear ten charges together against ten 
respondents when the substance of the charges was each different to 
all the rest, with different evidence, different witnesses? 
 
And exactly what does “heard together” mean? Does it mean that the 
submission by the complainant must cover all the charges together, be 
they ten, twenty or more, in the one single submission so that the 
panel can hear them together? 
 
And further, if there are ten such charges pulled together to be heard, 
is the complainant to cover all ten charges on the two sheets of A4 
paper which Mr. Kitchin demanded of me? 
 
Such Standing Orders as 1132 rely heavily on the principles set out 
which should guide the leader of a team in deciding whether or not to 
hear all complaints which have a common complainant in one session 
or two – or however many may seem reasonable in the circumstances. 
And indeed Mr. Kitchin had the discretion to do this.  
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Standing Order 1133 (9) (a) states: 
 
“The chair of the committee at his or her sole discretion may adjourn a 
hearing from time to time for a period not exceeding one month, unless 
the grounds of the application for the adjournment are such that, if an 
adjournment is granted, it should be for a longer period. The date and 
time when the hearing is to be resumed must always be 
stated. 
(b) More than one adjournment may be granted in any case.” 
 
This Standing Order allows him the discretion that is required by 
Bellamy’s principles of fairness.  
 
Of course, as we have seen, Mr. Kitchin places no importance on the 
over-arching principles behind the Standing Orders – Bellamy. Mr. 
Kitchin, you will recall wrote105: 
 
“The last edition of the Bellamy Guide was published in 2008 and the 
world has moved on since then..” 
 
This attitude led him into an impasse on the question of whether this 
was one complaint or three. 
 
I was first alerted to this problem of the three complaints when Mr. 
Kitchin phoned me at some time in September and I understood from 
the conversation that the inquiry was to take some two hours and that 
a single report would be given.  
 
At that time, I still understood that the complaints were to be dealt 
with separately. Rev Bolton wrote to me as early as April 2016 – when 
the grievances became formal. He mentioned the word “complaints” 
twice106.  
 
Rev Chapman, the local complaints officer had similarly mentioned 
“complaints” in his letter to on 5th April 2016107. 
 
This followed the fact that I had issued three separate grievances108. 
 
I, of course,  knew the depth of the detail of the three complaints. I not 
only considered that a few hours on one morning was insufficient to 
present evidence on all three, I considered it insufficient to properly 
conduct investigation of even one.  
 

                                                
105 Appendix G page 2  para 4  
106 Appendix SS lines 1 and 4.  
107 Appendix 00 heading 
108 Appendices HH, II JJ. 
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I think that the question of one or three grievances was first raised in 
my letter of October 11th to Mr. Kitchin in which I was writing about 
my non-availability on November 15th 109: 
 
“The problem therefore arises as a consequence of you not checking 
back with me once you knew that the other participants would be 
available for the November date.  I repeat that I do not see how I can 
adequately prepare for the inquiry by November 15th.  Further, if I had 
had time to reflect on the matter during our telephone call, I would have 
realised that tackling three separate grievances within this time limit 
would likely be impossible.” 
 
Mr. Kitchin did not address this problem in his letter of 15th 
October110. He referred to the “complaints111” and outlined the 
procedure he was following. He required: 
 
 “a succinct summary ( no more than two A4 pages) of the points you 
wish to make112” 
 
He added: 
 
“you will be able to address the team but not to provide a repetition of 
what you have already submitted113” 
 
and 
 
“it is also likely that we will indicate a time limit for any verbal 
statements114”.  
 
Although the lead member of an inquiry has powers and discretion, I 
am not aware that restrictions such as these are contained in 
Standing Orders, and I believe that they are not aligned with the 
principles of justice contained in the over-arching principles. In short 
such time limits are not fair. One might argue that they are a gagging 
device. 
 
More to the point – I considered it impossible to continue to try to 
obey Mr. Kitchin’s limitations on my complaints and receive a fair 
outcome to the process.  So from October 15th onwards, Mr. Kitchin 
and I were on different tracks: he holding to his selection of Standing 
Orders and his interpretation of them – and  I to the principles of 
justice and fairness.  
 
Further strictures which he issued did not help to reconcile us. 

                                                
109 Appendix F para 7 
110 Appendix G  
111 Appendix G page 2 para 2 
112 Appendix G page 3 
113 Appendix G page 1 para 4 
114 Appendix G para 4 
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In his letter of 4th November Mr. Kitchin wrote115:   
 
“My suggestion is that we allocate 10 minutes for you to present your 

complaints and up to 5 minutes at the end for you to summarise your 
position. From experience this is a fair amount of time for the Team to 
undertake its work.” 
 
Fair to whom? Certainly not to me. 

  

I already knew that my submissions would be longer than two A4 
pages. In fact the complaint against  Rev Westwood was  24 A4 pages 
as I printed it in Bookman Old style 12 point. The detailed complaint 
against Rev Pruden similarly was some 12 pages long – and that 
against Rev Luscombe was 6 pages long.  
 
It seemed to me that I was expected to reduce these three complaints 
– 42 pages long  - to two A4 pages.  
 
If I attempted to expand these A4 pages by a verbal contribution, I was 
to be subjected by Mr. Kitchin to a time limit.  
 
I was to be given just 120 seconds or so to argue each complaint. At 
three words per second, this came to 360 words per complaint. 
 
This, I thought did not fulfil the desire of the Methodist Church for 
justice, openness and honesty in the complaints procedure.116 Nor did 
it seem like “natural justice” to me117. 
 
In fact, I thought it nonsense. It fitted in with other aspects of the 
matter which prompted me to believe that Mr. Kitchin  was 
determined to run my case for me and that, considering certain 
matters such as the breaches of confidentiality and his assessment of 
my health, he was already prejudiced against me. I tried to see a 
positive in this and a good in it – but I failed. 
 
The simple fact is that Mr. Kitchin  did not need to complicate matters 
by insisting on considering the three complaints all at the same time.  
 
However, it was his decision to take and he would not be swayed from 
it.  

 
There were ancillary problems which arose along the way.  

                                                
115 Appendix YY page 2 para 2 
116 Bellamy Chapter 1, para 1.1 “ The Church also responds to the call through Christ for justice, 
openness and honesty, and to the need for each of us to accept responsibility for our own acts.” 
117 Bellamy 1.19 (2) Standing Orders seek to ensure that natural justice is at the heart of the procedures 
on complaints and discipline. Even when Standing Orders do not state explicitly that the principles of 
natural justice apply it is nonetheless to be inferred that they do. The rules of natural justice apply 
equally to respondents and complainants. 
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One was in my letter of November 5th118 I added a further point: 
 
“One simple question arises, which you must appreciate. You request a 

copy of my statement of grievance. Do I prepare one such statement – or 
three? If I arrive at the inquiry with three – will you refuse to read two of 
them? If I propose witnesses for three separate grievances – will you 
only hear from those concerned with one?” 
 
Even so, I was shocked when I received Mr. Kitchin’s final word on 
this was in his letter of 24th November 2016119 :  
 

“The three complaints are being handled separately but as you are the 
complainant common to each respondent, there will be one report at the 
end of the process.” 
 
I considered this ill-advised.  I do not know of any Standing Order 
which allows one single report to be written about three separate 
complaints. S.O. 1132 only allows for the hearings to be held together, 
not for all those hearings to be considered and summarised into  one 
report. 
 
Such a procedure can lead to unjust treatment of respondents – for 
the evidence from one can taint the evidence of another.  
 
In this particular case, the three respondents  might not always agree 
with each other. There may not be “a common front”. 
 
I already considered that there might be conflict within the three 
respondents.  
 
I considered that Rev Luscombe’s actions towards me, though 
incorrect, were due to him being mis-informed about my 
conversations with Rev Pruden. In effect, Rev Luscombe was guilty 
only because he was given false information – and when he realised 
this, I thought he would be reconciled with me over the matter.  
 
Further, there was some reason to believe that Rev Westwood had 
usurped Rev Luscombe’s responsibilities regarding the meeting of 
September 2104. Prior to that meeting, Rev Luscombe had handled 
the entire matter of the invitation of Rev Pruden120 and the question of 
the three churches. At the meeting where the decision had taken 
place, Rev Westwood had taken over – without showing any proof that 
she had been detailed to do so121, nor did she claim to have  informed 
Rev Luscombe of her intentions.  

                                                
118 Appendix L page 4 ff 
119 Appendix U middle of page  
120 Appendix MM 1.2  
121 See argument about the email she flourished which, she claimed, was her authority to intervene. 
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I thought that these potential differences among the respondents 
would not be explored if there was a single report. This might mean 
that Rev Luscombe might be unjustly included in any condemnation 
of the other two.  
 
I mentioned this to my friend Peter Hill just before I was again taken 
into hospital on 3rd December 2016. I later asked him to inform the 
panel of my consideration on this – he misunderstood and sent an 
email to Rev Bolton, not Mr. Kitchin. His rendition of my thinking  
was122: 
 

“Peter always told me that what he wants is a reconciliation meeting. 
The three persons concerned have refused such. Last Friday, just 
before his collapse, Peter said that he thought Rev Luscombe might 
attend such a meeting. He was going to mention it to someone, perhaps 
you. His reasons for this were that he thought Rev Luscombe had been 
given false information and was generally innocent of major wrong-
doing.” 
 
In summary of this question of how many complaints should be 
handled in one inquiry, I feel that the Standing Order needs expansion 
in order for it to more easily align with the principles of the Methodist 
Church. If any Standing Order exemplifies that standing orders are 
not self-authenticating123 it is surely Standing Order 1132(2). 
 
My greatest concern in this was that I considered that putting the 
three respondents together in one inquiry obstructed the chances of 
reconciliation that I had with at least one of them.  
 
Reconciliation has been a prime concern for me throughout the whole 
affair.  

--00— 
 

                                                
122 Appendix XX para 4  
123 Standing Orders Vol one  (iv) in ‘Foreword to sixth edition’ para 2 line 3 
“ Standing Orders are not self-authenticating. The authority to issue them is derivative, and it derives 
from the truly central constitutional document of the Methodist Church – the Deed of Union” 
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RECONCILIATION 
 
I raised the matter of reconciliation in almost every letter I wrote to 
Mr. Kitchin. His reply was in his letter of October 15th124:  

 

“The complaints team is required to consider the prospect of 

reconciliation but this comes at the end of our investigation, not before 
it. After my initial assessment (see SO 1123 (5), the only alternative 
procedures available to the team are stated in SO 1123 (6) and do not 
include consideration of reconciliation at that stage. On completion of its 
work the team under SO 1124 (7) considers questions in the specified 
order. This includes reconciliation. “ 
 
Standing Order 1124 (7) 125makes no reference to reconciliation. 
However, clause (8)126  of the same Standing Order does – yet I can see 
no part of clause eight that specifies that reconciliation between the 
parties cannot take place during the inquiry. That would appear to be 
Mr. Kitchin’s own interpretation of the Standing Order. 
 
Indeed S.O. 1100127 implies the opposite, stating as it does: 
 
“the church seeks to enable healing and reconciliation to take place 
..whenever possible”. 

                                                
124 Appendix G page 2 para 3 
125 SO 1124 (7)  When the complaints team is satisfied that it has taken all necessary and proper 
steps, the members must meet and consider (as far as necessary and subject to the 
provisions of clause (8) of Standing Order 1102) the following questions in the following 

order: 
(i) whether or not there is merit in the complaint, could the situation be 
helped by some form of reconciliation? 
(ii) if not, should the complaint be dismissed on one of the grounds specified 
in clause (10) below? 
(iii) if not, so that further action is required, which of the courses specified in 
clause (11) below should be followed? 
126 (8) If the complaints team is of the opinion that a form of reconciliation agreed by 
the complainant and the respondent would help the situation, the team must consider 
with them whether a form of reconciliation which the team believes is suitable in all the 
circumstances can be agreed. A suitable form of reconciliation may, but need not, include 
any of the following: 
(i) an acceptance by the complainant and the respondent that the other person has honestly interpreted 
admitted facts differently; 
(ii) an admission of fault by any person; 
(iii) an acknowledgment by the complainant or the respondent of hurt inflicted on or loss suffered by the 
other; 
(iv) a commitment by the complainant or the respondent not to repeat conduct which has caused hurt or 
loss; 
(v) a commitment by the complainant or the respondent to take or not to take certain action; 
(vi) an offer of appropriate restitution by the respondent, where possible; 
(vii) an agreement by the complainant and the respondent to meet face to 
face; 

(viii) an agreement by the complainant and the respondent to participate in a formal act of forgiveness 
and reconciliation. 
127 S.O. 1100 (2) Through the complaints and discipline process members of the Methodist Church are 
accountable to the Church in matters of faith and behaviour. The Church seeks to enable healing and 
reconciliation to take place through that accountability whenever possible. The Church also responds to 
the call through Christ for justice, openness and honesty, and to the need for each of us to accept 
responsibility for our own acts. 
(3) The complaints and discipline process therefore seeks to embody the following 
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“Whenever possible” surely includes “during a complaints process.” 
 
I still stand ready for reconciliation – indeed I urge it. 
 

--00-- 
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NATURE OF THE PROCEDURE. 
 
When this grievance procedure began, I thought I knew the stages of 
the procedure128 with complaints. Somehow, stages 5 and 6 vanished. 
 
When Mr. Kitchin first contacted me, I had gone through the local 
informal stage and the first formal complaints stage. I had before me 
the referral to the Connexional complains panel (led by Mr. Kitchin) 
then the disciplinary hearing, a disciplinary hearing appeal - and 
finally an appeal to the Methodist  Conference.  
 
Mr. Kitchin had a different interpretation of this and he and I never 
fully came to an agreement on the procedure. He never mentioned 
stages 5 and 6. 
 
For example, in his letter of November 29th 2016 he wrote129: 
 
“Please note that the complaints team will reach a conclusion on 

Monday 12 December, whether or not you are present. This means that 
we will proceed to a final determination of the matter from which you as 
the complainant have no right of appeal – S.O. 1126 (2) applies in this 
case.” 
 
The Standing Order is clear on this130. However, as I have noted 
elsewhere, no Standing Order is self-authenticating.  
 
The day after I received Mr. Kitchin’ s letter on this, on Saturday 3rd 
December131 , I was in an ambulance and being admitted to the 
Conquest Hospital in Hastings. I returned home two days later with 
instructions to recuperate for at least a week.  
 
As with his earlier pronouncement on my health132, Mr. Kitchin again 
took it upon himself to decide that I was fit enough to comply with his 
decision regarding the inquiry, even though my doctor said I should 
not.  
 
Is it just to apply S.O. 1126 in such circumstances?  

                                                
128 Bellamy 1.24 What are the stages in the procedures for dealing with complaints and discipline? 
(1) There are six possible stages to the complaints and discipline procedures.86 These are: 
(a) stage 1 – the local informal stage 
(b) stage 2 – the First Formal Complaints Stage; 
(c) stage 3 – the Referral to the Connexional Complaints Panel; 

(d) stage 4 – the disciplinary hearing; 
(e) stage 5 – the disciplinary appeal hearing; 
(f) stage 6 – the appeal to the Methodist Conference. 
129 Appendix W page 20 last para. 
130 S.O.  1126 (2)  No appeal may be brought against a decision that a complaint should be dismissed 
if the complaint was referred to the connexional Complaints Panel by the complainant 
rather than the local complaints officer.  
131 Three days after receipt of Mr. Kitchin’s letter 
132 See above re matter of my attending Sackville Road and MHA Richmond - and appendix Q page 1 
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Is that why this Standing Order 1126 was written?  
 
Does it really apply to all circumstances – including a man who is 
recuperating from a serious illness? 
 
I considered that this flew in the face of the ethics and principles of 
the Methodist Church as expressed in Bellamy133  - who makes it 
clear that there should always be allowance made for illness. 
 
Not only was I a key participant in the matter, but I was seriously ill. 
There had been unavoidable delay in securing vital evidence – most of 
it due most to the actions of Mr. Kitchin134, but also there had been 
unavoidable delay elsewhere. Further, there was ample reason to 
claim that an extension was necessary in order to deal with the matter 
fairly.  
 
Mr. Kitchin was having none of this.  
 
He had claimed135 that I had had two years in which to prepare for 
such an investigation. He was forgetting that I had spent those two 
years trying to achieve,  informally, a reconciliation with the 
respondents over this matter.  
 
Even after the complaints became formal in January 2016 I continued 
to seek reconciliation – as it behoves all Methodist ministers to do.  
 
Until Mr. Kitchin’s telephone call to me in September  2016 I had not 
contemplated writing out my complaints in detail. I had hoped that 
reason would prevail and it would not be necessary.  I hoped for 
reconciliation. But Mr. Kitchin now seemed to complain that I had 
wasted time in attempting reconciliation.    
 
He was clearly angered when I found I could not comply with his date 
of November 15th. I point out that this was his own fault – he should 
have checked back with me. Further, I gave him two months notice 
that I could not comply with that date.  
 
He relied on S.O. 1125 (17) : 

                                                
133 Bellamy 5.19 (3)  The grounds upon which an extension may be granted are:  
(a) that the respondent, the complainant, the connexional Presenting Officer involved in the case or a key 
witness: 
(i) is ill; 

(ii) is affected by family bereavement or illness; 
(iii) is unavoidably and legitimately absent from Britain; 
(b) that there will be unavoidable delay in securing vital evidence, including the evidence of the outcome 
of civil or criminal proceedings; or 
(c) that for some other good reason the extension is necessary to enable the charge to be dealt with fairly.  
134 But not all – see appendix RR, in which I request various matters concerning the minutes of the circuit 
meeting in September 2016. Only the minutes were supplied – and in September. Nothing else was 
forthcoming. 
135 Appendix D para 4 
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“ The complaints team’s full consideration of the complaint must be 
completed within two months of the date on which the lead member 
receives the documents or as soon as possible thereafter.” 
 
I point to the words: “or as soon as possible thereafter” 
 
  and to Bellamy136 where he makes it clear that: 
 
“Every complaints team is entitled to regulate its own procedure. Any 
procedure adopted must comply with the general principles of fairness.”  
 
The matter of the alleged breach of confidentiality, raised in breach of 
Standing Orders,  caused the initial delay.  
 
Apart from the lack of cooperation by Mr. Kitchin about the details of 
the accusation, there was an ancillary problem. It meant that I dare 
not approach any of the circuit members who had been present in order 
to determine whether they remembered anything of the circuit 
meeting of September 2014 – some two years previously 137 - and 
whether they would be willing to give evidence to the panel. 
 
In my letter of 11th October 2016 I mentioned this matter in some 
detail138: 
 
“I am extremely mindful of your accusation of a breach of confidentiality 
on my part – and this is hampering my preparation.  
 
