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Connexional grant-making under the Connexional Grants Committee (CGC)
Introduction

1. Since its inception, the CGC has been responsible under SO 213B for both formulating the policy for connexional grants and then implementing it via the criteria that it chose. Although it generally asked the Council for policy changes to be endorsed, it was agreed after a review by the Strategy and Resources Committee (SRC) that this dual role had resulted in some ambiguities. As a result, the 2014 Conference amended SO 213B, making the Council responsible for setting policy that would then be implemented by the CGC.

2. The CGC oversees grants for work in Britain and also amongst World Church partners. This paper is designed to facilitate consideration by the Council of some aspects of connexional grants policy; particularly with regard to the interpretation of some key phrases that appeared within the paperwork that gave rise to the CGC in 2008. The questions at the end of the paper will be discussed in small groups as part of the Council meeting. The SRC has initiated separate work on the long-term strategic use of the World Mission Fund (WMF) which will inform discussions about worldwide grants policy at a later date.
Historical background 
3. The CGC was formed as a result of the ground clearing project on grants that formed part of the Team Focus process. The Team Focus report to the 2008 Conference outlined the concept of a unified grants structure responsible for overseeing all mission and ministry grants from connexional funds in Britain and around the world. It has no responsibility for grants to individuals, including training in Britain, nor for funding Mission Partners. The 2008 report stated that the key aims of the CGC were:
4. 
All connexional grant making and the allocation of funds for connexional projects and other work will be brought into one process.
4.1 
The only exceptions to 4 will be ad hoc grants to individuals in emergency situations which in specific circumstances may be made at the discretion of the SRC, the Connexional Allowances Committee or the Secretary of the Conference.  

4.2 
All grant making decisions will reflect the Priorities for the Methodist Church, the decisions of the Methodist Council and the Conference, and the specific strategies agreed by connexional leaders within the decisions of these governance bodies.

4.3 
Connexional grants will be applied to work of connexional significance.  The Connexional Grants Committee (CGC) will have the role of refining the criteria for this, and interpreting how they are applied.  In general such grants will support ministry and mission work throughout the Connexion that is considered exceptional by the CGC or its associated bodies.  

Connexional Grants Structure

5. The 2008 Grant Making Framework document set out the structure of the CGC. The document included the functions and membership of the: CGC, Mission and Ministry in Britain Grants Sub Committee, Mission and Ministry in the World Church Grant Streams, Governance Scrutiny Group. As part of the process of evaluating connexional grants and what might benefit the work of the church, it would be useful to explore whether the connexional grants structure, ie the various sub committees and streams required to process and agree a grant application, is still fit for purpose and whether the structure enables efficiency in the grant making process. The current structure produces repetition of duties, limiting the accountability of the streams, and is costly in terms of time and associated expenses of the volunteers. One view is that the chairs of streams should be part of the CGC and we should be clear about the value of grants that can be agreed at stream level in the context of paragraph 4.3 above, as technically they could contradict one another. These questions will be addressed once clear policies have been agreed for grant-making in Britain and worldwide.
Connexional Grant Processing

6. In line with an evaluation of the CGC structure, it would be prudent to also carry out an evaluation of the CGC processes, as the effectiveness of the structure have an effect on efficiency of the processes that are carried out.  The experience gained over several years of operation of the CGC have highlighted the need for potentially more robust processes that include clearer, more objective means for assessing applications.
Groups of criteria

7. The CGC’s roles and responsibilities are defined in SO 213B which essentially divides grants into four sections by stating (3) “Apart from grants for chaplaincy work or property projects and from the World Mission Fund, grants shall be available only for work of connexional significance.” The CGC has had the responsibility for defining connexional significance, which has been done via specific application criteria. 
8. This has been a key area of tension regarding the work of the CGC. Although it was clear that ‘connexional significance’ was intended to describe projects that were ‘more than local’, the lack of an agreed definition has meant that its interpretation has sometimes appeared subjective. In discussing the merits of particular applications the committee has struggled to focus on its own criteria and when engaging with the process a number of district officers, including Chairs, have felt a lack of transparency or consistency.

