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	This is the proposed paper and questionnaire to form the consultation exercise relating to ministerial allowances above stipends and fees, following the Council’s decisions to refer the matter back to the Connexional Allowances Committee for further work and consultation.

	Main Points


	Following an introduction for the Council, the paper sets out the background and explanation for the consultation.
The Council is asked to approve the questionnaire and the process; the content of the paper is for the purposes of the consultation only, and is not for further discussion at the Council.
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Note to Methodist Council: proposed consultation paper

This is the proposed paper and survey questionnaire which the Connexional Allowances Committee will use to conduct the consultation requested by the Council at its April 2014 meeting. The Committee seeks the Council’s approval to use it.

It is proposed that the paper be sent electronically to all ministers in the active work, and to district and circuit treasurers (with an invitation to share with circuit stewards), thereby ensuring there is a widely representative lay, as well as ministerial, response.

Subject to the Council’s agreement in mid-October, the paper will be circulated immediately, with a view to requesting responses by 19 December 2014. It is expected that firm proposals can then be brought to the April 2015 meeting of the Council and then to the Conference of 2015.
***RESOLUTIONS 
85/1.
The Council receives the report.

85/2.
The Council approves the consultation process and timescale, and the content of the questionnaire.        

MC/14/85
Connexional Allowances Committee: Consultation on ministerial allowances above stipends and fees
1. Introduction

1.1 Background

At the request of the Methodist Council and the Conference, the Connexional Allowances Committee has been undertaking a review
 of ministerial allowances above standard stipend, fees for conducting weddings and funerals and for other work undertaken, such as teaching and chaplaincy.

Having been presented with an earlier version of this consultation paper in the form of alternative recommendations at its meeting in April 2014 the Council decided that a process of widespread consultation should take place before proceeding. The Committee determined that all ministers in the active work should be consulted and that a widely representative lay view could best be achieved by inviting district and circuit treasurers to respond, and circuit treasurers to consult with their circuit steward colleagues in reaching a view.
The Committee records its gratitude to the many people, ministers and lay, who contributed comments in April, many of which have been reflected in this revised paper.  

1.2 Outline of paper

Section 2 summarises the scope of the consultation. Section 3 gives a reflection on the meaning of stipend, and it is intended to do further work on this during the year with the assistance of the Faith and Order Committee. The Committee trusts that it will meanwhile be a sufficient basis to elicit an informed response. Section 4 gives the background to the present allowances above stipend arrangements.

It should be noted that, with respect to section 3.2, the Council in April 2014 did take the decision to reject the principle of ministers’ stipends being based simply on need: it is printed for background information only.
Section 5 sets out four options for allowances above standard stipend, which the Committee believes covers all reasonable and practical alternatives, with lists of the pros and cons of each. 
Section 6 sets out the background relating to fees and section 7 the options on fees. 
The survey questionnaire is appended.          
2. Scope 

The following categories of ministerial allowances, fees and payments are covered by this consultation:
a. Posts to which additional allowances are applied, as listed in the Committee’s Annual Report to the Conference (see for example, Conference Agenda 2014, section 33, paragraph 1.3 on pages 297-298)

b. Other posts for which an allowance above stipend is given (noting that where it exceeds 10% of stipend, the Committee’s approval is required
)

c. All other discretionary allowances above stipend, whether below or above 10%, agreed by circuits or employing bodies
d. Fees for weddings and funerals and for teaching, chaplaincy and comparable duties

3. Stipends

3.1 The concept of stipend

First, the concept of stipend is considered. Its theological foundation derives from ideas of support in kind (eg Matthew 10:9-10, Luke 10:7) and financial (eg Luke 8:3, 1 Corinthians 9:3-9, 1 Timothy 5:17-18). But, as the Committee’s Report to the 2002 Conference commented, reflecting on the difficulty in applying biblical and historical Methodist theological tradition to concerns about remuneration, ‘in both cases, the Churches were different types of institutions and the economic conditions were not the same as those pertaining today’. It may be added that things have moved on since then too.       

It is commonly understood that a stipend is a regular allowance paid to those in occupations such as the clergy to give them a reasonable standard of living, free them from basic financial concerns and pre-empt any need to seek other paid employment. In the Methodist Church, it is set connexionally and accompanied by the provision of a manse in an appropriate location so as to support the principle and freedom of connexional stationing and ensure consistency throughout the Church. Crucially, manse provision removes the main regional cost-of-living variation, namely, housing, not least in the London region. 
The 2013 Supreme Court judgement
 includes the following statement:

‘Neither the stipend nor the manse are regarded by the Methodist Church as the consideration for the services of its ministers. They regard them as a method of providing material support to the minister without which he or she could not serve God’.

The judgement also referred to SO 801 which sets out the entitlement of ministers to a stipend, ‘including periods of unlimited duration when they may be unable to perform their duties on account of illness or injury’
.
It is also noted that standard stipend, excluding any additional allowances paid up to the point of retirement or before, is the financial determinant of a minister’s pension.
3.2 Stipend based on need?