Much of my complaints, particularly against Rev. Westwood, concerns  
the events during the Hastings and Rye circuit meeting in September 
2014. There were many witnesses to what occurred that evening and I 
wish to contact several of them to take down their recollections of the 
meeting. I am of the firm conviction that such statements will contradict 
the version of events given by Rev. Westwood.” 
 
Mr. Kitchin did not respond to this in his reply -  dated 15th 
October139. 
 
In my letter of 20th October I wrote140: 

                                                
136 4.13 What steps will the complaints team take in order fully to consider the complaint? 
(1) Every complaints team is entitled to regulate its own procedure. Any procedure adopted 
must comply with the general principles of fairness. 
(2) If the respondent remains unaware of the complaint, the process must be halted until he or 

she can be informed. 
(3) The complaints team’s full consideration of the complaint must be completed within two 
months of the date on which the lead member receives the documents or as soon as possible 
thereafter. 
137 I knew something of the views of members, because they had approached me after the meeting and 
even later.  
138 Appendix F page 8 para 5 ff 
139 Appendix G 
140 Appendix H page 1 para 5  
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“I cannot deal with your questions in the way you demand unless I am 
first provided by you with the answers to the questions that I have 
already raised.” 
 
As for witnesses to the events, as we have seen,  Mr. Kitchin’s letter of 
4th November141 stated: 
 
 “Advise me whether there are other people you think may be able to 

help us (and their names, contact details and why we should hear from 
them) so that we can consider contacting them for a written statement. 
We may also need to interview them.” 
 
As mentioned above, I considered ( at the very least) this approach 
impractical. I did not wish my witnesses to be chosen for me and 
interviewed without my knowledge. There was also the question of 
their competence – how good were their memories etc. Mr. Kitchin’s 
approach was not conducive to finding best evidence. I had outlined142 
my approach, as mentioned above, in my letter of November 5th 143. 
 
Mr. Kitchin never answered this. As a consequence, I did not 
approach any witnesses, nor to my knowledge, did he. I was effectively 
denied any witnesses. 
 
He relied on hearsay in preference to eye-witness evidence.  
 
At this point I even wondered if he might be trying to deliberately 
weaken the supporting evidence for my complaints – for that was the 
eventual outcome. Mr. Kitchin is too intelligent not to have realised 
the consequence of his actions. 
 
 
 
THE COMPLAINANT BEING ACCUSED – THE SECRET DOSSIER.  
 

                                                
141 Appendix YY page 2 next to bottom para 
142 “Simply giving you a list of names defeats the objective – which is to establish facts. Such statements 
depend on the questions put. Simply having a view of “why we should hear from them” is not enough.  
What would be your questions if you are unaware of the detail of why I wish to call them? I could, of 
course, supply you with a list of questions, but the truth often emerges in follow-up questions, after  

initial answers. And would there be any point in having them at the inquiry – if you have already done all 
the questioning you think necessary? Surely your role is to assess evidence, not collect it.  
 
Since I have been unable to approach anyone due to your reluctance to clarify the matter of 
confidentiality, I do not know what people remember of certain incidents. I can only rely on witnesses 
with memories good enough to support the facts of a matter. Thus, I may give you a list of useless 
witnesses if I have not spoken with them before I compile the list. Demand a list now and I will give you 
some fifty names.”  
143 Appendix L page 2  next to bottom para ff 
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In addition to the continual threat about breach of confidentiality, 
there was an additional accusation which seriously bothered me. This 
was that  I had asked to become the Superintendent of the Circuit.144 
 
This appeared in Mr. Kitchin’s letter of 24th November145 
 
In a series of questions146, he asked: 
 
“What were your reasons for thinking you could take on the 

Superintendency when you were already committed to Sackville Road 
and MHA?” 
 
  - and: 
  
“If you had applied for the job of Superintendent, how did you plan to 
manage a workload that was more than full time?” 
 
To be fair to Mr. Kitchin, when, at my request, Peter Hill sent  him an 
email  about this, dated 6th December  he replied147: 
 
“I don’t know where Peter finds his information. He is not being accused 
of asking for the job of Superintendent”. 
 
I do not know what other interpretation might be placed on the words: 
 
“What were your reasons for thinking you could take on the 
Superintendency when you were already committed to Sackville Road 
and MHA?” 
 
I decided to pursue this when I recuperated ( I collapsed on December 
3rd and so was in hospital when some of this was going on.)  
 
It sounded to me as if someone had approached Mr. Kitchin with this 
totally false accusation. But if he denied all knowledge of it – how did 
it come to be in the letter sent by him to me? Was someone else 
writing his letters? And did he know what was being written in his 
name? 
 

                                                
144 ( see appendix AAA) In fact my wishes had been made clear from a very early date. In an email sent to 
Senior Steward Cecile Wright, dated 18th February I wrote: 
 
“I support fully the decision of the circuit stewards, however, I think it could have been helpful for the 
‘Pastoral Cover’ on this side of the Circuit to have been discussed openly and the Churches themselves 

invited to participate.  I would have and still will, if asked, and the churches themselves wish it, accept 
pastoral responsibility for Christchurch and Little Common , but to be left out of that discussion, is 
questionable.” 
 
This position was the background of my objection at the Circuit Meeting of September 2014 – the 
beginning of my complaints, particularly against Rev Westwood. 
145 Appendix W page 3 
146 See appendix U page 3  
147 Appendix BB  
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As was often the case, Mr. Kitchin did not address the question with 
an answer – he seemed to demand an answer instead – in fact 
demanding  substantiation of the question from me. The implied 
question  was ‘where did Peter get his information?’  
 
I got it from him. 
 
And if he did not recognise the question about the Superintendency, 
was the deadline for my answer – 5:00pm on Thursday 1 December 
2016148  in any way serious? 
 
I surmised that this allegation had no documentary backing – nor 
would there be corroboration from any witness -  for the idea of me 
asking to become the Circuit Superintendent was preposterous. Such 
a request had never taken place. 
 
I realised then that Mr. Kitchin’s ability to sort fact from fantasy and 
to rely on best evidence was not to be relied upon. If I entered into a 
question and answer session with the panel, I was liable to be 
bombarded by ridiculous allegations such as this.  
 
There was another consideration however. The allegation could only 
have come from either Rev Pruden or Rev Luscombe – for they were 
the only persons with whom I had had any conversations about 
employment. 
 
Or did Mr. Kitchin have another secret informant?  
 
Should the source be Rev Pruden, then the lie contained in the 
allegation should be added to my complaint against him as yet 
another reason why he had failed to fulfil his obligations as 
Superintendent of the Circuit.  
 
This allegation fitted in with the allegations by Mr. Kitchin concerning 
my visit to Sackville Fellowship and the MHA. On both occasions he 
had been given information adverse to my interests which was entirely 
hearsay evidence; and he accepted this gossip  without question.  
 
It was becoming clear to me that Mr. Kitchin had a secret dossier  in 
which were several allegations which were to be put to me at the panel 
hearing.  
 
I realised that, given his restrictions,  there would be no time for me to 
research any such allegations – and in any case it was not likely that I 
would be given the source. I would have perhaps seconds, rather than 
minutes even, to answer. 
 

                                                
148 Appendix U page 4, top of page 
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It was becoming clear that the authority of serving ministers was 
being preferred and trusted -  rather than that of a supernumerary 
minister,  regardless of Standing Orders. 
 
It also seemed to me that an ambush  was being prepared.  
 
Furthermore, it seemed to me likely, given the accusation concerning 
the Superintendency,  that this ambush was being fuelled by Rev 
Pruden. This would be all the more reason why I should have alerted 
John Troughton to the fact of the inquiry before the meeting at which 
Rev Pruden was employed for a further five years (in line with  
Standing Order 040). 
 
It seemed to me that there was ample evidence to suggest that my 
complaint was not to be considered properly, and  that I would be 
attacked with unsubstantiated accusations.  
 
It would be a mud-slinging exercise, designed to shut me up.  
 
In such cases the more senior person always wins the argument. 
There is a built-in advantage in his or her favour – regardless of the 
justice involved in any decision 
 
For the word of the senior person is surely to be trusted above that of 
lowly ministers. Is not trust one part of why that person was elevated 
to that position? 
 
What had become of Mr. Kitchin’s assurance in his letter of 24th 
November ?149: 
 
“you are entitled to the documents produced by the respondents and in 
their turn, they are entitled to yours. You are not entitled to any other 
documents which the team may hold”. 
 
Was the allegation that I wanted the job of Superintendent  produced 
by one of the respondents? If so – where was the documentation? Or 
was it nothing more than hearsay evidence? 
 
 

--00— 
FINALITY 
 
The matter ended effectively when I received a letter from Mr. Kitchin 
dated 24th November150. This included: 

 

                                                
149 Appendix U page 1para 4  
150 Appendix U page 2 bottom half of page 
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“Your response to each question should be restricted to no more than 

one half of A4, 12 point. We will then come to a conclusion based on 
a) your original written complaints 
b) the written replies of the respondents 
c) your written responses to the attached questions, should you 

choose to reply to them. 
 
Please let me know by noon on Monday 28th November 2016 which of 
these options you have chosen.  
 
If you chose option 3, and decide to provide written responses to our 
questions, I will need to receive these by 5pm on Thursday 1st 
December 2016.  
 
Please note that the complaints team will reach a conclusion on Monday 
12 December, whether or not you are present. This means that we will 
proceed to a final determination of the matter from which you as the 
complainant have no right of appeal  - SO 1126 (2) applies” 
 
 
 
Because of the manner in which Mr. Kitchin handled this inquiry, we 
had not advanced any further than the position we were in during   
September 2016 when he first telephoned me. In fact, we had in some 
fashion, gone backwards. 

 
My responses were now restricted, arbitrarily, to one half of an A4 
sheet per question he posed. These questions largely related to the 
ridiculous questions concerning me supposedly requesting to become 
the new Superintendent.  
 
My three  detailed complaints, forty-two pages long -  sent on 21st 
November, 28th and 1st December - and written to help the inquiry in 
its deliberations -  were to be ignored.  
 
I was already judged guilty of breach of confidentiality.  
 
I would not be seeing what the respondents had written in reply to my 
detailed complaints. I would not be seeing the email that led to the 
trouble at the Circuit meeting.  
 
I was simply being asked to respond to questions that Mr. Kitchin 
posed, -  a series of questions such as those of 6th December. These 
seemed to be not questions – but accusations against me. Nor were 
they responses to my complaints. In effect I was on trial - Yet I was 
yhe complainant. 
 
The serious implications of the attacks on me – the release of the John 
Troughton email, the information about my attending a Fellowship 
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meeting and the MHA – were to be ignored. Yet they were all actions 
taken against me which were contrary to standing orders.  
 
This is what happens to whistle-blowers. Organisational convenience 
is more important than justice and truth.  
 
How much were my various protests listened to?  My three detailed 
complaint submissions had actually covered, in one way or another,  
all the questions put by Mr. Kitchin. It was clear that he had not read 
the detailed complaints when he listed the questions in his letter of 6th 
December. 
 
Further, he claimed that I would not be able to appeal against his 
decision. This was his final threat. 
 

“you as the complainant have no right of appeal”   
 

--00— 
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SUMMARY  
 

My motion  is based on the following points: 
 
1. I did not have an adequate opportunity to make my case regarding 
the complaints. Instead I found myself meeting charges made against 
me and being hampered in dealing with the evidence. 
2. I was not treated fairly by the complaints team 
3. I did not receive a fair hearing. 
4. There were procedural mistakes -  in that Standing Orders were not 
followed and interpreted correctly.  
5. Principles embraced by the Methodist Church were ignored.  
6. The complaint was dismissed summarily without proper 
consideration of whether or not reconciliation between me and the 
respondents was possible.  
7. The procedure seriously impaired or might have seriously impaired 
the mission, witness or integrity of the Church; 
8.  I did not receive the help and support that should be offered to the 
complainant. 
 
Specifically,  Mr. Kitchin made faulty decisions in following Standing 
Order 1132151 (Case Management). He did not observe the principle of 
natural justice – which is a clause in that Standing Order.  He was not 
competent to conduct the inquiry.  
 
In particular I believe he should have determined that charges should 
be heard by three specially constituted panels - for the conduct of 
more than one person was in issue. Differently constituted panels or 
committees were required because the respondents are of different 
status and the grievances against them were different. 
 
Further, although Mr. Kitchin was allowed by S.O. 1132 (3) to exercise 
his  powers of preliminary case management as he thought fit, he 
ignored other clauses of that Standing Order – in particular clause (3) 
which pertains to the  principles of natural justice in doing so.  
 

                                                
151 1132 (2) The chair’s preliminary case management powers are to give directions: 
(i) that obvious gaps in the evidence be filled as far as possible; 
(ii) about the participation of the complainant in the preliminary hearing to be held as provided in clause 
(5) below; 
(iii) about the supply of documents to the complainant; 
(iv) that charges against more than one respondent (including charges where conduct has been referred 
by the complaints team under Standing Order 1124(13)) be heard together; 

(v) that the charges should be heard by a specially constituted committee if the conduct of more than one 
person is in issue and differently constituted committees would otherwise be required because the 
respondents are of different status; 
(vi) that such other steps be taken as appears to the chair suited to ensuring that the committee is able to 
give full and fair consideration to the charges before it. 
(3) The chair may exercise his or her powers of preliminary case management from time to time as he or 
she thinks fit, but must always observe the principles of natural justice in doing so. The Presenting 
Officer and the respondent may, through the reporting 
officer, refer case management matters to the chair for decision. 
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Standing Order 1100 (3) (vi)152 was not complied with – in that Mr. 
Kitchin was not competent to carry out the decisions required. He did 
not properly assess the provenance of evidence. He relied on hearsay 
rather than other more reliable and secure forms of evidence. He 
ultimately relied upon malicious gossip.  
 
 
I ask that any decision of this panel of inquiry be set aside on the 
above grounds. 
 
 
………………………….. 
Rev Peter Timms O.B.E.  M.A.  
 
 
 

 
 

                                                
152 S.O. 1100 (3) (v) (vi) the person or body making the decision at each stage should be 
competent to do so; 
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ADDENDUM 1 to Set Aside Motion delivered to Methodist 

House 27
th

 January 2017. 
 
Concerning line 50 of the decision of the panel and lines 268 & 269. 

 

 

LIES AND DECEPTION? 

 

Line 50 of the decision states;   
 
“the apparent behaviour of the complainant is also a matter for 

enquiry.” 
 
In reply to my letters of 7th and 11th October, on 15th October the 
leader of the panel wrote in an email: 
 
“You asked whether your conduct is under investigation. I cannot 
answer that question until we have heard from others.153” 
 
The decision that my conduct was under investigation had been taken 
(line 50) in early September – six weeks before this email. The full 
investigation began after that.  
 
Why then did the panel leader not say the panel was investigating me 
in his email of October 15th?  
 
Was he deliberately withholding this information?  
 
Why would he do that? 
 
Or is the true reason that in mid-October he still did not have 
sufficient  evidence to back up line 50?  Is that why he needed to ‘hear 
from others’? 
 
One statement or the other must be true. Either the panel had enough 
evidence to substantiate the decision behind line 50, or it did not. 
 
Was a full investigation actually undertaken in the hope that I would 
provide the evidence for line 50 in later exchanges – particularly if I 
were treated badly, to the point where I might lose my temper? 
 
Was this the plan to get condemnatory evidence? 
 
One possible means of enraging me to prove a point may lie with the 
fact that during that period I was being coerced into signing a 
confession.  
 

                                                
153 Appendices to “set aside motion” App G 
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If the panel leader obtained such a confession, he could to cover up 
the original source for the allegation in line 50. I shall return to this 
aspect of the affair in a later addendum.  
 
There is further evidence that the statement in the letter of October 
15th was indeed a lie. It lies later in the panel’s decision. 
 
I refer to the “undertaking” (line 770ff) which was sent to me early in 
September. (I shall later present  an addendum on the timing of this.) 

 

Line 775:  
(The panel) “has determined, in accordance with Standing Order 1157, 
that there have been several breaches of confidentiality by me.”   
 
This verifies the truth of line 50 - that the panel had already decided 
the matter at the beginning of September – even before it first contacted 
me i.e. during  the initial stage.  
 
Thus, the leader of the panel knew in early September that my 
behaviour was being investigated, yet in mid-October he did not tell  
me this when questioned directly about it – and indeed he denied the 
truth of the suggestion.  
 
I should like to have it clarified why the statement of 15th October  
was not a lie. I cannot believe a true Methodist would be guilty of 
lying. However, on the present evidence, I see little alternative. 
 
S.O.1100 (3 v) states: 
 
“The process should be fair.” 
 
Telling a lie is not fair. This letter appears to be a breach of S.O. 1100. 
 

--00— 

 

A further lie? 
 

The panel refers to the “undertaking” at line 268: 
 
“The complainant refused to sign the undertaking. This did not 
disadvantage him as there were no new documents which could have 
been provided.”  
 
This is captious and akin to telling a lie. It is a cover-up. 
 
There were several documents and other pieces of evidence which I 
asked the panel for help with. Among them was the email produced by 
Rev Westwood at the meeting of September 16th 2016. This  was 
central to the investigation of the manner in which that meeting was 
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organised – the main point of my complaint against Rev Westwood. It 
was a document that the Methodist Church owned and which I should 
have had access to. I even asked the panel if I might approach Rev 
Westwood for a copy. All of this fell on deaf ears.   
 
I also wished to approach witnesses – the “undertaking” affair blocked 
me from doing this. Further I asked for a copy of S.O. 1157 – and 
again, was ignored. 

 
Line 269 refers to “new” documents. This is deceptive.  Standing order 
1100 (3iv) does not contain the word “new” and it is not restricted to 
“documents” either. My requests for help were legitimate, but were 
either ignored or denied. 
 
I was seriously disadvantaged by the panel’s refusal to help me in 
these matters. The action of the panel was a breach of S.O. 1100 
(3 iv): 
 
“help and support should be offered both to the person making the 
complaint and to the person complained against at every stage during 
the process;” 
 
 
Lines 268 & 9  are deceptively attempting to cover this up.  
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ADDENDUM 2 

to Set Aside Motion delivered to  

Methodist House 27
th

 January 2017. 

 

 
 

Concerning line 50 of the decision of the panel. 

 

COERCION TO INDUCE THE COMPLAINANT  
TO SIGN A FALSE CONFESSION. 

 
This paper concerns the matter which may have promoted the 
apparent supposed “lie” detailed in Addendum 1. 
 
The panel leader expressed anger with my behaviour, in that I failed to 
sign a document which I considered to be a false confession. 
 