9. The policy-making framework for grants from connexional funds can best be understood by considering each group of criteria separately. There are actually five areas, because the Mission Alongside the Poor Programme (MAPP) was missed completely by that review of grant-making. The CGC is now administering it on a holding basis – its role will be resolved as part of the review initiated by the Conference of 2014 and covered elsewhere in the papers before the Council.
Mission and Ministry Grants of Connexional Significance 
10. As per SO 213B the majority of mission and ministry grants in Britain have to be of connexional significance. The CGC defines these currently as follows: 
11. All project or work proposals seeking connexional funds must demonstrate that they are consistent with Our Calling and fully support the Priorities, and that they have potential to deliver direct improvement for the future life or work of the Methodist Church, even if they take some risks to do this. Apart from property schemes, to qualify for a connexional grant, any proposal must in addition demonstrate that it is “exceptional” in its ability to meet at least one of the following criteria: 
12. For funding time-bound work:

the work is mission focused, and targets an aspect of society outside of church culture where a local church’s specific geographic or demographic situation has potential for high impact because of its access to these groups;

the methodology of the work demonstrates excellence and good practice, and the model is reasonably replicable in other parts of the connexion;
13. the work has potential to learn lessons that will benefit the wider Connexion by providing new information that will deepen understanding on how effectively to pursue Our Calling and the Priorities.  To do this effectively, the work must also include a robust process for disseminating this learning across the Connexion, including the Connexional Leadership Team [now Connexional Leaders’ Forum}, and the appropriate Connexional Team staff;
14. integral with the work concept is the need for ecumenical partnership that has the potential to demonstrate a very high impact;
15. the work may be located in one place, but serves the whole Connexion in issues of strategic importance to the Connexion;
16. the work supports a Methodist heritage site which can be demonstrated to be an effective resource for mission, and which could not be supported locally.
17. For funding ongoing work:

the work may be ongoing and local, but is considered highly significant to the Connexion, and would be forced to close down if connexional funds were not granted.  Grants would be awarded for fixed periods of time and would be subject to a thorough evaluation before a further grant was made.  Such an evaluation would consider the local efforts made to reduce dependency on connexional funds.


18. For funding property schemes:

by their very nature most property schemes have local impact and would not meet the above criteria.  Therefore property schemes funded from the restricted Property Fund, or from funds specifically designated for general property work will not be required to meet these criteria for connexional significance according to the current wording of SO213B.
19. These criteria are those that were agreed when the CGC was first establishing itself. Whilst the core principles and aim of differentiating connexional grants from those made by circuits or districts remain fundamentally sound, learning from the past six years can now be applied to see whether they can be further developed to enable a connexional grants process that is more effective in facilitating the Church’s development as a discipleship movement shaped for mission. The framework document stressed that projects should be undertaking exceptional work in order to receive connexional funding. Probably this wording that needs to be recaptured, but also it is one of several terms that need to be properly defined – ‘high impact’ is another. As the 2014 Conference has removed from the CGC the role of policy making  the time is arguably right to consider whether or not the Council may wish to specify certain types of mission and ministry work that are deemed to be of connexional significance, instructing the CGC to produce clear criteria that reflect this.
20. One of the key aims of the creation of the CGC was to end the previous ‘rule of thirds’ that was widely used by the former Resourcing Mission Grants Committee (RMGC), whereby the circuit, district and RMGC each contributed a third towards the cost of a project. Many such grants had been used to fund ‘normal’ circuit ministerial appointments, often, but not always filled by deacons. The concept of ‘connexional significance’ was introduced to enable the church to differentiate between such ministerial appointments, which should be funded locally, and more ground-breaking or risky mission and ministry projects. These objectives led to the CGC adopting a policy of being ‘the only Methodist funder’ of connexionally significant projects (set out in the Team Focus Grant Making Framework 2008); ie it would partner with ecumenical or third party grant-giving bodies, but not other parts of the MCB itself. At the same time two significant changes were made to ‘unlock’ funds locally. The proportion of the CPF levy on property sales distributed to District Advance Funds (DAFs) was increased, enabling districts to be more active in funding local projects and more radically the former Circuit Advance Funds (CAFs) were abolished and replaced by Circuit Model Trust Funds (CMTFs). The ability for circuits to spend CAFs was severely restricted, with each of them only allowed to withdraw £10,000 per annum unless certain criteria were met. This change was made as part of the re-writing of CPD Part 9 that accompanied the introduction of the consents process. At the time, the two Law and Polity members responsible for re-writing CPD Part 9 described this as giving circuit trustees “unfettered access” to the funds for which they were responsible.
21. In reality the policy of being the only Methodist funder has been gradually relaxed over the last few years. The reduction in funds available to the CGC demanded a pragmatic response and it was recognised that the key issue was that the CGC would not fund local appointments/work, rather than it not partnering with other Methodist bodies. Arguably it is this formal policy that caused much of the discontent at the Chairs’ Meeting and it would seem sensible now to clarify that the CGC does not need to be the sole Methodist funder, but will act much more flexibly in the future.
22. In the Grant Making Framework document 2008, ‘full utilisation of the funds’, empowers the CGC to make block grants to districts for local work who would not be expected to meet the criteria for Connexional significance. The principle behind this provision was to enable an efficient use of funds, however the fairness of providing grants to districts whose grant application is not connexionally significant, may be questioned. As a result the CGC has not introduced this facility into its processes and no payments have been requested or made.   