Before addressing allowances above stipend which relate to the post held, the Committee explored the principle of whether or not a stipend should vary according to the minister’s personal circumstances. The question of wider family needs and expectations may be invoked by reflecting on Acts 2:43-46 and 1 Corinthians 9:3-9. 
Ministers inhabit a wide spectrum of personal and family circumstances which mirror the rich variety in their congregations. They may be the sole occupant of a manse, or share it with a spouse or partner (who may also be a minister), children and other family members, some or none of whom may be in paid employment, itself low-paid or lucrative. Some ministers have accumulated savings and property from previous employment or family wealth: some, very often younger, begin their first circuit appointment with too few possessions to furnish a manse and perhaps debt incurred in university study and training: all who so qualify may claim state benefits according to their circumstances.
It is acknowledged that ministers’ lifestyle choices vary and they manage their financial affairs in different ways, but overall the Committee judges that the provision of stipend and manse enables all to live reasonably
, neither in luxury nor poverty. The stipend in 2014-15 of £22,632 considerably exceeds the living wage of £15,912 outside London and £18,304 in London, adopted by the Methodist Church as the minimum for lay employees, which must also provide for their housing costs. Moreover the formula for adjusting stipend each year keeps pace with both general wage and price movement.
The Committee also draws attention to the availability of grants from the Fund for the Support of Presbyters and Deacons (the FSPD) to ministers who are in acute financial need
 and from the other Trusts under its jurisdiction
. The Committee itself is the body responsible for approving such grants and assures the Church that it assesses all requests consistently, fairly and as generously as possible.  
The contrasting scenario of ministers whose personal circumstances are such that they do not need to take their stipend, in part or full, is also permitted and regulated by SO 801(6)(a).   
Taking all these factors into account, alongside the monumental administrative task which would be required to introduce and maintain a ‘needs-based’ stipend structure, the Committee therefore recommended that the standard stipend be retained for all ministers, irrespective of their personal circumstances, and the Council agreed.
4. Allowances above stipend – background and considerations 

4.1 Background to present arrangements

The Committee’s 2012 report to the Council
 rehearsed the reasoning given in its report to the 2002 Conference as to why allowances above stipend were then paid. It was affirmed that no other reasons could be discerned (except in very special circumstances when ministers given permission to live in their own home are granted an allowance above stipend), and suggested that not all of those claimed still applied. The reasons were as follows:

· ‘To reflect additional or extra responsibilities’. The implication seemed to be that this was to mean above normal circuit responsibilities.

· ‘To acknowledge the special circumstances pertaining to the post held’. This is not very different from the first, but is administered as a local discretionary allowance rather than one defined in the list of posts in the Committee’s report to the Conference each year.

· ‘To compensate for loss of wedding and funeral fees’. Even in 2002, the Committee acknowledged that these were less than had been imagined and have generally declined in significance since then. Moreover, loss of such fees hardly constituted justification for variable allowances above stipend based on posts held. 

· ‘To help with entertaining costs’. This is to blur allowances with expenses: it is clear that any such legitimate costs be reimbursed as expenses from the appropriate body or fund and also should not be taxable.

4.2 Further considerations

Before enumerating a series of options for consideration, some preliminary comments are made to set the scene.

The Committee is of the view that the major substantial reason for retaining any allowances above stipend (whatever the structure or amounts) is related to the accountability of the post held. The Supreme Court judgement included the statement ‘There is a standard stipend and allowances for extra responsibilities, including those of a superintendent minister’
. The Committee assumes this to be a simple statement of fact and an acknowledgement that allowances for extra responsibilities are not unreasonable if the Church elects to use them.
But, what are the theological and practical justifications for them? There are three points of view: (1) that there is no theological justification and therefore practical considerations (outlined below) are irrelevant, (2) that there is no theological justification but practical considerations are valid and (3) that there is some theological justification, augmented by practical support.