This document, and the panel’s insistence that I sign it, made the 
proper conduct of this inquiry impossible. The blame for all 

subsequent problems lies with this document and with the leader 
of the panel.   
 
The inquiry contacted me in early September 2016, demanding that I  
admit that I had committed a breach of confidence and thereby a 
breach of Standing Orders.  It was the first time the panel had 
contacted me. 
 
I was unaware of the source of the information behind this demand;  I  
was not asked to explain anything. I had no idea what the supposed 
breach might be.  
 
I was further confused because the document referred to me as the 
respondent in a complaint made against me. I had no knowledge of 
such a complaint (line 772).  
 
This did not follow Standing Orders regarding complaints.  
 
I defy anyone who reads this document (line 770 onwards) to see it in 
any way other than it being  a confession. There was no sign of good 
faith in this. Further, I was later threatened with the withholding of 
help under Standing Orders -   I was being coerced into signing it. The 
“undertaking” in full is at line 770.   
 
As an example of the iniquity of it, I refer, as just one example,  to the 
words: 
  
“I understand that the Connexional team has reviewed the 

evidence it holds and has determined, in accordance with 
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Standing Order 1157, that there have been several breaches of 
confidentiality by me.”  (my underlining)  

 

I was expected to sign this.  
 
This was nothing less than a requirement to sign a confession to a 
breach of Standing Orders of which I knew nothing and to which I  
had not been granted opportunity to reply, to contradict or otherwise 
to defend myself against.  I had no knowledge of having breached any 
Standing Order. 
 
This document should have no place in any Methodist Church 
archive. It should be repudiated immediately. 
 
S.O.1100 (3 v) states: 
 

“The process should be fair.” 
 
Forcing a complainant to sign a confession without him even knowing 
what the facts of the accusation are, is not fair – and is in breach 
therefore of S.O. 1100.  
 
The threat that accompanied this, and introduced the coercion, was 
eventually carried out (line 256). The panel refused to send me any 
further documents, further information or help, because I would not 
sign the document.   This was coercion. 
 
This withdrawal of help is contrary to Standing Order 1100 
(3 iv): 
 
“help and support should be offered both to the person making the 
complaint and to the person complained against at every stage during 
the process;” 
  
There were other examples of breach of this Standing Order in the 
course of the inquiry which I shall detail in later addenda.  
 
What should the reaction be of someone who is being coerced into 
signing a false confession, without even knowing the detail of what the 
confession concerns, never mind not being granted a right of reply?  
 
My response to the demand was explained in several letters, 
particularly in my early letter to Mr. Kitchin dated 4th October: 
  
“Further, your suggestion that I sign a clause of confidentiality is 

unnecessary, since I am already governed by S.O. 1104. Your addition 
of a confession by me to having already breached confidentiality is 
inaccurate, and indeed unworthy of you. It is prejudicial to the outcome 
of this inquiry.” 
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The panel ignored this.  
 
The first demand to sign the “undertaking” was in early September. 
This demand that I sign the “undertaking” was still being made in 
early November.  
 
This was a month after I had confirmed I would not breach 
confidentiality in my letter of October 4th.  
 
Why would the panel do that?  
 
I suspect that any neutral person reading this will agree that, rather 
than attempting to undermine and bully the panel, ( lines 285 & 297) 
my response of affirming confidentiality was reasonable.   
However, my position on confidentiality was ignored.   
 
The panel (line 297) accused me of bullying – surely this 
determination to get a confession from me was beyond bullying? I can 
find no Standing Order concerning this – I suspect because it is 
unthinkable.  
 
The panel defines the term “bullying” (line 808) as being behaviour 
which causes harm or distress to the target over a prolonged period of 
time. This coercion caused me serious distress – I was twice taken 
into hospital with a stress-related illness during the period when it 
was going on.  
 
What should the reaction be of someone being coerced into signing a 
false confession without even knowing the detail of what the 
confession concerns?  
 
S.O.1100 (3 v) states: 
 
“The process should be fair.” 
 
Coercing a complainant to sign a confession without explaining in the 
slightest why the confession should be made, is contrary to S.O. 
1100(3 iv).  
 

I refer you to cpd vol 2  Book Seven, Guidance: 
 
“Whilst it is expected that any response be respectful and welcoming, 
no local church body, minister or lay person is required to act in any 
way contrary to the demands of conscience. The Conference trusts that 
at all times all those responsible will seek to act together with integrity 
and in good faith.” 
 
And to S.O. 1100 (3 vii): 
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“there should be a means of correcting any errors which may be made.” 
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ADDENDUM 3 

to Set Aside Motion delivered to 

Methodist House 27
th

 January 2017. 
(Concerning the decision of the complaints panel in the complaints against Rev Pruden, Rev Westwood 

and Rev Luscombe.)  

 

This addendum concerns Line 185. 
 
The panel used unacceptable forms of questioning in order to 

procure self-incriminating statements from the complainant. 
 
Line 185 states: 
 
“The complainant then presented a paper which proposed his own 

immediate appointment as acting superintendent.” 
 
Presumably this information is derived from the  letter from Rev Ian 
Wales referred to in line 205. 
 
This line relies on a technique I have called “the false premise” in my 
second stage grievance against Rev. Luscombe.  
 
If this is the source, I recall the incident well. The document referred 
to was not given to Rev Wales, but to Rev Hellyer. At that time Rev 
Wales was ill. My note suggested to Rev Hellyer that I help Rev Wales 
in his duties as Superintendent whilst he was ill. This was not an 
“acting” role, nor in any way a full time role. The best that it could be 
classified as would be an “assisting” role. I was merely “helping out”. 
 
Since I was eventually accused of requesting to be made 
Superintendent, we can see the “ramping up” technique which I 
earlier noted, in my longer grievance against Rev Luscombe, under the 
heading “False Premise”.    
 
In this present case, what began as “short-term  assisting” the 
Superintendent , was then re-defined as “acting Superintendent” and 
then later was “promoted” to “full time Superintendent”.     
 
I note that the panel does not appear to have requested sight of the 
original note, which would be “best evidence”. As elsewhere, the panel 
seems to prefer to accept hearsay evidence rather than look for the 
best evidence.  
 
In fact, the panel cannot have documentary evidence to back up line 
185. It does not exist and it never did. 
 
At line 196 the panel lists the documents it considered in this 
complaint.  There is no documentary evidence from Rev Hellyer. If the 
source of line 185 is indeed the letter from Rev Wales ( line 205), then 
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the allegation in line 185 is Rev Wale’s account of what he was told or 
shown by Rev Hellyer. 
 
What occurred later with this putative accusation is akin to the 
technique against me by the “undertaking” – explained in Addendum 
2. In effect I was being asked in a deceptive manner again to agree to 
facts which were not true.  This occurred when the matter was 
addressed in a letter sent to me by Mr. Kitchin, dated November 24th 
2016 (U4 in the appendices to the set aside motion)  
 
The panel sent me a list of questions that it wished to be answered 
within a set time limit.  
 
The standard of questions put to me did not come up to the required 
standard for such proceedings, and not up to the standard of  
S.O.1100 (3 v) which states: 
 
“The process should be fair.” 
 
To explain the deception that the panel was attempting, consider the 
way in which questions may be put to someone in such 
circumstances. (I refer you also to page 17 of “Positive Working 
Together” on not using trick questions.)  
 
 
TYPES OF QUESTION: 
  
There are many types of questions which are used in tribunals.  
 
THE OPEN QUESTION:  
 
This leaves the person being questioned with the ability to reply in any 
way he or she wishes. Such as “how are you today?” 

 
THE LEADING QUESTION 
 
This is often typified by the phrase “I put it to you that.. ” with the 
questioner’s hypothesis of an incident coming next.  
 
The person being questioned can deny the hypothesis, but the 
questioner nevertheless may introduce doubt in the mind of a judge or 
jury.  
 
Stronger than the leading question is:  
 
THE YES - NO QUESTION. 
 
This promotes a version of the truth by polarisation coupled with a 
demand that an answer confirm the truth or denial of it.  
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A typical question of this category might be “Did you do it – yes or no?” 
Respondents often have trouble with this type of question, for there 
are sometimes a variety of possibilities in which the truth might be 
found.  
 
THE LOADED QUESTION.  
 
The loaded question is often typified by “when did you stop beating 
your wife?”  
 
The example is a common joke amongst lawyers of something that 
should never be done because it is unfair. It resorts to trickery.  

 
This type of question has, inside it, an accusation, or affirmation of a 
fact, but the actual response demanded is to something else in the 
question.  
 
Thus in the “wife” example the question is “when” – the assertion is 
that the person being questioned has actually beaten his wife.  
 
Loaded questions are typically used to trick someone into implying or 
affirming something they did not intend to accept or admit to.   
 
To make them more disguised, loaded questions  are sometimes 
preceded by an open question.  
 
Although there is no specific judicial ruling to stop their use, they are 
invariably objected to and not allowed by tribunals.   
 
This panel used several of these types of question during the many 
exchanges.  
 
However,  in particular, I point to the questions put to me on page 4 of 
the letter sent by Mr. Kitchin on 24th November 2016. This is listed in 
the appendices to the “Set aside Motion” as app U4. 
 
“What were your reasons for thinking you could take on the 
Superintendency when you already were committed to both Sackville 
Road and MHA?” 
 
This loaded question pre-supposes that I thought I could take on the 
Superintendency – and that I had stated so either in public or to 
someone involved in the inquiry.  
 
It further pre-supposes that, in doing so, I had stated that I could also 
carry on with a commitment to Sackville Road and the MHA. 
 
I had made neither of these two assertions. Indeed it is highly 
improbable that an eighty-year old man would suggest such.  
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The only possible answer to this loaded question is to state “I deny the 
assumptions in this question”. That is not answering the question, but 
questioning its basis. The second trick in this sentence is that the 
charge might then be made that I refused to answer the question. 
 
In this example, the person asking the question is likely to get an 
answer that is useful to him - no matter what the response.  
 
This was a very tricky question by Mr. Kitchin which was clearly 
designed to trap me into a false statement. 
 
A later loaded question on the same page is: 
 

“Why were you unwilling to undertake the specified procedure in S.O. 
793 for supernumeraries wishing to return to the active work?” 
 
(S.O.793  concerns supernumeraries applying to return to the active 
work and the medical examination necessary)  
 
There are two presumptions, or false premises,  in this loaded 
question: 
 
a) that I wished to return to the active work, and   
b) that I was unwilling to take a medical examination in connection 
with a return to the active work  
 
I did not wish, nor did I apply, to return to the active work. As a 
consequence there was no need for a medical.  
 
A further loaded question is: 
 
“Which Standing Order are you alleging Phillip Luscombe broke in his 
dealings with you?  
 
This question pre-supposes that I had accused Rev. Luscombe of a 
breach of standing orders. On November 24th, when this letter was 
sent to me, I had not made any such accusation.  
 
I subsequently, in the second stage of my complaint, criticised Rev 
Luscombe. I stated that he mis-interpreted S.O. 792. However, I did 
not write this until 30th November, a week after the question in the 
letter with the loaded question  from the panel was written.  
  
 
A fourth loaded question is even more tricky: 
 

“If you had applied for the job of superintendent, how did you plan to 
manage a workload that was more than full time?” 
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The trick here is in the captious use of the conditional tense at the 
start of the question. The word “if” introduces the conditional 
subjunctive form.  But the verb which follows is not in the 
subjunctive, it is in the indicative – “how did you plan?”  The 
conditional aspect is no longer present.  
 
The presumption, or false premise,  is that I did indeed plan to 
manage a workload: in fact I did not.  
 
There is the further presumption that “the work was more than full 

time”.    
 
To be correct, the sentence should have read “If you had applied for 

the job of superintendent full time, how would you plan to manage a 
workload that might, with your other commitments be more than full 
time?” 
 
Of course, I never did plan to manage such a workload. That is the 
false presumption in this loaded question. 
 
There is a further point in this. “The workload” being referred to is 
that of a superintendent. Clearly that is not more than full time – for  
many superintendents do such work and have agreed hours in which 
to do it. As the question is phrased, the implication is that I wished to 
be a superintendent and continue at Sackville Road and the MHA. 
None of this was the truth.  
 
There were eight questions in the letter of November 24th  of which 
four were loaded questions.  
 
It seems clear that the objective here was to trick me by unfair means, 
by interspersing open questions with loaded questions. This is a well-
known technique.   
 
At line 64 the panel states that it  had due regard to “Positive Working 
Together”. It clearly did not recall ( page 18): 
 
”I will not trick, pressure, manipulate, or distort the differences. I want 
your unpressured, clear, honest view of our differences.”  
 
 
The pressure exerted upon me was in the form of a deadline. At the 
top of the page is written:  
 
“Questions for written responses by 5:00pm on Thursday 1st December 

2016.” 
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The letter was written on November 24th, a Thursday. I received it on 
Saturday November 26th. I would have needed to post it on Tuesday 
29th November in order to ensure that it arrived in accordance with 
this demand. I was being rushed, I would say, hustled, into a quick, 
and perhaps injudicious response.  
 
The questions in this letter do not align themselves with several 
standing orders – in particular S.O.1100 (3 v) which states: 
 
“The process should be fair.” 
 
 
However, there is a further point.  
 
The situation is made less clear by conflicting evidence from the panel. 
 
On receipt of the letter of November 24th my friend Peter Hill wrote an 
email about these questions, whilst I was ill, to the leader of the panel 
-  Mr. Kitchin. This email was dated 6th December. Mr. Kitchin 
replied154: 
 
“I don’t know where Peter finds his information. He is not being accused 
of asking for the job of Superintendent”. 
 
I do not know what other interpretation might be placed upon the 
words: 
 
“What were your reasons for thinking you could take on the 

Superintendency when you were already committed to Sackville Road 
and MHA?” 
 
- which is the wording of the question in the letter of November 24th.  
 
It is one thing to be accused of something. It is quite another matter 
when the accuser denies any knowledge of the accusation.  
 
Why on earth would the leader of the panel make such a denial? 
 
I believe that this exchange shows that, considering  S.O.1100 (3 vi)  
 
“the person or body making the decision at each stage should be 
competent to do so, ” 
 
The leader of the panel was not competent to send the letter or 
conduct the inquiry. His questions were captious. He accuses me of 
manipulation, but his use of loaded questions is a clear sign of 
manipulation. 

                                                
154 “Set aside motion” Appendix BB  
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I had a right to ignore the questions. They were captious. The 
exchange demonstrated  that the panel leader was more than a little 
confused. Whether he knew it or not, his two statements about the 
particular question above have the appearance of someone being 
duplicitous. His email reply stated the opposite of  his letter of 
November 24th. 
 
Further, I consider that the panel also breached S.O.1138 (8c): 
 
(c) The standard of proof required to establish a charge is the balance of 
probability. 
 
This accusation in the letter about the Superintendency was based 
on, at best, hearsay evidence. This was far from being best evidence, 
particularly when documentary corroboration of the charge should 
have been available.  Captious questions were used in order to obtain 
evidence to boost the probability of the allegation that I had asked to 
be made a Superintendent.    
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ADDENDUM 4 to Set Aside Motion 

delivered to Methodist House 27
th

 January 2017. 

 
 

Concerning in general the decision of the panel, 
this addendum points to parts of the decision  

where the panel may be telling the truth 
 – but not the whole truth. 

 
Preliminary. 
 
 
S.O. 1133 (a) (b) (c)  
 
“The committee’s decisions must be reached solely on the charge 

brought and on evidence before the committee and available to both the 
Presenting Officer and the respondent. The evidence must include in all 
cases the written report prepared by the complaints team under 
Standing Order 1124(15). 
(c) The standard of proof required to establish a charge is the balance of 
probability.” 
 
I can find no instructions in Standing Orders about how a report, 
such as the decision of a Connexional Complaints Team, should be 
drawn up.   
 
S.O.  1133( c) makes it clear that the system of determination of the 
proof  to establish a charge should be the balance of probabilities. This 
refers solely to the issues of the charges brought by the complainant – 
and does not refer to issues between the complainant and the 
members of the committee or panel of inquiry.  
 
(The use of the system of “balance of probabilities” is considered in a later addendum)  

 
The balance of probabilities system is a binary system. When there are 
differences between the complainant and the respondents, and there 
needs to be a decision on issues of fact, when a balance of 
probabilities is decided, the contrary arguments are no longer valid 
and do not necessarily need to be reflected in the judgement.  
 
Such does not apply to other issues in the case, such as arguments 
between the members of the panel and the complainant over 
procedure and interpretation of Standing Orders.   In such matters – 
i.e. those not attempting to establish a charge - the guiding Standing 
Order must be S.O. 1100 which deals with fairness. It follows that in 
recounting such issues, both sides of the issue must be detailed in the 
final report of the inquiry.  
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A substantial part of this present decision ( lines 117 – 318) is taken 
up with issues of conflict between the complainant and the panel. 
 
The several conflicts between the leader of the panel and the 
complainant are to be judged, if they need be, under S.O. 1100, not 
on a balance of probabilities. No charges are involved.   
 
The report written by the panel in this case appears at first glance to 
be in accordance with S.O. 1100. It purports to be a fair and even-
handed rendition of what occurred. However, some of the issues that 
should be treated even-handedly as per S.O. 1100 are treated as if 
they are being judged on a balance of probabilities. One side of the 
argument is left out.  
 
As a consequence of this approach, the decision of the panel in this 
inquiry contains half-truths. This paper lists them and details the 
other half of the truth.  
 
The overall effect of such half-truths is to present a prejudiced 
viewpoint on behalf of the panel towards the other areas of the 
complaint. The conflict between the complainant and the panel is 
interlaced with the complaints against the respondents.  
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TRUTHS AND HALF - TRUTHS. 

 
I 

 
1. Lines 117 – 141 the date of the inquiry.  
 
 
 The half truth: 
 
Line 117:  
“The complainant agreed in September 2016 to a date for his interview 
of 15th November. He later requested a postponement of four months.” 
 
The other half of the truth: 
 

a) the contact I had with Mr. Kitchin in early September was on 
the telephone. I was not prepared for it and replied only in a 
general way.   

b) I did not agree a date – I merely stated that I was free on that 
date. 

c) Within some ten days I informed Mr. Kitchin on 21st September 
that I would not be ready for November 15th.  This was after I 
realised the implications of the “false confession” and Mr. 
Kitchin’s  determination to coerce me into signing it. This was 
the initial cause of seriously delay in the matter.  With the false 
confession, the entire pattern of the panel’s procedures 
changed. 