23. It has to be remembered that connexional funds represent a small fraction of those held across the Church and a key objective of the CGC has been to ensure that these funds are used for maximum impact and not to ‘top up’ local funding. The clear implication has always been that the CGC should focus on funding a smaller number of ‘high quality’ projects, rather than spreading funds thinly across a wide range of more ‘standard’ ones. Again, it seems to be key that the CGC continues to own this principle of not topping up, rather than definitely saying that it will not partner with circuit or district funding. The overarching principle is that connexional funding is not used to subsidise local mission and ministry that should be undertaken by all circuits, but rather to ‘make a difference’ by supporting exceptional projects that are deemed to be of connexional significance.
Current context

24. During the 2014 Conference the common theme of the need for the Methodist Church to be more active and committed in evangelistic mission arose in a number of debates. The concept of the ‘main thing’ in the General Secretary’s report struck a chord with many, and via the One Mission report, linked into some hard truths from Statistics for Mission. None of this pointed towards the end of the Methodist Church in Britain, but rather the need to be more focused in using the people, property and financial resources available most effectively in mission. Maybe this suggests that the ground is fertile for connexional grants to be used more strategically radical Eg, they could be directed only towards the establishment of new local church communities, towards pioneering projects reaching out specifically to the unchurched, or to work that satisfies other tightly defined missional criteria. Given the focus on the use of property in mission, there is a question about why the Council maintains separate Mission in Britain and Property funds? Many fledgling projects require grant backing for a combination of people and property components, which could involve the need to rent meeting space, rather than owning it - should the Council investigate the legal possibility of merging them into one fund....?

Property grants
25. These do not have to be deemed of connexional significance and the CGC has used this freedom to review and introduce new criteria linked specifically to the General Secretary’s report to the 2011 Conference, in the section ‘A fluid Mixed Economy’. This move was widely welcomed and means that connexional property grants are no longer provided for maintenance or minor works, but only now for new builds or substantial remodelling. It was envisaged that this would result in a much smaller number of grants being made, with the possibility for some to be of substantial size – the maximum grant was increased from £30k to £200k. The experience of the last two years shows that this move has been largely successful and more particularly well understood. However, the phrase ‘significant alterations and/refurbishments’ has maybe been interpreted a little flexibly and now may be the time to attempt to define it a little more tightly. It also is not clear how closely the assessment of applications has been linked to circuit or district mission plans and this is something that could become mandatory.
26. It was hoped that increasing the maximum grant to £200k and removing the previous requirements for certain proportions of funding to have been raised locally would result in more radical grant-making. Whilst the adoption of these new criteria has been a huge success,  members of the CGC have still sometimes laboured under the previous mentality; eg often judging the amount of money to be granted by the amount being input from elsewhere; rather than necessarily by the merits of the project. The vision whereby a small and financially struggling but vibrant church could have the vast majority of an ambitious property project funded by a connexional grant has in practice been too radical in general for CGC members.
27. Criteria for Property Grants

· Projects are new builds or significant alterations and/ or refurbishments; 

· Where they are significant alterations and/ or refurbishments, projects will put the fabric and structure of the building into a good state of repair; 

· Projects will address all of the relevant criteria for efficient energy use and sustainability, as detailed in the CIBSE standards, including high performance insulation as well as addressing pre-existing issues, reduction of incoming mains power, ensuring use of energy efficient heating and lighting, installation  of solar panels; 

· Projects will at least conform to the requirements of the Equality Act as it applies to disability access, and all other relevant buildings regulations; 

· Projects contain multi-use, flexible spaces (ie buildings which allow people to use sanctuary space throughout the week for a range of activities singly or at the same time, in addition to fulfilling the requirements as a place for worship), and will obtain the necessary energy performance certificates so that they can be let out or used in this way; 

· Projects will provide space for either a congregation which is growing or for several congregations (or fellowships) to share;
· The maximum grant is £200,000. 