 
 

II 
 
The half truth: 
 
Line 123: 
 

“The team decided to offer him two further dates in December 2016” 
 
The other half of the truth: 
 
After I was taken into hospital with a suspected heart attack, Mr. 
Kitchin offered to meet with me in January 2017. He later withdrew 
this offer 
 

The version in the decision covers up many reasons for delay in the 
process – all due to the panel’s actions. These are: 
 

a) that I gave the panel eight weeks notice that I would not be able 
to be ready for the November 15th deadline.  
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b) That the delay involved in this was due to the insistence by Mr. 
Kitchin that I sign a false confession.  

c) That other matters such as the question of witnesses and 
whether the complaints were three or one were further delaying 
me.  

d) Delay caused by Mr. Kitchin in not helping me with the question 
of Standing Order  1157  ( This matter is covered on page 11 of 
the set aside motion) 

e) Mr. Kitchin did not respond to questions about the email 
mentioned in my grievance re Rev Westwood.  

f) Mr. Kitchin did not give clear guidance on whether this would 
be considered as one complaint or, as I saw it, three (see later 
and page 34 of the set aside motion.) 

 
 
The truth is that after the original choice of November 15th, Mr. 
Kitchin “moved the goalposts” with issues which caused delay – in 
particular  a) the false confession, b) the question of witnesses c) 
confusion over Standing Order 1157 d) acquisition of the Westwood 
email and e) indecision re one grievance or three.  
 
None of these delays are explained in the panel’s decision.  
Why would the panel wish to cover up the background details of this 
matter? 
 
This appears to have been a deliberate ploy – the effect was to 
pressurise me into being ill-prepared for the November 15th date. 
  
 
 

III 
 
The half truth: 
 

Lines 751 – 766 
 
“Breaches of confidentiality by the complainant” 
 
The other half of the truth: 
 
This conclusion was reached without asking me for an explanation.  
 
There are two allegations. They concern: 
  
(i) an email to John Troughton  
(ii) a letter to Paul Martin 
 
(i) 
The email to John Troughton. 
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This is dealt with largely at pages 11 and page 19 of the original set 
aside motion.  In particular, on 16th November I sent Mr. Kitchin my 
reason for actions on this – pointing to my obligations as a minister 
under S.O. 040. 
 
At no time during the four months of the inquiry did Mr. Kitchin ask 
me for an explanation of this email to John Troughton. He never 
replied to my point about S.O. 040. 
 
The report therefore does not reflect the whole truth of this particular 
matter.  
 
 
(ii)  
The letter to Paul Martin. 
 
I have never seen this letter, nor is it mentioned in any of the 
correspondence with the panel. The reference to it in the decision is a 
complete surprise to me.  The reason for this can only be that the 
panel refused to let me see the accusation because I refused to sign 
the false confession.  
 
The content of this letter, as quoted in the report, actually supports 
my reasons for sending the email to John Troughton.  
 
The true context of lines 751 – 766 is therefore in no way fully and 
fairly reflected in the two paragraphs in the report.  
 
Why would the panel not wish to present my reasons for the email to 
John Troughton – and why would they use evidence of the Paul Martin 
letter without even telling me of it? 
 
Or is that the panel wish to cover up the role that the District Chair 
John Hellyer had in the production of these emails? 
 
 

IV 
 
The half truth: 
 
Lines 436 – 477  
“The respondent, as Assistant Chair of the South-East District and 
acting on behalf of the Chair of the District”  



REPORT by Rev P. Timms to Alan Bolton. 

 

71 

71 

The other half of the truth: 
 
Although apparently an issue of fact between the respondent and the 
complainant, this point is directed at the correspondence between the 
leader of the panel and the complainant.  
 
The issue here is the refusal of the panel of inquiry to act fairly. They 
did not demand to see best evidence.  
 
Although Rev Westwood claimed to be acting on behalf of the Chair, 
she avoided showing any evidence to prove that the Chair had actually 
delegated her. In fact Rev. Luscombe was in charge of the 
consideration in item 9 on the agenda at the meeting in question. (see 
later) 
 
In my original grievance – which the panel claims to have read (line 
200) I mentioned a piece of paper which Rev Westwood claimed to be 
an email from the District Chair.  
 
This “email” is not mentioned by the panel in their outline of Rev 
Westwood’s response. It is only mentioned  at line 410 – where they 
quote the text of  my original complaint.  
 
Nevertheless, I had requested a copy of this email many times during 
the period September - November  2016. My reason for doing this was 
that the actual document was clearly “best evidence” concerning the 
role of Rev Westwood in the Circuit Meeting. I never received a copy, 
nor did I receive a reply when I asked the panel to allow me to request 
a copy from Rev Westwood.  
 
This supposed email and its alleged contents was the source of the 
trouble at the meeting.  
 
That all mention of it is omitted in this decision covers up the fact that 
the panel was not interested in acquiring “best evidence”.  This is 
contrary to Standing Order 1100.   
 
The consequence of this is that the panel remained ignorant of the 
central importance of this document to the entire case. It was, after 
all, Rev Westwood’s intervention during my objection  that was the 
source of the controversy over the events of meeting of September 
2014. This document began this whole affair.  
 
Why would the panel not seek to see this email and not mention it in 
the decision? 
 
Does the email actually exist? We only have Rev Westwood’s word for 
it. Or is it that the panel does not wish to acknowledge the role that 
District Chair John Hellyer had in the affair?   
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V 
 
The half truth: 
 
Line 78  
 
“The team interviewed.. one other key witness and heard from two 
others.” 
 
The other half of the truth: 
 
There was lengthy correspondence between myself and the panel 
because I wished to produce, either in person or on paper, witnesses 
from the members at the circuit meeting of September 2014 – the 
meeting that all the fuss was about.  
 
I was systematically hampered by the leader of the panel to the point 
where I was not able to produce any of my witnesses. The leader of the 
panel even wished to interview my witnesses before he might accept 
their evidence. He wished to do this before I even approached and 
interviewed them. He apparently wished to control all my evidence in 
this area. 
 
This matter is covered from page 27 onwards in the set aside motion.  
 
The whole truth of this is that, in the complaint against Rev 
Westwood, there was the possibility of introducing eye witnesses to 
the events mentioned about a Circuit meeting in September 2014. 
To hamper this and indeed, not even call the witnesses, is contrary to 
S.O. 1100. 
 

 

VI 
 
The half truth: 
 

Line 223  
 
“The panel explained to him that this was not consistent with the 
complaints process.” 
 
The other half of the truth: 
 

As far as I can see, there is nothing in Standing Orders that precludes 
complainants from calling witnesses to testify to facts and events.  
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The panel actually took evidence from a witness ( see above line 78). 
Why therefore were statements from eye witnesses, whom I wished to 
introduce, not consistent with the complaints process?  
 
This sentence simply covered up the fact that the panel did not appear 
to wish to hear from my witnesses. 
 

VII 
 
The half truth: 
 
Lines 436 – 477: 
Rev Westwood’s account of the events at the meeting of September 
2014 
 
The other half of the truth: 
 
Rev. Westwood’s version leaves out reference to other members of the 
church ( some 50 or so) who witnessed the events and indeed, took 
part in them. The panel failed to rectify this account. 
Why would the panel fail to mention that there were eye-witnesses to 
the events of lines 436 – 477?  
 

As mentioned above, the panel was fully aware that such witnesses 
existed. Its failure to call such witnesses indicates that the panel did 
not wish to hear any evidence, from persons present at that meeting, 
which would deny Rev Westwood’s claims about what had occurred.  
 
 

 

VIII 
 
The half truth: 
 
Allegations concerning faking illness. 
 
Lines 133 ff. 
 
“The team believed that if he was well enough to write, collate and 
send these documents, he would be well enough either to speak with 
us or to answer our much briefer questions in writing.” 
 
The other half of the truth: 
 
This is not an issue of fact between the complainant and the 
respondents. 
 
The matter is dealt with more fully in the original set aside motion on 
pages 29 and 30 and in addendum 3 to that motion. 
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On November 4th 2016, Mr. Kitchin sent me a letter which contained 
not only the John Troughton email and the consequent email from 
Rev Hellyer to the Connexional Head, but also the accusation155: 
 
“You are now well enough that you were able to fulfil your commitment 
to speak at the Monday Fellowship at Sackville Road Methodist Church 
on Monday 7th November 2016 and visit the MHA Richmond Care 
Home.  
 
We therefore intend to complete the rest of this complaints process as 
soon as possible, and will not wait until January to fix a new date to 
interview you.” 
 
This allegation was clearly taken into account in their considerations, 
because it was the basis of the choice of dates in December. However, 
it is not mentioned in the panel’s decision.  
 
Why not? 
 
I had written to the panel on November 18th156. 
 
“How did anyone attending the Sackville meeting know that you were 
in charge of an enquiry into  grievances that concern me? Did they 
contact you? Or did you contact them? Who are these people? On what 
basis was contact made? 
 
Did a person, or persons, telephone you or did you telephone them? 
What right did they have to do so? No person involved in this matter 
was present at the Sackville meeting157. This evidence is therefore 
second or third-hand hearsay – which should be no part of your 
inquiry.”  
 
I emphasise that none of the panel, nor any of the respondents, had 
been at the two venues mentioned.   
 
The central question was how, in fact, did anyone at either of these 
two venues know that my health was an issue in the inquiry?  
 
The only answer must be that someone within the close community in 
Bexhill  had breached confidence in acquiring the information.  
 
The panel was acting upon information from one of the respondents 
which had been obtained by malfeasance. A Standing Order had been 
breached.  

                                                
155 Appendix Q in set aside motion page 1 
 
156 Appendix S 
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The equivalent in criminal law would be that the police had collected 
evidence illegally – such evidence would not be allowed into a 
courtroom. Cases in our courts have even been thrown out because 
accused have not been properly read their rights.  
 
I never received any answer on who breached confidentiality on this.  
 
However, it would seem that the most likely person  is someone under 
the supervision of the District Chair John Hellyer. It would seem 
unlikely that such a person would have committed such reckless 
action  without having first obtained Rev Hellyer’s  consent.   

 
I do not argue the merits of my counter-argument about these claims 
here – I merely point out that this whole episode was left out of the 
panel’s decision, and yet it had formed part of their thinking behind 
line 135. 
 
The panel not only condoned a breach of confidence, but it also 
accepted second hand hearsay evidence with which to accuse me.  
 
One can understand why they might wish to cover that up. It was 
malfeasance. 
 
It is important to note that this matter was not an issue of fact 
between the complainant and the respondents. It was the panel who 
decided that I was well enough to attend. In that, it became an issue 
between the complainant and the panel. That issue is no part of “the 
charges” that are decided on the balance of probabilities in S.O. 1133 
– and indeed, it can be argued that the decision taken by the panel 
here is in clear breach of S.O. 1133(a)  in that:  
 

“The committee’s decisions must be reached solely on the charge 
brought” 
 
 
The whole truth is therefore that the panel was willing to allow 
persons adverse to my interests to break the rules if the evidence 
discovered could be used against me. Accepting hearsay evidence 
produced by malfeasance indicates prejudice on a major scale.  
 
 

IX 
 
The half truth: 
 

ONE GRIEVANCE OR THREE? 
 
Line 610. 
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“The team decided to take the three complaints separately and 
examine whether there were any features which brought them 
together.” 
 
 
The other half of the truth: 
 

 

This matter is addressed at length from page 34 onwards in the set 
aside motion.  
 
The lengthy dispute over how the three complaints could be handled 
is not mentioned at all in this report – though it was a factor in the 
period September – December 2016 which caused considerable delay. 
This was not helped by various people, in particular Rev Chapman 
and Mr. Kitchin, using the words   “Complaint” and “Complaints” 
indiscriminately in correspondence.  
 
It was not until November 4th that Mr. Kitchin appeared to accept that 
the three complaints would be presented separately. This, of course, 
had affected my preparation of the complaints considerably.  
 
None of this is mentioned in the report. Indeed the comment in line 
610:  
 
“The team decided to take the three complaints separately and examine 
whether there were features which brought them together.”  
 
 is not followed by any conclusion on the question as to whether there 
were any such features.   
 
As late as November 4th158, Mr. Kitchin was writing: 
 
“My suggestion is that we allocate ten minutes for you to present your 

complaints and up to five minutes at the end for you to summarise your 
position.” 
 
Note the word “complaints” – in the plural. Does Mr. Kitchin  mean 
“ten minutes for all three complaints” – or “ten minutes per complaint” 
– i.e. 30 minutes? I never knew. 
 
It seems clear that the panel did not know how to properly proceed in 
this aspect of the matter. It never reached a conclusion on the 
principle. The fact that the details of the many arguments, and 
particularly the details of the inconsistency in Mr Kitchin’s approach, 

                                                
158 See set aside motion appendix YY page 2 para 2 
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are omitted from the report indicates that the team did not wish this 
to come out. It was covered up.   
 

X 

 

The half truth: 
 

Lines 133ff  173 – 177 “The complainant sent to the team three 
unsolicited bundles of documents..” 
219ff.  “These papers were inappropriately long” 
 
 
The other half of the truth: 
 

 
The above lines suggest that there was no procedure for the 
introduction of the documents – and that there was a limit on the 
length of any such contributions.  
 
As far as I can determine, Standing Orders contain no limit or 
guidance on how many supplementary complaints can be added to an 
original complaint, nor any length to which such submissions must be 
limited. In fact, I understand that Alan Bolton told Peter Hill that the 
limit of A4 pages (see later) is definitely not in Standing Orders.   
 
It is reasonable that initial grievances in the first formal complaint 
stage should be short. The complainant would not doubt wish for 
speedy reconciliation – as in my case. The alternative – of issuing a 
long detailed complaint in the first formal stage rather than at the 
second stage  - full consideration by complaints team -   would militate 
against attempts at reconciliation. 
 
Further in S.O. 1123 is the clause:  
 

“The connexional team must) (iii) provide all the members of the 
complaints team with the documents so far received in connection with 

the complaint” 
 
The words “so far” indicate the possibility of further documents to be 
brought to the inquiry.  
 
Clause 5 in the above states: 
  

“A written statement must be obtained from both the complainant and 
the respondent, unless either of them refuses to give a statement.” 
 
My second stage submissions were my written statements for the 
connexional team. 
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It is therefore clear in the Standing Orders that, when the grievance 
becomes a formal complaint, there is opportunity, indeed perhaps a 
requirement, that the original grievance should be expanded to give 
more detail and perhaps more argument. This is a second stage 
submission for the formal investigation of the complaint by a 
complaints team.   
  
In my case, limitations were put onto my submissions, both verbal 
and on paper. This, in my mind, was not in accordance with Standing 
Orders.  
 
The documents were prepared for a meeting in January 2017 ( see 
above) That they were finished in time for the December date was 
purely by chance. It was the panel who moved the date from January 
to December.  
 
The truth is that the panel implies that my second stage submissions 
were not in accordance with Standing Orders, not required and not 
requested.  In fact, my second stage submissions were in accordance 
with Standing Orders and the apparent delay in submitting them was 
brought about by the panel moving the date for them from January 
into December.  
 
This report is completely devoid of any reference to the January date.  
 
 

XI 
 
The half truth: 
 

Line 228: 
 “it was specified  that these responses should be no more than on 
half of a side of A4 in 12 point font for each question. The complainant 
had not addressed these questions and had not observed the brevity 
requested”.  
 
The other half of the truth: 
 
The letter was sent on 24th November. It included eight questions. 
Four were “loaded questions”, which I have mentioned in addendum 3 
to the set aside motion. 
 
However, with this letter, the panel no longer gave me any realistic  
option of presenting my case – whether on three separate pages of A4 
or within a ten minutes speech.  
 
I was now effectively restricted simply to answering the eight 
questions – either on paper or in a meeting or on the telephone. I was 
too ill to commit to the latter options.  
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There is no procedure in Standing Orders to introduce such a 
procedure, indeed it is contrary to S.O. 1100.  
 
The whole truth is that this was this was a final attempt ( and indeed 
a captious one) by the panel to so limit my input into the inquiry that 
it could easily dismiss my complaints. The pattern of this 
determination to curtail my evidence can be seen throughout this 
paper.  
 

 

 

 

XII 

 
 The half truth: 
 
Line 269 : “The complainant refused to sign the undertaking. This did 
not disadvantage him as there were no new documents which could 
have been provided.” 
 
 
The other half of the truth: 
 
This is not really a half-truth, for it is completely untrue.  
 
At line 205 the panel lists a document they considered, being a letter 
to them from Rev Ian Wales. I was never given that document – I did 
not even know of its existence. I can make no comment on it because I 
have not seen its content.  
 
I also never saw the letter which the panel claims I sent to Paul Martin 
( see above)  which clearly influenced the panel’s view of my character.  
 
I received no help whatsoever in obtaining a copy of the Westwood 
email ( see above) which would have clarified much about the 
incidents at the circuit meeting at the heart of my complaints.  
 
I was therefore disadvantaged by the action of refusing to show me 
further documents.  
 
The use of the phrase “this did not disadvantage him” is simply an 
attempt by the panel to cover up its own malfeasance in this inquiry. 
 

 

 

XIII 
 
The half truth: 
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Line 234  - “The timescale did not permit sending those documents to 
the respondents for further comments” 
Line 118  “he later requested a postponement of four months. The 
Complaints Team refused on the grounds of due process.” 
Line 240: “they added no significant relevant information to the 
original complaint and would not affect its conclusions” 
Line 175 “they rehearsed what was already known”  
 

The other half of the truth: 
 

These parts of the decision concern the lengthy submissions I wrote 
for the second stage of the grievance.  
 
The general impression given by the passages is that I embarked on 
writing lengthy expositions which would not fit into an agreed 
timescale for the inquiry – and that my papers rehearsed what was 
already known and had no significant relevant information.  
 
Another general impression is that these documents were unexpected 
and that the deadline for them was set to coincide with the December 
12th meeting.  
 
In fact they were being prepared for a date in January which had been 
agreed in principle. I have detailed these points earlier in this 
document and elsewhere.  
 
It is important to note that I do not here argue the facts and 
arguments advanced in these second stage submissions.  
 
I point to the truth behind the suppositions of the agreed timetable 
mentioned above and the diligence of the panel in examining the 
second stage submissions.  
 
I also point to the deception perpetrated by the panel.  
 
Any cursory glance through these submissions would reveal that there 
was a basic difference between them and the  original grievances.  
 
The second stage submissions did not rehearse what was already 
known. They were also both significant and relevant to the inquiry. 
The panel should have immediately appreciated this.  
 
The prime difference was that the second stage submissions were all 
based on documentary evidence.  
 
The panel did not notice basic facts such as this. 
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None of the original written grievances and the responses had 
produced documentary proof to support them. After reconciliation was 
denied, when the complaint was referred to the connexional team, I 
looked for documentary evidence to support my  contentions.  
 
For my part that was because:  
 
a) I had not expected the responses I received and hoped to settle the 
matter quickly with reconciliation, and  
b) I did not have access to some of the documentation I was later able 
to use.  
 
The panel should also have realised that the three lengthy second 
stage submissions were based on best evidence. 
 
 

The relevance and significance of the second stage 
submissions. 

 
Grievance re Rev Westwood. 
 
For this submission I used not only Rev Westwood’s own response, 
but also the minutes of the meeting in question. The original minutes 
were not used for the initial grievance  - because they were not 
available to me.  
 
At line 467 the panel quotes the evidence of Rev Westwood: 
 

“Since no valid objection  had been raised with regard to Rev Pruden’s 
invitation..”  
 
 and concludes on line 482 that she had complied with Standing 
Orders.  
 
 
“no valid objection” is a change in testimony which was highlighted in 
my second-stage submission.  
 
The panel did not notice this.  
 
On page 10 of my submission, I went into this question of “no valid 
objection” being raised.  
 
The minutes of the meeting record that “no substantive objection” was 
raised.  
 
In her response, Rev Westwood wrote that  
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“I advised the Chair and the meeting that since no objection159 had been 
raised with regard to Mr Pruden’s invitation, the recommendation from 
the Circuit Invitation Committee should be received - that the Reverend 
Ian Pruden should be confirmed as the substantive Superintendent for 
the remainder of his current appointment.”160 
 
In  my second stage submission I argued that my objection  was 
“substantive” – since it  pointed to a potential misinterpretation of a 
Standing Order, coupled with a breach of standing orders in the 
manner in which the meeting was being run.   
 
“Valid”, “Substantive” – it hardly matters, for there is no doubt that 
was an objection to the re-invitation to Rev Pruden. It was from me. 
 
The inquiry panel did not, apparently,  notice this discrepancy, even 
though it related to a possible mis-interpretation of Standing Orders 
which had not been mentioned in the initial grievance.   
 
However, this apparent misinterpretation of Standing Orders is surely 
“significant relevant information” which was not in the original 
complaint – and did not “rehearse what was already known”  
 
A further point I made in my second stage submission is that when 
there is an objection a vote must be taken.( SO 545 3G) 
 
NO VOTE WAS TAKEN – and yet the panel states that there was “no 
significant relevant information” in the second stage submission. 
  
In fact, there were three substantive issues raised: 
 
a) The question of Standing Orders 
b) The proper chairing of the meeting 
c) Questions of prior collaboration. 
 
This evidence is based largely in the documentary evidence of the 
minutes of the meeting – compiled independently by someone who 
takes no side in this argument. It would seem from the panel’s report 
(line 200) that the panel did not request a copy of the minutes of the 
circuit meeting in question.  
 
The second stage submissions quoted the minutes of that meeting - 
yet the panel states that there was “no significant relevant 
information” in the second stage submission. 
 
Also in the second stage submission there was an investigation into 
the official role of Rev Westwood in this meeting.  
 

                                                
159 See however Rev Westwood response (4): “Ms Heim indicated he would allowed five minutes to offer the objection…” 
160 Westwood response page 2  para 8c 
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She claimed that an email she held gave her the right to take over the 
chairmanship of the meeting. However, the minutes make no mention 
of her assuming the chair.  
 
Yet the panel states that there was “no significant relevant 
information” in the second stage submission. 
 
Further, with regard to Rev Westwood’s authority to intervene at the 
meeting, I quoted documentary evidence in my second stage 
submission that it was actually Rev. Luscombe who was in charge of 
the matters concerning the promotion of Rev Pruden: 
 
I quoted Rev Luscombe himself: 
 
“My sole role in the affair was as Acting Chair during the serious illness 

of John Hellyer. I needed to take an active role in the Hastings, Bexhill 
and Rye Circuit, as my colleague, Rev Westwood was on sabbatical.”161  
 “As Acting Chair I dealt with the various questions and concerns that 
were raised with me according to the procedures…”162 
 
From this, I pointed out that Rev. Westwood was potentially usurping 
the power of Rev Luscombe in this matter.  
 
Yet the panel states that there was “no significant relevant 
information” in the second stage submission. 
 
With regard to Rev Westwood’s account of what happened at the 
meeting, I quoted from her own written account several serious 
discrepancies in that account.  
 
In summary, the documentary evidence available and quoted in my 
second stage submission, indicates that the promotion of Rev Pruden 
at the meeting in September 2014 was actually contrary to Standing 
Orders – in that no vote was taken, no count was made and recorded - 
on an issue where there had been a substantive issue raised in 
objection to the procedure.  
 
Yet the panel states that there was “no significant relevant 
information” in the second stage submission. 
 
Why are they covering this up? 
 
 
Grievance re Rev Pruden 
 
 

                                                
161 Luscombe response para 1.1 
162  Luscombe response para 1.2 
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The main section of my second stage submission concerning Rev 
Pruden was devoted to the events surrounding the minutes of the 
meeting of September 20-14. This was documentary evidence.  
 
Rev Pruden, as Superintendent, was in change of this meeting and 
responsible for how it was recorded in the minutes.  
 
In my second stage submission I stated that I had taken up various 
points about the minutes in a meeting with Rev Pruden; 
 
(i) The minutes did not contain an adequate  list of persons present  – 
something which is required by Standing Orders.  
(ii) There was ambiguity about  who had been in the chair of the 
meeting at various times during it.  The minutes stated that Rev Heim 
was in the chair during the period when I raised an objection – yet Rev 
Westwood had intervened and acted as if she were in the chair. 
 
(ii) Examination of the minutes raised the question of whether they 
had been interfered with by someone who did not wish to have on 
record what had actually occurred to be in the circuit records. 
 
(iv) As mentioned above, the decision on item 9 on the agenda had 
required a count of votes which should be recorded. No such count 
had taken place. Such should have been rectified by the 
Superintendent – Rev. Pruden. 
 
 I pointed out that Standing Orders S.O. 131 states: 
 
 “(21)(a) When a vote fails to be taken……… the following persons have 
a right to speak… the seconder of the resolution or amendment to be 
put, if he or she has reserved the right to speak and has not already 
exercised that right; 
(ii) the mover of the substantive resolution, unless the question to be put 
is an amendment to which he or she has already spoken.163” 
 
The minutes did not record any such actions. No seconder is 
mentioned. 
 
All of the above concerning my second stage submission regarding Rev 
Pruden was additional to my original grievance. Yet the panel states 
that there was “no significant relevant information” in the second 
stage submission. 
 
The submission also covered, with documentary evidence, aspects of 
my conversations regarding the plan for covering the three churches 
that were left without adequate pastoral care by the departure of Rev 
Wales.  

                                                
163 S.O. 131 (21)  
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Using Rev Pruden’s own words, I pointed to facile and deceptive 
responses by him which are not in line with Standing Orders 
regarding openness. These responses were taken from documentary 
evidence.  
 
Yet the panel states that there was “no significant relevant 
information” in the second stage submission. 
 
 
 
 
Grievance re Rev Luscombe. 
 
My second stage submission concerning Rev Luscombe largely stayed 
with the accusation made in my original grievance – but with 
considerable amplification and with the additional use of documentary 
evidence  - Rev Luscombe’s own documented words. 
 
In my original grievance I had not accused Rev Luscombe of    
misinterpreting Standing Orders to suit his purpose in declining a 
proposal I made to him.  In my second stage submission I made that 
claim – backed up with documentary evidence.  
 
Yet the panel states that there was “no significant relevant 
information” in the second stage submission. 
 
In my original grievance I had claimed that he failed in his duty of 
care towards me. In my second stage submission I gave examples of 
his use of captious language, all from documentation,  all examples of 
his failure of duty of care.  I amplified this charge, claiming that he 
was not open, he was not honest, he was not just – further that he 
discriminated against me on grounds of age. All of this was supported 
by documentary evidence.  
 
Most importantly, I introduced new evidence that Rev Luscombe had 
misinterpreted Standing Orders. I had been unable to cover this in my 
initial grievance for lack of documentary evidence. In my second stage 
submission I detailed the charge. 
 
The question of misinterpretation of standing orders centred on S.O. 
792 (2)  
  
Rev Luscombe164 stated what I was saying was: 
 
“ fundamentally to misunderstand the role of the District  as laid down 
in S.O. 792 (2)” 

                                                
164 Luscombe response 2.1.  
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My second stage submission argued this at length.  
 
S.O. 792 opens with a general paragraph including the words: 
 
“a supernumerary minister is expected to continue as he or she is 
able to exercise his or her ministry in collaboration with those in the 
active work in the Circuit in which he or she is stationed or elsewhere 
by agreement with the appropriate Superintendent or Chair.” 
 
I was a supernumerary. I was therefore “expected to continue as (I 
was) able” 
 
From this, I claimed, it would seem that S.O. 792 (2) applies to me 
only in that: 
 
( A supernumerary)   “shall do so under a written agreement entered 

into with the consent of his or her Chair and the appropriate 
Superintendent or head of institution” 

 
In my second stage submission I concluded that:  
 
S.O. 792 actually allows supernumeraries to act in the short term.  I 
added that indeed, its wording appears to expect  them to do so. 
 
What that written agreement from the Chair might contain is left 
open. 
 
It  might take the form of creating a short term, stop-gap  appointment.  
 
To be fair, I added that Rev Luscombe was quite within his powers to 
take the action he did.  
 
He had no need to resort to the intricacies of S.O. 792 in order to 
block my suggestion. Yet he took great pains to do so. 
 
He had tried to “blind me with science” – or at least with the 
intricacies of Standing Orders.   
 
This examination amplified considerably the points I made in the first 
paragraph of my original grievance – using in particular, documentary 
evidence and Rev. Luscombe’s own words in his response.  
 
Such was the charge in the second stage submission - yet the panel 
states that there was “no significant relevant information” in the 
second stage submission. 
 
In my second stage submission I also pointed out in amplification of 
“a questionable exercise of authority”  the “ramping –up” technique he 
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used against me. This was something for which I had had no 
documentary proof when writing my initial grievance.  
 
In my second stage submission, I pointed out that his first reference 
to the appointment we were discussing was to: 
 
“a ministerial appointment165” 
 
He then stated  
 
“this was a full time ministerial appointment166”. 
 
And then moved on to a claim that it is more than that167: 
 
This manipulation of words is echoed in line 185 of the panel’s 
decision, indicating that the panel had not noticed the technique in 
Rev Luscombe’s response.  
 
This manipulative intent on the part of Rev Luscombe was not covered 
in the initial grievance, yet the panel states that there was “no 
significant relevant information” in the second stage submission. 
 
I had discovered further documentary evidence to support my claim, 
in the original grievance that Rev Luscombe had been grossly unfair to 
me.   
 
In my second stage submission against Rev Luscombe, I mentioned 
the captious nature of what Rev Pruden wrote: 
 
“I told him we could not condone anyone of whatever age undertaking 

what is formally defined as more than a full time role.” 
 
This was again part of the “ramping up technique, for the implication, 
indeed the assertion,  by Rev Luscombe is that I was applying for 
“more than a full time role”   - when I was not.  
 
This manipulation was constant in Rev Luscombe’s dealings with me – 
and the above examples were all documented in my second stage 
submission. Yet the panel states that there was “no significant 
relevant information” in the second stage submission. 
 
 
In my second stage submission I also pointed out that Rev Luscombe 
contradicted himself. In my original grievance I claimed he had said.  
 
 “I have talked to colleagues168,” 

                                                
165

 Luscombe response 1.1 
166

 Response Luscombe 2.1.1.  
167 Response Luscombe 2.1.2. last line. 
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In his response he denied this. In my second stage submission, I 
pointed out that he had also stated: 
 
 “I also consulted widely but confidentially among District and 
Connexional colleagues taking care to consult those with specific 
experience of the Methodist stationing process and lay employment as 
well as senior colleagues with pastoral experience”169 
 
This contradiction, which is backed up by documentation in my 
second stage submission  is ignored in the panel’s decision. 
Nevertheless, the panel states that there was “no significant relevant 
information” in the second stage submission. 
 
The panel, looking for “relevant and significant information that was 
not in my initial grievance”  failed to spot my allegations that : 

1) Rev Luscombe mis-interpreted S.O. 792 
2) He deliberately mis-interpreted my approach to him. 
3) He used captious tactics to refuse to take my advice. 
4) He discriminated against me on grounds of age. 
5) His actions meant that there was inadequate pastoral care to 

the members of three churches in the Circuit. 
6) He failed to demonstrate the necessary leadership in the 

District. 

One wonders if the panel had actually read the second stage 
submissions when they decided that there was “no significant relevant 
information” in the second stage submissions. 
 
This paper does not press the accusations made against the 
respondents in the second stage submissions.  It points to the attitude 
of the panel towards these second stage submissions.  
 
 
The fact that the second stage submissions are regarded as  (line 219) 
“inappropriately long, (line 223)   “not consistent with the complaints 
process” and were indeed (line 134) “unsolicited” made the matter an 
issue between the complainant and the panel.  
 
To add to this, at line 216, the panel came to the conclusion that  “it 
did not need to send  them to the respondents”. This is a breach of 
S.O. 1102 and that in itself is an issue between the complainant and 
the panel -  not between the complainant and the respondents. 
 

                                                                                                                                       
168

 Rev Timms grievance 2.1.  
169 Luscombe response 1.2 
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XIV 

 
The half truth: 
 
Line 234  - “The timescale did not permit sending those documents to 
the respondents for further comments” 
Line 118  “he later requested a postponement of four months. The 
Complaints Team refused on the grounds of due process.” 
Line 234 “The timescale did not permit sending those documents to 
the respondents for further comments.”  
 
The other half of the truth: 
 
 
As to the implicit failure to work within the deadline, in a letter dated 
24th November, Mr. Kitchin stated that the inquiry would reach its 
conclusion on  
“ a) your original written complaints 
 b) the written replies of the respondents 
c )your written responses to the attached questions, should you choose 
to reply to them” 
 
The panel already knew that I was preparing second stage 
submissions. I had already told them in October (see line 221ff) that I 
wished to prepare detailed testimony for the panel.  
 
Thus they had some two months notice that such was in preparation 
and that my estimate was that my submissions would not be ready 
until some four months later – i.e. in January. In fact I later agreed to 
have them ready by mid-January and that was agreed in principle by 
Mr. Kitchin.   
 
It was the panel who brought the deadline forward to December 12th. 

This is the truth that they did not wish to admit to.  

 
On November  16th 2016 they sent me a letter which said: 

 
“ We therefore intend to complete the rest of this complaints process 
as soon as possible, and will not wait until January to fix a new 
date to interview you.” 
 

 

  
--00— 

 
There are fourteen instances listed above when the panel wrote a half 
truth about an aspect of their inquiry. These instances are all 
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concerned with the relationship between the panel – primarily with Mr 
Kitchin – and myself, the complainant.  
  
Each half-truth suggests a motive for the omission of the full truth.  
In general a pattern can be seen in the motive of the panel. There was 
an attempt to restrict my complaints as much as possible; this began 
with an attempt to force me to sign a false confession. In many cases 
there is apparent  prejudice against me.  
 
The ultimate attempt to curtail my input into the procedure is the 
disregard the panel had for the many allegations in my second stage 
submissions.  
 
The panel attempted to argue that such second stage submissions 
were not in accordance with the process of the complaints procedure 
and  that they arrived too late for consideration. Ultimately, when they 
received them, they first of all decided that the submissions  would 
not be considered; then they changed their minds -  having realised, 
no doubt, the unfairness of their original decision.  
 
When they read them, they unjustly declared that they added nothing 
to the original complaints.  
 
All these actions were to some extent concealed by omissions in this 
report.  The panel was covering up its own malfeasance. 
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ADDENDUM 5  

to Set Aside Motion delivered  

to Methodist House 27
th

 January 2017. 

 
 

Concerning line 596 of the decision of the panel. 

 
 
At line 596 of the panel’s decision is the declaration: 
 
“In accordance with Methodist Church practice the burden of proof in 
this investigation was judged on the “balance of probabilities.” 
 
This is in line with S.O. 1133(8c): 
 
“The standard of proof required to establish a charge is the balance of 
probability.” 
 
 
The panel felt the need to define what this system of judgment meant 
at Line 599: 
 
“This meant that the complaints team had to be convinced that the 
complaint was 51% likely to be true; that is, the complainants’ story 
only had to be slightly more plausible than the respondent’s story. 
Expressed another way, the complainant’s case would need to be 
accepted as more likely than not to be true for the complaint to succeed; 
that it is more probably than not.”  
 
This is an inadequate definition of the system of “balance of 
probabilities”. The panel’s definition of the system is faulty.  
 
In particular it fails to point out that decisions may not be made 
subjectively without forensic examination and assessment. The panel 
quotes the percentage of 51%, but demonstrates no attempt of how to 
measure probability so as to achieve this percentage. 
 
This standard of proof is not defined further in the Standing Orders. 
However, the system is well known in law. It is used in civil courts.  
 
The phrase “balance of probabilities” does not mean that the judge 
may decide what is probably the truth on a whim or a hunch -  yet that 
is what seems to have occurred in this case. Such is even implied by 
the team’s own definition of the system, for their definition does not 
include any forensic obligations placed upon the judge under such a 
system. 
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The panel states that it “had to be convinced”. In fact the true position 
is that the panel needs to work in order to convince itself.   
 
The two statements may seem to mean the same thing, but they do 
not, for one of the essentials of the “balance of probabilities” system is 
that the judge may – and indeed should – take evidence from other, 
often outside, sources.  
 
In the end the onus is on the judge to weigh the two sides – and this 
requires measurement and judicial assessment.  
 
There are rules and principles involved in the “balance of 
probabilities”. The balance of the arguments put must be carefully 
considered and interrogated forensically.  
 
It is clear that the inquiry panel had little more than a layman’s 
view of the rules qualifying the system of judgement on the 

balance of probabilities. This was one of the core reasons why the 
inquiry was a failure. 
 
As with the system of “beyond reasonable doubt” in criminal law, in 
the system of “balance of probabilities” there must be a desire to find 
“best evidence”. This is required in order to achieve the best measure 
of the “balance of probabilities”.   
 
This “best evidence” may be documentary or forensic evidence – and 
such will generally out-weigh verbal evidence in the “balance of 
probabilities.”   
 
If, after reviewing documentary evidence and such, the tribunal is still 
left in doubt, the question is resolved by a rule that the asserting 
party carries the burden of proof.  
 
There is no position of “reasonable doubt” with the system of “balance 
of probabilities”. The fact that an accuser has provided evidence, but 
not sufficient evidence, to give his case the greater probability, does 
not leave any lurking doubt over the accused. 
 