Chaplaincy grants

28. The main change that has been made to SO 213B since it was introduced has been the addition of the ability of the CGC to make grants for chaplaincy that do not meet the criteria of connexional significance. The justification for this was the desire for the MCB to continue to be involved in chaplaincies within higher education and workplaces which by definition had to be in a particular location that was outside of the control of the Church. This makes it difficult for some districts to support the relatively high number of chaplaincies within their area, particularly as for many of them the Church works in many ecumenical partnerships. Free Church chaplaincies are often allocated on a rotational basis, so if, for example, a Baptist chaplain decides to move on and it is the Methodist turn to provide a replacement, the Council did not want to be in a position where this could not happen because of a lack of funds from the district involved. Such appointments are for five years and cannot be entered into stationing without the full funding having been agreed in advance. This is an area where funding is often a partnership between district and connexional grants and normally the CGC asks for a demonstration of an overall plan for HE chaplaincy within the district as part of the application process.
29. It needs to be remembered that not all applications for chaplaincy work fall into these criteria, with the result that some are actually applications under the ‘Connexional significance’ criteria, rather than ‘chaplaincy.
Criteria for connexional chaplainy grants:
· Must be within the context of a district chaplaincy plan;
· The district must contribute at least one-third of the total cost;
· Evidence must be provided that the beneficiary institutions/organisations have been approached for funding;
· Each chaplain’s performance must be monitored and reviewed annually.
Mission Alongside the Poor Programme (MAPP)
30. This is defined by SO 351 and as mentioned above was completely missed by the review work carried out in 2007/08 and hence not mentioned in the original framework document. The CGC has introduced its own guidelines for applications – that it will fund up to half of a project, with a maximum grant of £30k. The eligibility criteria for this is: 

The project must take place in a rural or urban area.

There must be evidence of relative poverty in the area in question.

There must be a commitment to work alongside the poor and disadvantaged.

The project must aim to enable those it seeks to reach better to respond to their own sense of God’s calling.

31. However, because the programme is itself defined in CPD there has been very little room for manoeuvre, which is also the reason that such an outdated name remains. The Council accepted the CGC’s proposal that a review of the MAPP be undertaken and the 2014 Conference agreed to such a review. 
32. Currently the main impact of this programme has been to enable the CGC to continue to provide small grants to local projects (albeit those working in areas of deprivation) outside of the connexional significance criteria. 
33. Criteria for MAPP grants (based on SO 351)
· The project must take place in a rural or urban area;
· There must be evidence of relative poverty in the area in question;
· There must be a commitment to work alongside the poor and disadvantaged;
· The project must aim to enable those it seeks to reach better to respond to their own sense of God’s calling;
· The applicant circuit or district must contribute 50% of the cost;
· Maximum grants are ‘normally’ £30,000.
34. No definitions have been agreed for ‘relative poverty’ or ‘poor and disadvantaged’ but all of this will be covered by the review of the MAPP.
Monitoring and evaluation

35. Grant recipients are required to submit annual reports regarding the progress made throughout that year. In practice these rarely enable the CGC to evaluate effectively how the methodology of the work demonstrates excellence and good practice, or that the model is reasonably replicable across the Connexion, or that there is a robust process for disseminating it across the Connexion. 
36. The CGC has established a Monitoring, Evaluation, Learning and Dissemination (MELD) Group, but a cultural shift needs to be made if grant recipients are to be properly held accountable for the monies received and for how effective they are used in achieving the objectives defined in the application.

37. The natural extension of such a shift would be to consider the policy regarding situations where grant recipients would be required to repay some or all of the money that they had received. In some instances there is an automatic link – property grants are not paid out until work is underway and the money is required; where a grant is to fund a particular post it is often not paid until an appointment has been made. However, there is currently no link between a grant being paid out and a close evaluation of the project’s success against the critical success factors to be found within the application. The majority of grants are made from restricted funds fed from charitable donations – at what point would the Council consider seeking repayment when there is no evidence that the funded work has been carried out in accordance with the application?
38. SO 916(iii) states that upon the sale of a property, all or part of any connexional grant previously made should be repaid as the charitable purpose for which it was made has now lapsed. There is no evidence that this has been applied historically.
39. Questions for the Council to consider in small groups
1. How do you think the CGC should define ‘connexional significance’ when assessing applications for mission and ministry grants in Britain? In what ways is this different to, or the same as, work being of ‘strategic importance’?

2. What factors should the CGC consider in assessing the extent to which an application is for work that is exceptional or will have high impact?

3. Would the Council be willing to initiate work on exploring combining the Mission in Britain Fund with that for Property?

4. Given that each circuit is required to have a mission plan, what kind of evidence should be required in a grant application to demonstrate that the property project concerned is integral to that circuit mission plan?
__________________________________________________________________________
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