The probability of both sides must be considered. 
 
Probabilities are measured. The more improbable the event, the 
stronger the evidence must be to substantiate it. The more probable 
the event might be, the required evidence to substantiate it is less.  
 
A well-known example of this rule is told to students. One side in a 
case states that a creature seen walking in the public area of Regent’s 
Park ( where there is a Zoo) was a Lion. The other side says it was an 
Alsatian. Which is the more probable?  
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An investigation will help.  
 
Lions are rarely seen walking around our parks. And even in Regent’s 
Park Zoo they are locked away in cages. There are keepers at the Zoo 
whose job it is to ensure that they do not get out. Therefore probability 
is low –unless evidence is, perhaps, taken from the keepers that a lion 
escaped. Even so, there is still, perhaps, a probability that the lion 
would stay away from public areas for fear of being caught.  
 
Nevertheless, it is true that there are lions in Regents Park.  So the 
measure of probability cannot be absolute zero. However,  to raise that 
probability level higher would require more evidence – and strong 
evidence.  
 
Other hand, how many Alsatians does one find in Regents Park? 
Investigation might show that there are many Alsatian owners who 
regularly walk their dogs in the park. This is high probability and 
requires less evidence to support it.  
 
This is how probabilities are weighed and measured. Judges in the 
above homily would wish to hear strong evidence before raising the 
probability that the creature was a Lion.  
 
Best evidence is the essential element.  The strong forensic evidence of 
a photograph of a Lion roaming the park could establish the measure 
of probability. Counting the lions in the zoo would also help. 
 
The key point is that the balance of probabilities is not reached on a 
hunch – nor on the experience of the judge who simply looks at the 
initial statements in a case.  
 
The likelihood of facts must be investigated. Probability must be 

forensically measured.   
 
There appears to be no such measurement of probabilities in the  
considerations of this panel. They work on the basis of what “is more 
likely”  or “more plausible”. This is a subjective approach. They take 
the view that the respondents are right – and that the complainant 
must prove  51% that he is right. That is not how the system works. 
The procedure begins with equal probability or improbability on both 
sides;  the judges then measure evidence, and assess the balance.  
 
 

--00-- 
 
 
There are many examples of failures by the panel in the present case 
to properly measure the probability of an issue.  For the sake of 
brevity I will list just a few.  
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A. 

“Wishing to become a superintendent.” 
 

The rules on probability, as in the “lion example” above, are  
particularly applicable in one part of this present case. An accusation 
is raised that I wished to become a superintendent and take on the 
active life.  
 
If I were a thirty year old man, this idea might be probable. 

 
But is it probable in the case of an eighty year old man? For that to be 
judged probable,  very strong evidence would be required.  
 
This allegation originates in  Line 185: 
 
“The complainant then presented a paper which proposed his own 

immediate appointment as acting superintendent.” 
 
The basis for this appears to be a letter (line 205) sent  by someone to 
the panel -  detailing yet another letter which was actually written to a 
separate person.  
 
There appears to have been no attempt to see the original document, 
which was clearly the best evidence and would have supported the 
probability one way or the other.  
 
In measuring on the basis of probabilities, the further from “best 
evidence” that the matter is, the less the measure of probability.    
The less probable the matter is, the stronger the evidence must be to 
contradict it. When the panel accepted this evidence, it should have 
realised it was not strong – and attempted to find stronger (better) 
evidence to support the allegation. It clearly did not do so.  
 
There appears to have been no attempt to assess the measure of 
probability.  
 
The panel does appear to be aware of this failing in its work.  
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B.  
 

The Westwood email. 
 

Line 410. 
 

“The Rev Westwood… came forward waving a paper at him saying “it 
was an email from the District Chair John Hellyer that he was to be 
allowed four minutes to make any comment about the item.” 
 
There are many points about the meeting of September 16th 2014 on 
which the balance of probabilities should be measured, this is a 
particularly pertinent one.  
 
Rev Westwood’s contention was that the email was from the District 
Chair. This appears to have been accepted as “probable” by the panel.  
 
However, there was another side to the probabilities which they did 
not assess and measure.  
 
(i) Rev Westwood would not allow me to see this email at the meeting 
or later – why not,  when it would have established her right to 
interrupt me?   
 
(ii) Rev Westwood was on sabbatical during this period. There was no 
apparent reason why she might have been called in from that 
sabbatical to make the intervention – for Rev. Luscombe was actually 
in charge of the matter under debate and was available.  
 
(iii) Further, when responding to my grievance, Rev Westwood made 
no mention of this email. That was odd, for it would be powerful 
evidence that the District Chair had allowed her to intervene as she 
did. Why should she leave that evidence out of her response? 
 
(iv) Rev Westwood later claimed that there had been an arrangement 
for her to take over the chair of the Circuit meeting – yet the minutes 

do not record that she did so.  
 
These questions raise a probability that  Rev Westwood was exceeding 
her authority in by-passing Rev Luscombe in this meeting. 
 
How did that probability balance against the verbal assertion by Rev 
Westwood?  We cannot know – for the panel did not work towards 
measuring that balance.   
 
In this example, the best evidence to use in finding the balance is the 
supposed email itself. In spite of my repeated requests, the panel 
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appears to have made no move towards locating and securing that 
email.  
 
This again demonstrates that they did not understand how they 
should properly make a judgement based on the “balance of 
probabilities”. 
 
There is some further documentary evidence which might measure the 
balance in this example. In her response to my grievance, Rev 
Westwood states: 
 
“What follows is largely constructed from notes made at the meeting170” 
 
If there were notes, those notes are “best evidence”.  
 
In fact, due to her actions rather than her words at the meeting in 
question, I began to suspect that the paper of the email she flourished 
were in fact the supposed “notes” she was taking – for she had no 
other paper with her.  
 
The key reason why the panel should have obtained the email is that 
the complaints which they were investigating began with my 
allegations concerning the manner in which the circuit meeting of 
September 2014 was run and recorded. The content of this supposed 
email was the essential element in determining the manner in which 
the meeting was run. 
 
How many points on which probability could be measured were 
available to the panel – and how many did they actually use? 
 
It seems that their balance of probability measure was based solely on 
what Rev Westwood said. As was once famously said in court “well, 

she would say that wouldn’t she? 
 
I do not criticise Rev Westwood here. That is not the point of this 
paper. I criticise the panel – because it is quite clear that there was no 
desire at all to properly measure the level of probability in this 
dispute. Such was their duty – and they failed to carry it out.  
   
They trusted Rev Westwood, they did not trust me – that was their 
simplistic balance of probability. They thought it “more likely” that she 
was right and I was wrong. On what basis of probability was that 
decision taken? 
 

                                                
170 Westwood response line 2 
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C.            Balance of Probabilities influenced by delay. 
 
The balance of probabilities is also influenced by availability of 
evidence.  
 
This is sometimes an issue if one of the parties does not attend a 
hearing or does not tender evidence to the hearing. If such is because 
of reasonable or unavoidable delay, the judge cannot fully consider 
the balance of probabilities.  
 
In other circumstances, a judge may demand to see certain evidence, 
particularly “best evidence” which is being withheld from him -  if he 
considers such evidence necessary to properly measure the balance of 
probabilities. The alternative might be for him to abandon the case. 
 
In this present case, the panel decided that it was reasonable that the 
withholding of help to the complainant in obtaining various  
documents and witnesses was “not disadvantageous”.(line 268)  
 
This particular evidence was not inadmissible, and the withholding of 
it was potentially a breach of Standing Orders. To measure the 
balance of probabilities, the panel should have seen the documents 
and witnesses I wanted to provide.  They did not. 
 
Worse, it seems that their action was, in fact, a direct intervention 
which affected the balance of probabilities in favour of one side 
against the other. Best evidence was not sought, indeed, it was 
avoided – by the panel.  
 
The panel had no right to do this. By doing so, it made itself incapable 
of  properly considering  the balance of probabilities.  
 
A tribunal, which is working on the basis of a balance of probabilities, 
may not intervene in the preparation and submission of evidence in a 
manner that unjustly tilts the balance of probabilities; for this makes 
the balance an impossible goal. All evidence must be considered if the 
balance is to be fair and correct. In fact, the more evidence -  and the  
stronger the evidence -  it considers, the better chance it has of 
assessing which is “best evidence”  - and therefore the best 
measurement of the balance of probabilities. 
 
It is one thing to fail to look for evidence – it is quite another to refuse 
to look at certain evidence.   
 
The only solution in this case was for the panel to first resolve the 
question of the “undertaking” (line 770). Only then could I have 
acquired the evidence I wished to present. And only then could the 
panel reach a fair measure of the balance of probabilities. 



REPORT by Rev P. Timms to Alan Bolton. 

 

98 

98 

 
This aspect of the balance of probabilities affects the entire decision of 
the panel.  
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D.                              Medical Opinions.  
 
 
Another area where the panel incorrectly applied the rules of the 
balance of probabilities was in its assessment of my health.  
 
Actions were taken and judgments made -  without reference to 
medical opinion from my doctor and the Conquest Hospital in 
Hastings -  that I was too ill to attend the panel’s hearing. I was taken 
into hospital twice during the latter parts of this complaints 
procedure.   
 
At line 135 the panel states: 
 
“The team therefore believed that, as he was well enough to write, 
collate and send these documents, he would have been well enough 
either to speak with us or to answer our much briefer questions in 
writing” 
 
They thought it “more likely” that I would lie about facts which could 
be  easily checked by the panel.  
 
Is “more likely” a proper assessment of probability? What about “best 
evidence”? This is a lazy judge who cannot be bothered with doing the 
job properly.  
 
Where is the forensic  assessment of probability here? The opinion is a 
mere hunch. 
 
Let us examine the possibilities of measuring the  probability.  
 
The judgement was that it was probable that I was fit to attend the 
panel meeting because I was fit enough to write the voluminous letters 
and reports which I submitted to the panel over the period of three or 
four months. There was therefore some apparent evidence on which to 
base that assessment of probability.  
 
But was it “best evidence” - and were other probabilities explored and 
measured? Did the probability against me reach the 51%? 
 
A means of finding “best evidence” on this aspect  was available.  
There was possible recourse to consider the views of my G.P. I offered 
this. It was available to them, but they did not ask for it, nor did they 
wish to consider it. This, I contend, would have affected the balance of 
probabilities considerably in my favour.  
 
As to the voluminous writing -  my friend Peter Hill went to see Alan 
Bolton on November 29th. During that meeting he not only described 
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my health to Rev Bolton, but also detailed how I was able to 
apparently write as much as I did.  
 
When I first became ill, I contacted Peter Hill. We set up a system for 
dealing with the matter.  I would sketch letters and such, send them 
to Peter, or he would record what I said on the telephone with a 
dictaphone. He would email drafts to me.  I would later add to these 
drafts on the telephone.  
 
Peter also made several trips from London to Bexhill ( for I was not fit 
to travel) and he took dictation from me. I recall at least two whole 
days doing this, for I found it very tiring.  
 
This was not an easy process, but the only one that I was capable of.  
Peter told me that he described this to Alan Bolton. He added that he 
thought it was affecting my health. Alan will no doubt confirm this.  
 
The evidence from my doctor – and also from Peter Hill and Alan 
Bolton - was available to the panel. They chose not to seek it, and 
therefore did not consider it. Thus the balance of probability was 
unjustly weighted against me.  
 
The panel decided that it was “more plausible” or “more likely” that I 
was not telling the truth about my health than that I was telling the 
truth.  They did not see the need to examine such further evidence – 
because they did not understand the system of “the balance of 
probabilities”. 
 
Looking at the rules of the balance of probability, was it really 
probable that I was in some way faking my ill-health -  when I had to 
go into hospital twice in the latter stages of this complaints procedure?  
 
Surely it was highly probable that I was too ill to attend the meeting?  
 
The rule is: the more improbable the event, the stronger the evidence 
must be to substantiate the assertion that it is probable.  What was 
the strength of the evidence that the panel decided put the 
improbability of my claims over 51%? Apparently, it was a mere 
hunch. 
 
Is it probable that I could fool the doctor and the hospital and that I 
was actually fit enough to attend the hearing?  Or is this improbable? 
 
If one considers that it is less probable ( because doctors and 
hospitals are experts)  then one must search for corroborative 
evidence to support any contrary contention  -  for the level of 
evidence to make it improbable must be strong.  
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In fact the panel did obtain some further evidence, though perhaps by 
accident.  
 
The panel was given evidence that appeared to strengthen the 
probability that I was fit enough to attend the hearing.  
 
Although ill – and advised against doing any work by my G.P. -  I 
fulfilled a long-term engagement at a local church. I also visited a care 
home.  This was several weeks after coming out of hospital for the first 
time.  
 
Word of this (which actually constituted a breach of confidence) 
reached the ears of the panel.  This was added to the measure of the 
probability that I was faking my illness.  
 
If this is what the panel thought constituted a “51% probability”, then 
it  was achieved with evidence that was at least second-hand hearsay 
evidence. This was hardly “best evidence”.  
 
On a hunch and on second hand hearsay evidence, the panel simply 
contended that it was probable that I was fit enough to attend the 
inquiry. They demonstrated no desire to know anything of the 
probabilities on the other side of this fact at issue. There was no 
proper measurement of the balance of probabilities.  
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--00— 
 

 
From the above, it is clear that errors were made in the use of the 
system of “balance of probabilities”. 
 
I refer you to S.O. 1100 (3 vii): 
 
“there should be a means of correcting any errors which may be made.” 
 
Throughout the procedure, my protests about the way the panel was 
acting were ignored.  
 
The panel did not comply with this Standing Order.  
 
In conclusion, I refer to S.O. 1100 (3 vi)  which states: 
  
“the person or body making the decision at each stage should be 
competent to do so” 
 
It is clear from the above (and elsewhere in the decision) that the 
persons on this panel had little or no idea of how to assess a case on 
the balance of probabilities.  Their own definition of the system is 
faulty and means that decisions were made subjectively without 
forensic examination and assessment. In general, only one side of the 
probabilities was assessed.  
 
This indicates not only that they were incompetent to judge the case, 
but also that they breached S.O. 1133 8c: 
 

“(c) The standard of proof required to establish a charge is the balance 
of probability.” 
 
They did not achieve the standard of proof  necessary to establish 
their charges under the rules of the system for judging on the balance 

of probabilities.  
 
This was because they were largely ignorant of the rules of the system 
of judgement they were using.  
 
They do not appear to appreciate that the probability of both sides 
must be examined and measured in order to balance the probabilities. 
Their practice, as determined in their definition was simply to assess 
the probability – or likelihood – of one side.  
 
Consider again how, in the example of the Lion and the Alsatian in 
Regents Park, probabilities of both sides are examined. 
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Is there any similarity in technique between judgment in that story 
and what occurred in this present case? 
 
I think not.  
  
The system is demanded of them by Standing Orders, yet they 
demonstrated that they knew little or nothing of it.  
 
The decision of this incompetent panel should therefore be declared 
null and void. It should be expunged from the record.  
 
The true fault lies with the Complaints team management, for 
ministers such as those who supported Mr. Kitchin cannot be 
expected to know the detail of the rules on “balance of probabilities”. 
They needed guidance. Even Mr. Kitchin, though a magistrate, does 
not demonstrate that he is conversant with the rules of the system.  
Such panels of inquiry need more effective back-up from those who 
choose them to make such judgements.   
  
I point you to our Methodist guide “Positive Working Together” (2015) 
and urge you to stop the downward conflict cycle of this matter at this 
point and answer the question, “how does the church expect the 
Rev Peter Timms and the respondents in this – and others who might 
become involved at this point  - to respond to the conflict which 
has arisen”? 
 
If you do not do this, you will allow the conflict cycle to run further 
and become even more destructive. 

 
--00-- 
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ADDENDUM 6 

to Set Aside Motion delivered to 

Methodist House 27
th

 January 2017. 
 

 

Concerning line 50 of the decision of the panel. 

 
 

THE RIGHTS OF THE COMPLAINTS PANEL  
and its interpretation of Standing Orders. 

 
 

As a part of the allegation concerning my behaviour made in line 50, 
at line 287 I am accused of disputing Standing Orders and their 
relevance. 
 

The panel decided to investigation my behaviour in this matter 
during the initial stage of the inquiry, when it had no right to do 

so. Further, the initial stage was not conducted by measuring the 
balance of probabilities. 
 
The panel made use of S.O. 1123 in considering an investigation of my 
behaviour ( line 50) : 
 

“(4) The steps to be taken may also include an investigation of the 
conduct of a person other than the respondent (including the 
complainant) if the complaints team believes that such an investigation 
is relevant.” 
 
It seemed clear to me, in early correspondence with the team leader, 
that the panel had this clause in mind. I considered the problem and 
came to the conclusion that they had interpreted Standing Orders 
incorrectly. It was this consideration which led me to ask the panel 
leader in early October if the panel was investigating me ( see 
addendum 1). 
 
Clause 4 of S.O. 1123  is, of course, qualified by S.O.1100 (3 v)  which 
states: 
 

“The process should be fair.” 
 
In more detail however, S.O. 1123 (4) is also qualified by S.O. 1123 
(12) which states:  
 
“In taking the initial steps provided for by this Standing Order, the 
complaints team must not come to any conclusion on the facts or merits 
of the complaint except to the extent necessary to reach the decisions 
required.” 
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(my underlining)  

 

This latter clause qualifies the decision to investigate the complainant,  
in that such a decision cannot be taken without considering the   
“facts or merits of the complaint”. (Please note that this phrase does 
not include the word “complainant”)  
 
In order to clarify my point, I paraphrase the above into plain 
language:  
 
Prior to deciding that a full investigation should be undertaken, the 
panel must only consider evidence in so far as a prima facie case can 
be established. The process should be fair. 
 
In order to determine the “facts or merit”,  both sides of any dispute 
must be considered if the consideration is to be fair.  
 
The team was unanimous that a full investigation should take place 
(line 43); one of the reasons for this was “the apparent behaviour of 
the complainant” 
 
I have re-read the original responses by the three respondents. I see 
nothing in the grievance against Rev Luscombe, nor his response  
about my behaviour. The worst that might be said is that he 
remembered conversations differently to my recollections. 
 
The response by Rev.  Westwood accused me of being incoherent, and 
ignorant.  
 
Rev Pruden also differs with me on recollection of words used in 
conversations, however, there is nothing critical of my behaviour in 
his response. 
 
There is one possibility: evidence from Rev Heim, sent in a letter to 
Rev Pruden, stated that I displayed “aggressive behaviour”. This is 
described as “he shook his finger at Rev Pruden”)  The incident she 
describes (the nature of which I dispute) apparently  occurred during 
a heated argument at a meeting on an unknown date. 
 
It is important to note that this comment was made by Rev Heim after 
she had discussed the  matter with Rev. Pruden. The note was made in 
February 2016, two days after Rev Pruden completed his response to 
my grievance.  
 
It seems clear from this that Rev Pruden was asking Rev Heim to 
support his response – yet her reference to my behaviour occurs only 
once in two long paragraphs. The manner in which this statement was 
obtained suggests that the information may not be reliable.  The 
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reliability of the statement is also affected by the fact that Rev Heim 
has hearing difficulties.  
  
 
Considering that the three responses were the only reliable 
documentary evidence that the panel could have had available to it 
during the initial stage of the process, it seems that the “apparent 
behaviour” mentioned in line 50 must have come from some other 
source.  
 
An alternative explanation might be that the panel relied upon the 
single reference by Rev Heim to my pointing a finger. This seems 
unlikely. However, I would like it clarified whether or not this is “the 
apparent behaviour” mentioned in line 50. 

 
The first communication I had from the panel, in early September 
2016, provides a possible identification of the source for line 50. In 
one sense, it concerned my behaviour with regard to apparently 
breaching confidentiality. Breaching confidentiality can be interpreted 
as bad behaviour.  
 
The timing of this information points to its source. It suggests that the 
source was Rev Hellyer.  
  
In the decision, Line 774 ff reads: 
 
“I understand that the Connexional team has reviewed the evidence it 

holds and has determined, in accordance with Standing Order 1157, 
that there have been several breaches of confidentiality by me.” 

 

This of course does not necessarily pertain to any “apparent 
behaviour” as in line 50, though, as mentioned above,  “breaches of 
confidentiality” might be regarded as poor behaviour.  
 
However, it shows that there was evidence about several breaches of 
confidentiality given to the panel. The motive for informing the panel 
on such might be a part of the balance of probabilities on this issue.  
 
The source of this would appear to be Rev John Hellyer, the District 
Chair, for it was he who originated at least one of the communications  
mentioned in lines 756 – 766. 
 
The opinions of Rev John Hellyer, or some other person, appear to 
have been taken into consideration without question when the panel 
was deciding whether  or not a full investigation should be necessary.  
 
I was handicapped in presenting my case on this, for I did not learn of 
any such intervention until one of the emails used by the panel, (lines 
756 – 766) was sent to me two and a half months later, on November 



REPORT by Rev P. Timms to Alan Bolton. 

 

107 

107 

16th.  (see appendix Q in original set-aside motion). I had knowledge 
that Rev Hellyer, surprisingly, had an interest in this matter because 
he sent me an email about it on September 9th.  Of course, the three 
respondents were all on his staff.  
 
In fact I had a justification for my actions – I did so in accordance with 
S.O. 040.  
 

--00— 
 

We reach the point in this consideration at which my interpretation of 
Standing Orders appears to differ from that of the panel.  
 
The complaints procedure, although in two stages (the initial stage 
and the full investigation)  is nevertheless one single process.  
 
S.O.1100 (3 v)  stipulates that: “The process should be fair.” 
 
The decision taken during the initial stage, that a full investigation 
should be undertaken, was influenced, in part, by the evidence of one 
or more persons adverse to my search for openness, truth and 
fairness.  
 
In order to be “fair”, surely I should have at least been contacted so 
that the panel could balance adverse opinion with its own assessment 
of the allegation, having heard from me. In addition to this there are 
the strictures of the system of the “balance of probabilities”.  
  
What actually happened may seem reasonable to some. After all, was 
there not to be a thorough investigation later,  during which I would 
have a right to be heard?  
 
Of course I was not, as it transpired,  allowed such a right of reply.   
 
However, hypothesise for a moment the implications of such a method 
of deciding whether the panel should proceed or not.  
 
What if the person showing hostility to my search for openness and 
truth had said that the panel should investigate the matter because of 
something more serious – perhaps that I had sexually assaulted a lady 
in a church? Would the panel have proceeded without attempting to 
discover more about the allegation? Should there not be at least two 
independent sources for such an allegation? Should such an 
allegation not be documented and shown to the complainant?  
 
Or should the allegation simply form the start of an investigation into 
the truth of the matter, without the complainant being aware that such 
an allegation has been made? That is the stuff of a Kafka novel.  
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And when the complainant asks the panel whether there is such an 
allegation or such an investigation in progress, should the 
investigators deny that it is so? Should the complainant at least be 
aware of the charges? 
 
The panel appears to interpret the Standing Orders to mean that the 
initial stage does not require an even-handed approach. This is not in 
accord with the requirements of a balance of probabilities, nor of 
fairness. 
 
What seems to have occurred is not the best, nor the fair way to take 
evidence. In the case against me, the panel appeared to have accepted  
- apparently without question -  hearsay evidence from an adverse 
source. This was little better than gossip. This is not fair process.  
 
By not investigating my side of this matter, the panel did not consider 
enough evidence to reach the “extent necessary to reach the decisions 
required.”    But such is the requirement of the clause.   
 
The panel was thus in breach of S.O. 1123 (12).  
 
“In taking the initial steps provided for by this Standing Order, the 
complaints team must not come to any conclusion on the facts or merits 
of the complaint except to the extent necessary to reach the decisions 
required.” 
 

--00— 
 

However, further examination of S.O. 1123 and 1124  shows that the 
panel actually had no right to do what it did.  There was no need, nor 
requirement, to reach such a decision at the initial stage.  
 
S.O. 1124 (para 1 ) states  
 
“As soon as possible after it becomes clear that the complaint is to be 

fully considered, the complaints team must agree what further steps are 
to be taken to investigate the complaint. They may subsequently agree 

that additional steps must be taken or that certain steps are no longer 
required.” 
 

The key word in the above is “after”. I underline it. Please note too the 
words “further steps”. 
 

Among those further steps “which may be taken”  is clause (4) which 
allows the panel to investigate the complainant.  
 
It seems clear that the intention of Conference was that once it was 
established that there was cause for a full investigation, the inquiry 
panel should initiate the full second stage.   Only at this point might 
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“further steps” be taken. Those further steps include investigating the 
complainant. 
 
Conference is not foolish. Standing Orders are written after careful 
and wise consideration of the wording and order of the rulings. 
 
The panel in this case interpreted the Standing Order in a manner 
which I believe Conference would not ever contemplate.  
 
The investigation into my behaviour had begun during the “initial 
stage”. Indeed, the matter of my behaviour actually began  the “full 
consideration”. The very first letter I had from the panel was the 
“undertaking”. This  was effectively a false confession about a breach 
of standing orders – information about  which had been provided by 
Rev Hellyer.  
 
This ill-consideration of Standing Orders led the panel into dangerous 
areas.  The panel listed (line 45 onwards) three reasons why it decided 
to undertake a full investigation. What would happen if two of those 
reasons were so baseless that they could be eliminated immediately 
when a full investigation took place? The full investigation might still 
proceed with the third reason.  
 
This hypothesis would mean that a full investigation might take place 
simply because there was a desire to investigate the complainant, no 
matter the strength of the complaint he or she was making.  
 
The panel’s decision on this meant that,  if they had found that there 
was no merit in the complaints made in my case, there was still merit 
in investigating and accusing me. 
 
I make this point simply because at line 287, the panel claims, with 
adverse implication, that I disputed Standing Orders and their 
relevance. I do exactly that here.  
 
I may go further and state that the decision in line 50 to investigate 
the complainant during the initial stage, is actually against Standing 
Orders. The panel had no discretion in this matter. S.O. 1124 is quite 
clear on the point. 
 
Please consider again S.O. 1124 where it states in para 1  
 
“As soon as possible after it becomes clear that the complaint is to be 
fully considered, the complaints team must agree what further steps are 
to be taken to investigate the complaint. They may subsequently agree 

that additional steps must be taken or that certain steps are no longer 
required.” 
 

Again, the key word in the above is “after”. I again underline it. 
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According to S.O. 1124, clause 4 cannot be triggered until the 
requirements of clause 2 have been complied with. The word “after” is 
used – as mentioned above. The clauses are numbered, as they are, 

for a reason.  
 
In other words, steps to  investigate the complainant cannot take 
place in the initial stage. 
 
The panel seems to be unaware of this interpretation of S.O. 1124. 
And yet logically it is  the true interpretation. 
 
The inclusion by the panel into the apparent behaviour of the 
complainant in the reasons for proceeding to a full investigation,  
constitutes the panel’s second breach of Standing Orders in this 
consideration of line 50. 
 
It was this kind of sloppy thinking by the panel that I found myself 
confronted with throughout the procedure.  
 
In spite of the above, I was accused of “attempting to undermine the 
connexion complaints process” (line 285) and indeed “bullying” (line 
297) by pointing out similar possible misinterpretations of Standing 
Orders. I wondered if it was an attempt to enrage me in order to prove 
a point for which it had no evidence. 
 
 

--00-- 
 
 
I contend that the complaints panel is in breach of Standing Orders 
by: 
 
a) not considering the qualification of  S.O.1123  by S.O.1100 (3 v) 
which states: “The process should be fair”  and 
 
b) not reading Standing Order 1124 carefully enough and thus 
breaching it. 
 
These were simple errors of interpretation.  
 
I therefore now refer you to S.O. 1100 (3 vii): 
 
“there should be a means of correcting any errors which may be made.” 
 
Since this document concerns the interpretation of Standing Orders, 
and since I have been told in a letter from Alan Bolton that there is no 
appeal against the decision of the panel, I refer you also to  
S.O. 1140: 
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“Appeal to a Connexional Appeal Committee.  
 
(2) The grounds of appeal for the purposes of this Standing Order are 
that: 
(i) there was a material procedural irregularity in the initial hearing; 
(ii) the initial committee made a mistake about a relevant point of law or 
of the constitution or discipline of the Church; 
(iii) the initial committee erred in its conclusion on the question whether 
such of the words, acts or omissions complained of as it found to have 
been established: 
(b) seriously impaired or might seriously have impaired the mission, 
witness or integrity of the Church, having regard to the respondent’s 
office or standing in relation to the Church; 
(iv) the initial committee erred in its interpretation of the doctrines of the 
Church” 
 
I think it clear that the panel is guilty of infringing all of the clauses in 
this Standing Order. There is a clear duty on the connexion to consider 
what to do in this matter. The Connexional Appeal Committee might 
be one way. 
  
I refer you to page 15 of “Positive Working Together” – the booklet that 
the panel (line 64) read as part of their preparation.  
 
“What happens to a little problem that doesn’t get resolved when it’s 
little? It gets bigger and bigger until it becomes a real problem that’s 
going to require a lot of time, energy, and resources to be solved. It’s 
much easier to confront problems early, while they’re still small and 
manageable. When a problem isn’t addressed quickly, it can easily spin 
out of your control.”  
 
That is what is now occurring with this panel’s decision. You will 
recall that I warned you of this in my set aside motion before the panel 

sent you its decision. 
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  ADDENDUM 7 to Set Aside Motion 

  delivered to Methodist House  
                        27th January 2017. 
  
  
                               Concerning organised attacks on 
                               the character of the complainant.  
                             With reference to lines 753 – 766,  
                                   lines 284 – 292, 273 – 275. 
 
  
Throughout this set aside motion I have stressed that my main 
concern is the atmosphere of the local Methodist community. I am 
primarily concerned with the Hastings, Bexhill and Rye circuit  -  
though my contacts around the region suggest that the problem I have 
noted stretches further across the South East. 
  
I have attempted at all times in this complaints procedure to only 
state what I can support with documentary proof. Further, I have 
consistently sought reconciliation.  
 
There is however, the type of proof which some call “the dog that did 
not bark”. This is a reference to a Sherlock Holmes story called “Silver 
Blaze” in which the fact that a dog did not bark during the night when 
a race horse was removed from a stable was an important clue  in  
solving the mystery of who had removed the horse. In short, omission 
is sometimes a potent indication of the truth. Such omission occurs in 
this complaint inquiry’s decision.  It has happened three times  
  
I have been aware throughout this procedure over the past two years  
that I have been under some kind of surveillance. It has not been 
constant, and I have so far only heard the “echoes” –  gossip. 
 
However, I now think it has been more serious than that.  I believe  
there has been systematic surveillance and defamation of me. 
  
I complained about this kind of antipathy and adverse action towards 
me in my original grievance against Rev Luscombe171.  I wrote: 
  
“To report to this circuit that any other clergy person of any 
denomination sympathetic to Methodism could be considered, but that I 
was to be excluded from consideration” 
  
However, such matters are rarely capable of documentation. 

                                                
171 App AAA1  
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I first considered that documentation might be found to support a 
concerted campaign against me when the matter of the John 
Troughton email arose. This is covered in lines 756 to 766 - where a 
letter to Paul Martin is also included. 
  
This “Troughton email” is the cause of most of the problems with the 
way in which this inquiry has been run. It was sent before the inquiry 
began. 
  
I first learned of the use of this email when Rev Hellyer sent me an 
email on 9th September172 telling me that he was aware that I had 
contacted the circuit stewards “about the complaint”. He added that I 
could not bring the matter up at a circuit meeting.173  
 
The email I had sent to Troughton contained the words: 
  

“At present there is an independent investigation being conducted by 
Methodist Headquarters which involves considerations relevant to Rev 
IP integrity and honesty whilst in the role of superintendent in this 
Circuit concerning me and my ministry in this Circuit.” 
  
I had, in fact, sent letters to all the circuit stewards – one is quoted by 
the panel at line 763 – containing the words: 
  

“that the circuit stewards be made aware of that information to enable 
them to consider it as part of their role as custodians of this circuit”174 
  
 I did this in order to comply with S.O. 040. 
  
Clause 040 of the Standing Orders states: 
  
“Failure to Fulfil Obligations:    
 Where it is alleged or appears to the Chair that a minister in the active 
work has persistently or repeatedly failed adequately to fulfil his or her 
obligations, but there appears to be no ground for a charge under the 
provisions of Part 11, the Chair may, upon receipt of a reasoned request 
in writing from the Superintendent, a circuit steward, or any other 
member of the Circuit Meeting concerned or on his or her own initiative, 
request the Chair of another District to appoint a Consultative 
Committee to consider the matter.” 
  
  
The relevance of this Standing Order to the situation at the time was 

                                                
172 App AAA 2  
173 I consulted Bellamy’s guide (2008 edition)  and found (13.4, footnote 64)  

“If a District Chair has concerns which he or she believes ought to be drawn to the attention of the connexional complaints team he or she should 

contact the relevant connexional Team member.”  In other words, in informing Alan Bolton, John Hellyer apparently did the correct thing. 

However, in a conversation with Peter Hill, Alan Bolton had no recollection of this email.  
174 I quote from the report. The original letter is held by the panel – I have not been allowed to see a copy. I do not dispute the general thrust of the 

letter.   
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that circuit stewards - or indeed any other member of the circuit 
meeting - could send reasoned requests to the Chair to request that a 
chair from another district be appointed in such circumstances as we 
found ourselves. 
  
In fact, I had a duty under this Standing Order to do that myself. 
However, in the circumstances, since I was the complainant, I thought 
it best to simply remind the Stewards of their duty to consider this. 
  
There was of course, a question of confidentiality, but stewards are 
covered by S.O. 1104 as I, and they already knew of the grievance 
having been lodged. I was therefore not informing them “about the 
complaint,” but reminding them of their rights and duties.  
  
I had made no specific charges against Rev Pruden in what I wrote. 
  
In fact, I firmly believed that Rev Pruden did not fulfil his obligations 
as Superintendent either at the circuit meeting of September 2014, 
nor in dealing with the minutes of that meeting in 2014, nor in how he 
dealt with me when I complained about the conduct of the meeting, 
the scrutiny - or lack of – of the minutes. In short, I thought him 
incompetent. However, I did not mention such to the stewards.  
  
I further considered that a consultative committee was the best way 
forward in the circumstances, though I did not press that option – 
such a decision was for the stewards to take.  However, they needed to 
be made aware that they had that option.  It was the safe thing to do. 
  
I did not do this surreptitiously, nor to selected stewards. I wrote to all 
of them. There was nothing underhand about this.  
  
Whether or not I was correct in my reading of Standing Orders in this 
is not the point in this addendum. 
  
Nor indeed is the question of confidentiality. What I did was to remind 
them of a rarely used, but important, duty that they had as stewards 
  
The importance of this in this addendum is the intervention by Rev 
Hellyer the district chairman which took place even before the inquiry 
began. 
  
How did John Hellyer come to obtain the information from John 
Troughton- and then, within a few days, from Paul Martin?  
  
There might have been several possible explanations, one being that 
Rev Hellyer had asked some person in the circuit for any damaging or 
troublesome information about me. 
  
I was drawn to this latter explanation because, in my experience, 
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circuit stewards are not particularly au fait with rules on 
confidentiality in the complaints procedure. I thought it unlikely that 
they would report a suspected breach of confidentiality in the email 
and the letters already sent to them. 
  
After all, they might think, why would I breach confidentiality so 
blatantly to all the stewards, when, if I wished to breach 
confidentiality I might best do it by speaking to just one of them on 
the telephone? 
  
If I had really wished to do Rev Pruden harm by spreading the news of 
the complaint against him, surely the telephone call would have been 
the best means of doing it?  In that call I might have mentioned that 
he had not cared when Standing Orders had been breached at the 
meeting of September 2014 – because he was being promoted.  
Anything is possible in gossip. 
  
The change in the perception of the email and letters, from advice to 
breach of confidentiality,  appeared to show a guiding hand of someone 

who knew details of Standing Orders. 
  
I took this up with the inquiry panel on 20th October 2016. I wrote in 
an email: 
  

 “With reference to Mr. Troughton, who is now the Circuit Senior 
Steward, he has been aware of the current issues since 2014.  He was 
the man who, in the September 2014 circuit meeting, threatened 
violence against my person and moved from his seat to give substance 
to that threat.  The District Chairman, Rev John Hellyer,  is the  only 
person who could have provided you with the information regarding the 
discussions at the invitation committee.  Naturally, I want to see copies 
of all the exchanges that have taken place between you and the District 
Chairman.” 
  
I never received a reply to this. I thought that significant. 
  
I had reasoned that, if John Troughton and Paul Martin had sent the 
email and letter to John Hellyer, then there must have been some 
prompting prior to that for them to do so. Circuit Stewards and District 
Chairs are not normally on such close terms that they freely exchange 
information. It seemed logical that someone – and I thought probably 
Rev Hellyer  - had circulated some kind of communication to stewards 
requesting that they pass on information about me. 
  
This confirmed to me that the tittle-tattle going around the circuit 
about me was in some way orchestrated. A minister – and, as I 
suspected, probably Rev Hellyer – had actively organised some kind of 
spy network to keep “tabs” on me. I was under surveillance 
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Why else would these two stewards send him the email and the letter 
which had merely told them what they already knew? 
  
However, there was no real proof of any intent – so I did not press the 
issue.  
  
And then came the “dog that did not bark”. 
  
I was very surprised when I received a letter from Mr. Kitchin dated 
16th November.  This letter included the words: 
 
  
  “You are now well enough that you were able to fulfil your commitment 
to speak at the Monday Fellowship at Sackville Road Methodist Church 
on Monday 7th November 2016 and visit the MHA Richmond Care 
Home. 
  
  We therefore intend to complete the rest of this complaints process as 
soon as possible, and will not wait until January to fix a new date to 
interview you.”175  
  
The second paragraph demonstrated that the panel believed the truth 
of the first paragraph. As with the Troughton email, I was found guilty 
before I had even heard the charge. 
  
But who had supplied the information in the first paragraph? 
  
None of the events concerning this are mentioned in the inquiry’s 
decision.   
 
The accusation, indeed the whole story, is simply left out – in spite of 
the fact that, as explained in the second paragraph,  it was this 
information which led the panel leader to break the undertaking he 
had given to me earlier -  by bringing  the hearing of inquiry forward 
from January to December. 
  
That change of date might be viewed as spiteful, it was clearly ill  
judged and was a crucial intervention – and yet the panel’s true reason 
for it is left out of the panel’s final findings and their decision. 
  
Worse, at line 135  a substitute reason is included – this is to the 
effect that, if I was well enough to write voluminous material, I must 
be well enough to attend the meeting in December. 
  
Why would the panel leave out the information about the Sackville 
Road meeting and the visit to the MHA – and instead substitute the 
somewhat spurious notion that, if I could write a lot, I was not ill?176  

                                                
175 App AAA 3  
176 For further on this see Addendum 5 page 9 – Peter Hill was doing the writing.  
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I am particularly concerned about this because the truth of the matter 
supports my general contention about the pernicious atmosphere 
within this Circuit which is seemingly supported by the District. 
  
The facts are that, a few weeks after my first stay in hospital, I 
attended the Sackville Road church to fulfil a long-standing invitation 
to speak. In fact I only managed to speak for about seven minutes I 
then needed to sit down and rest with a cup of tea. 
 
When I left there, I drove home via the MHA Richmond – mainly to tell 
them at the home that I was getting better and would soon be able to 
spend more time with the old people. I sat down talking to some of 
them. 
  
All this was swiftly reported to Mr. Kitchin – and he responded with 
the letter quoted above.  
  
What actually happened here? 
  
I was at both venues of course - but I did not see any of the 
respondents there. In fact there were no senior members of the circuit 
present at all, not even stewards. 
  
Was it possible that the source was one single person who attended at 
the two venues? I certainly did not see anyone at the church who later 
went to the MHA. Why would they do that? 
  
Was it possible that someone who saw me at the church followed me 
after I left?  How could they know that I was going anywhere except to 
my home? I had clearly been ill at that meeting – everyone present 
must have realised that.  
   
The simple, indeed obvious, explanation would be that two persons, 
one at the church, another at the MHA, separately and independently, 
reported my presence to someone - who then passed the information 
on the Mr. Kitchin. 
  
But how could any lay person at either venue know that my health 
was an issue in the complaints inquiry? How could any lay person 
there know who the complaints team leader was? 
  
They must have been told. 
  
Such a scenario seems to be more than a coincidence. It seems 
organised. As with the Troughton email and the Martin letter, it would 
seem that there had been prior prompting at both venues that people 
should report on matters concerning me. 
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The word had gone out – ‘keep tabs on Peter Timms and report’. The 
only question was – report to whom?  
 
As you will know,  ordinary members of the Methodist community do 
not normally report to the District Chair – they probably do not even 
know how to do that. 
  
If the informants were lay persons, as seems likely, then they would 
more likely report to the Superintendent Minister or a circuit steward. 
 
In such circumstances, the ministers involved in this would be Rev 
Pruden, possibly Rev. Luscombe and Rev. Hellyer.  
  
However, I think it unlikely that Rev Luscombe and Rev Pruden would 
speak to the leader of the panel without first consulting Rev Hellyer. 
  
So who were the informants and who told them to report on me and 
my movements? Had the stewards been told – and did they pass the 
request on to the lay persons in the community? Or did the ministers 
make the request directly? 
  
This information was, in some way, collated. If the matter of the 
Troughton email and the Martin letter set a pattern, then the pattern 
here might be that Rev Hellyer was the person who told Mr. Kitchin.  
  
Here, the standing, role and action of the District Chair comes into 
question. Mr. Kitchin is not a minister. Would he feel the need to 
double-check a story that came from such a reputable senior person 
as Rev Hellyer? Surely the word of a District Chair is authoritative -  
and is to be trusted? 
  
Is that why the panel paid no attention to my explanation of the two 
visits. Is that why they took no notice of my reasons expressed in my 
letter to Mr. Kitchin concerning S.O. 040 with regard to the Troughton 
email?  (The two matters were dealt with almost concurrently in mid-
November) 
  
In a letter of 18th November I made the same points about the 
Sackville Road and MHA visits as above - though I added the point 
that he panel was accepting, as true, hearsay at second, or even third 
hand, information. I also mentioned that they should have refused to 
listen to such gossip.  
  
The panel appears to have been happy to accept both the Troughton 
email incident and the Sackville/MHA incident  - without questioning 
where this information had come from and how it had been collected. 
This is contrary to many Standing Orders. Surely the  only excuse for 
this is that the panel had complete trust in the source and assumed 
that the background of the collection of the information was in no way 
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contrary to Standing Orders. Only someone as authoritative as Rev. 
Hellyer could have engendered such trust.  
  
However, when it came to the report on the inquiry, the  
Sackville/MHA episode was left out.  Why? 
  
Did the panel suddenly realise that there had indeed been an 

organised surveillance operation going on against me in the Bexhill 
area?  My letter to Mr. Kitchin certainly suggested such. Would that 
not support some of the contentions I had made in my original 
grievances about the antipathy shown to me? Did that not contradict 
the information the panel had from their authoritative source? 
  
Such might be embarrassing  - considering that they were accusing 
me of bullying, manipulation, disputing Standing Orders, refusing to 
answer questions etc (see Lines 287 – 292).  
  
What other possible explanation can there be for them leaving this 
Sackville/MHA affair out of the final decision and substituting the idea 
that I was fit enough to attend his meeting because I could write a lot.   
 
This was particularly embarrassing because, by then, they  had been 
told that I was under the day to day care of the specialist cardiac 
team. 
  
Acknowledging that I had been harassed by organised surveillance, 
would mean that the panel’s  schedule would fall apart and their  
previous accusations would count as nothing.  
 
I suspect they could not contemplate that. It would highlight their  
gullibility.  
 
However, if they had paused for further thought,  a recapitulation of 
the evidence might have brought a further point to their  attention.  
 

Because there is a second dog that did not bark – the Westwood 
email. 
  
The piece of paper which started the whole argument was  the 
supposed email from Rev John Hellyer which  Rev Westwood claimed 
sanctioned her actions in the circuit meeting of September 2014. 
  
I have consistently asked for a copy of this document – because it was 
central to the entire proceedings at the Circuit meeting of September 
2014.  I was never given it, nor is it mentioned in anything that Rev 
Westwood has since written about the meeting. 
  
It actually vanished from the evidence. 
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Why should this document not only not be produced, but actually 
disappear from all evidence? 
  
After all, it would have proved a major point in this dispute. It was Rev 
Westwood’s authority to intervene and cut short, or  silence, my 
contribution to the circuit meeting of September 2014. 
  
But it vanished from evidence. 
  
I have come to the personal conclusion that the email never existed, 
though I cannot prove this.  Producing it would have been conclusive 
proof that indeed it said what Rev Westwood claimed  - that the 
District Chairman had given her instructions to silence me.   
  
However, if it did exist, according to Rev Westwood  it was written by 
Rev John Hellyer. Indeed, if this is true, the cause of the entire 
dispute was this particular email from Rev. John Hellyer. 
  
The fact that the Sackville/MHA accusation did not appear in the 
panel’s decision is one piece of evidence that was cut out of the panel’s 
decision – the Westwood email may well be a second piece of evidence 
that was cut out of the final report of the inquiry. After all, the only 
mention of it in the report is in my grievance – at line 410. 
  
And yet it was the cause of the whole affair.  
 
Two apparently important pieces of evidence that vanished during the 
inquiry - the MHA/Sackville matter and the Westwood email - added 
to the Troughton email,  all have possible links with District Chair Rev 
Hellyer. 
    
Could it be possible that Rev Hellyer had a greater hand in the matter 
than he should have had? 
  
For there was clearly a breach of confidence committed in the 
Sackville/MHA matter which was ignored by the panel. 
  
After all, as we have seen, who in Bexhill knew that my health was an 
issue in the timing of the inquiry?  Who knew to report any 
information about my health?  
  
And yet the persons who reported my actions came from Bexhill. They 
were lay members of the church. These were persons who had been 
told that my health was an issue.  
  
When this information was conveyed to Mr. Kitchin he was still 
demanding that I sign a confession to having breached confidence. He 
was fully aware of the importance of confidentiality. Why then did he 
fail to spot that at least two lay persons in Bexhill had informed on me 
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– when the knowledge which caused them to do so was clearly a 
breach of confidence? 
  
It must have taken some strong advice from someone with 
considerable authority for Mr. Kitchin to ignore this breach of 
confidence. After all, it may have involved one of the respondents, Rev. 
Pruden.   
 
Perhaps it is not surprising that the panel left all reference to the 
matter out of his report. My letter of 18th November177 explaining this  
seems, on reflection, to be crucial in this matter. It turned the inquiry 
on its head. 
  
There may be another reason why the Sackville/MHA affair was left 
out of the report. The events clearly confirm my earlier suspicions that 
I was placed under organised surveillance in Bexhill – and that it was  
not a  “spur of the moment” thing. It must have been organised in 
advance. How else can we explain two such identical incidents on the 
same day, in different locations, in Bexhill? 
  
The possibilities of this are worrying. If the persons involved had been 
primed to watch out for indications of my health – what else might 
they have been primed to spot? A further breach of confidentiality 
perhaps? A repetition of the John Troughton scenario?   Or was the 
plan simply to discover any “dirt” that could be found in order to 
blacken my name before the panel under Mr Kitchin? How far-
reaching might this conspiracy to obtain such material have been 
spread?  
  
And if the position of the respondents was as solid as was being 
claimed - then why was there such a need to conspire to destroy my 
search for truth and fairness?  
 
From the panel’s  subsequent treatment of me, it seems that the aim 
was to label me as an unwelcome whistleblower. Who would wish to 
do that? 
 
I lay the responsibility for this with Rev Hellyer. After all, it was he 
who received the email from John Troughton  - which he then, in 
some fashion, ensured would be passed on to Mr. Kitchin. He set the 
pattern – and it must have been planned in advance.  
  
Further, for all my criticism, I do not believe that any of the three 
respondents would instigate such an operation without Rev Hellyer 
knowing about it.  
  
Indeed, I am not at all sure that persons in Bexhill, such as those who 

                                                
177 App AAA 4  
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reported my visits to the Sackville and MHA venues, would go along 
with the idea  - unless they knew that the request for surveillance had 
come from the District Chair.  After all, is he not in charge of all 
complaints? 
  
To fully understand this, we must consider the importance and the 
authority of the District Chair. Stewards and lay persons do not 
contact the District Chair regularly. Indeed, they may feel they should 
not bother him with their thoughts and problems.  
  
Another consequence of this organised investigation against me may 
be the consistent and adamant refusal by all three respondents to be 
reconciled with me. The District Chair should have been stressing the 
need for reconciliation throughout the initial stages of the grievance – 
as I was.   
 
Clearly Rev Hellyer did not stress the need for reconciliation, for I 
doubt that all the three respondents would have given such emphatic 
responses as they did if he had done so. Significantly, all three 
colleagues were part of Rev Hellyer’s district team. 
  
The most likely scenario therefore is that Rev Hellyer approved of the 
refusal to go to reconciliation. I consider this to be against Standing 
Orders – and indeed a dereliction of his duties. 
  
To summarise the role of the District Chair in this inquiry: 
     
  a) He issued the email which prompted Mr. Kitchin to issue the “false    
confession” without question. 
  b) It seems that he provided the copy of the letter I sent to Paul 
Martin. 
  c) He appears to be the likely person who instigated the surveillance 
on me in Bexhill. 
  d) In each of these above actions there was danger – indeed 
likelihood – that confidence was breached. 
  e) He may be the person who discouraged my attempts to be 
reconciled with the respondents. 
  
Let us consider Mr. Kitchin’s role in this. He is not an ordained 
minister, so anything that was said or done by a District Chair would 
appear to him to reflect the manner in which matters are dealt with in 
the Methodist Church. He would also be very unlikely to doubt the 
word of a District Chair. He may well have allowed himself to be 
guided by the District Chair – one might not criticise him for this if he 
did. 
 
  
But I believe that there came a point – probably with my analysis of 
the Sackville/MHA matter – when he and his colleagues on the panel  
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began to have doubts about what was going on. I think it unlikely that 
they  would come out publicly and state that they were not happy with 
some of the things that had been done – particularly by the District 
Chair. However, they  may have first decided not to answer my points 
about Sackville/MHA – and then secondly, to leave the incident out of 
the panel’s decision. 
 
There must be some good reason why they left it out.  
  
I think this wrong. I have consistently argued that I am in this 
struggle because of the atmosphere in this District. It is surely against 
all notions of fairness in the Methodist Church to put a complainant 
under surveillance during a complaint inquiry. 
  
If all of the above had come before the panel of inquiry, I feel the 
decision would have been quite different. It constituted a damning 
argument, showing that I had good reason to complain. But it was cut 
out and hushed up. 
  
We now face a ridiculous situation in which a molehill of an 
unwarranted intervention in a circuit meeting becomes cause to 
address the entire system of complaints in the Methodist Church. The 
pernicious atmosphere I see in my Circuit appears to be spreading to 
a wider area. 
  
It all began with the circuit meeting of September 2014. I was 
objecting to the timing of the continuance of Rev Pruden’s position as 
acting Superintendent. There had been recent amendments to S.O. 
545.  Rev Westwood and I had different interpretations of the changes. 
  
The meeting was turned into uproar by Rev Westwood’s intervention 
during my speech.  The minutes did not properly record what 
occurred.  What is clear is that Rev Pruden was appointed without a 
vote – contrary to  Standing Orders.  There were clear breaches of 
Standing Orders in this. 
  
Later concerns about what had happened at the meeting turned into a 
myriad of arguments – ending up with a conspiracy to destroy my 
reputation not only in my District, but within the Methodist Church. 
  
It would seem that Rev Hellyer owes the Methodist Church an apology 
for this. Furthermore, I think that it follows that he owes me an 
apology. I believe that sensitive, sensible and impartial intervention 
earlier would have avoided the anguish that this has caused. 
 
  
If it is true, as seems likely, that Rev Hellyer approved of, or even 
encouraged, the concerted refusal to go to reconciliation, then he 
should now change his views on this. Reconciliation should be 
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possible and the three respondents should have the opportunity to 
change their minds.  In the light of what has gone on, I suspect they 
would be happy to do so. 
  
Reconciliation is the preferred solution to disputes within the 
Methodist Church. It is a course that I have requested over and over 
again. Furthermore, this would allow this controversy to return to 
District level – where it should always have been settled. 
  
                                                 --00— 
  
I have gone into the possible role of Rev Hellyer in some depth 
because he is the one person who was fully aware of the disruptive 
and turbulent situation that has prevailed in this Circuit for some  
two years. However I earnestly hope that he will now reflect on this 
and settle this matter at District level - as it always should have been.  
  
I never wanted to get into the area of the problems with Standing 
Orders, nor in the procedural problems during the inquiry that I have 
highlighted. I have always wanted this to be settled at the local level 
and hope that it can now be returned to the District.  
 
But  that can only be done if the connexional panel’s decision is set 
aside.  
 
I believe that if reconciliation is stressed as it should be, then the 
matter can be consigned to history. 
 
In the light of the above, I hope that the District Chairman will reflect 
on his treatment of me. After all, I first detected his animosity towards 
me when he, in a local leadership meeting made undertakings 
concerning my ministry in this Circuit. These were undertakings  
according to his Deputy Rev Luscombe, which he later denied having 
made.  
 
In the light of the above, I now question the facts of my advised 
approach to the President , now past president,  Rev Kenneth 
Howcroft. I understand that this approach was in some way 
interrupted, subverted or contradicted by a conversation with my 
District Chair – in like fashion to the above.  
 
The President did not even acknowledge my request for his help. That 
I find extraordinary and not like him.   I expected a reply at the very 
least – but nothing came.  
 
Is this the third dog that did not bark? Does the silence of the 
President tell us something? 
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Surely no President could be so ungracious without reason to not 
even acknowledge my appeal for his help. 
 
You will recall that I asked you to intervene in this matter. I asked for 
your help in trying to have my papers to the President returned to me.  
I explained, in brief, the reasons behind that request. It seems that 
even your request was denied.  
 
In writing to the President, I was actually acting on advice from a 
senior and highly respected Minister. It was his impression that Rev 
Hellyer was not open to discussion and had made his mind up.  It was 
he who advised me to contact the President – it being the only office 
where I could get impartial and authoritative advice.  
 
Much good it did me – much good it did you.  
 
At that time I was simply seeking informal advice on how to progress. 
The silence that both you and I experienced meant that things went 
on as they have.  
 
With so many “dogs not barking” in this affair, I feel there is ample 
cause for good people to ask questions. The church and its members  
should be made aware of what has been going on.  
 
My recent work has exposed serious and important flaws in our 
system. There should be an inquiry into the system’s failings. 
Unfortunately, I have been told over and over again by seasoned 
Ministers that the system of complaints is distrusted by every person 
who has had anything to do with it. 
 
This is not how it should be.  
 
Should you so wish,  I would be happy to draw together some of 
failings in the system  - along with suggestions that could address the 
unacceptable aspects -  for you to consider. Your office is surely 
capable of setting up a group of elders who could produce a sensible 
way forward.  
 
I again suggest to you, as I  have in earlier correspondence,  that I 
come to London and spend some time with you discussing how this 
matter might go forward  - as a useful and less obstructive way to 
bring good sense to dealing with issues of conflict. 
 
But of course, there will be no progress unless the panel’s decision is 
first set aside.  
     
 




























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