It may be argued that biblical sources offering theological support may be found in the parables told in Matthew 25:14-30 and Luke 19:12-27 – differing versions on the similar theme of reward and recognition for taking responsibility enabled from receiving gifts and abilities. The apparently contradictory message in Matthew 20:1-16 – that reward is fixed, irrespective of work done – is surely about God’s grace, rather than remuneration justice. Then the phrase about workers earning their pay (Luke 10:7 and 1 Timothy 5:18) does not rule out unequal remuneration. It cannot be said that theological reflections point unmistakably to one conclusion or the other, so, on balance, it is wise to be guided by practical dimensions.                      
Without seeking to engage in pedantic debate, the Committee feels it is helpful to use the word accountability
 rather than responsibility in respect of the posts in question. All ministers carry very considerable and diverse responsibilities, which vary with times, places, people and events, and they undertake portfolios of activities which derive in unequal proportions from perceived or agreed obligations (some of which are determined by how resources, ordained and lay, are deployed in circuits, districts and the connexion), external stimuli and their own choices . No two ministers’ roles are the same and their roles change. Some, however, carry greater accountability than others: a superintendent more than a circuit minister, a district chair more than a superintendent and certain posts in the Connexional Team more than most. With greater accountability comes heavier burdens, higher stakes, widespread consequences and scrutiny (not least of making poor decisions) and the potential for greater personal pressure, as ‘the buck stops here’. 
There is a practical sense of natural justice which the Church has been content to accept in its structure of allowances above stipend and even the higher % allowances pale into insignificance as against the rewards for comparable roles in secular organisations: recognition for additional ministerial burden is extremely modest.     
Further, the Committee acknowledges that ministers in all roles may work hard, conscientiously and assiduously and for long hours but it is important not to confuse dedication with accountability. Equally, it may be argued that those in many roles such as district chair or connexional secretary and, increasingly, superintendents and circuit ministers have support to assist them: that does not diminish their accountability either.
Finally, if an allowance above stipend is justified as compensation for those posts in which the opportunity to conduct funerals and weddings is denied, then surely it must be at a single percentage. If, for example, a minister conducted 14 or 15 such services per year, each with an average fee of £80, then the income would be 5% of the 2014-15 standard stipend. All the relevant posts (ie excluding superintendents and synod secretaries) listed under section 2a currently receive at least 20%.        

5. Options for allowances above standard stipend

Turning now to the principles which can determine allowances above stipend, the Committee believes that there are four discrete options, as follows, and offers comments and arguments for and against. The phrase ‘parity with clarity’ is a sound objective to keep in mind in coming to a view.  
A. Standard stipend for all ministers and no allowances above.

i. This option recognises the underlying basis for stipend, as outlined in the Stipends section above, as an allowance in itself (coupled with manse provision) to give a reasonable and consistent living standard to all ministers, whatever their particular role at any time.

ii. It might be argued that it would become difficult, bordering on impossible, to fill certain posts without the attraction of allowances above stipend. Some ministers already view the prospect of superintendency accountabilities with fear and regard the 7.5% as meagre recompense. The counter argument is that ordained ministry should not be about extra earning capacity and the observation is made that, by and large, deacons have significantly less opportunity to be stationed in posts with allowances above stipend. It is also doubtful whether offering an allowance above stipend for appointments which are traditionally difficult to fill would persuade ministers to be stationed in them. 
iii. Ministers’ pensions are based on standard stipend – if retirement is a leveller, why not active ministry?

iv. It would be both fair and possible to pool the funds released from paying allowances above stipend to enable all standard stipends to be slightly increased. A very approximate calculation (not to be taken as a promise, but merely indicative) suggests that the increase would be up to 3%. Such a re-distribution would require a considerable amount of budgeting and accounting work in circuits, districts and the connexion to ensure it was fair to all.
v. It is essential to point out that an increase in the stipend would have a knock-on effect on ministerial pensions, bearing in mind that pension contributions and pensions paid in retirement are based only on the standard stipend, and not on any additional allowances. First, the pensions contributions by both Church (26.9%) and ministers (9.3%) would be payable on the higher stipend for all ministers. Secondly, advice given by MMPS, with input from the actuary, indicates that (to maintain the present financial structure of the Scheme) a 3% stipend increase would require a contribution increase of 0.8%, to be shared between Church and ministers in a proportion which would have to be agreed.
vi. There is the option that the allowances saved need not be redistributed to increase the standard stipend, thereby reducing the whole Church’s stipend bill: this is presented as an alternative option in the survey questionnaire.  

vii. As a radical shift, its implementation would have to be at a single point in time to enable ministers whose total stipend would reduce to make whatever adjustments they needed to accommodate loss of income.  Budgets and funds would not permit such a change to be implemented easily in stages.

B. Introduce a single % allowance above stipend for all qualifying posts.

i. It would act primarily as a recompense for the wedding and funeral fees foregone by ministers stationed in or appointed to posts with no opportunity to claim them and supports the argument, already expressed, that there is no correlation between fees foregone and allowances above stipend.

ii. Superintendent ministers, the vast majority of whom retain pastoral responsibilities, continue to conduct weddings and funerals. Would they be excluded or receive a lower allowance, which is rather contrary to the idea of a single allowance? It would be unfair if they received the same allowance as those denied opportunities to receive fees, therefore the suggestion is that if a single % allowance above stipend is introduced, a lower % figure would need to apply to superintendents. 
iii. The qualifying ministerial posts/roles would need to be clearly defined, on the recommendation of the Connexional Allowances Committee. Ministers stationed in appointments within the control of the Church, but outside the list in the Committee’s report to the Conference and circuit appointments (superintendents and others), such as Pioneer and Venture FX Ministers, ministers in particular  appointments which normally offer an allowance above stipend (eg Westminster Central Hall and Wesley’s Chapel) would need to be considered.

iv. It would not be consistent with the principle of recognising a higher allowance for greater accountability, however roughly calibrated.

v. In order to make the % affordable within existing budgets, it seems likely that it would be of the order of 10%, with a lower figure for superintendents, and that there would be no net savings in total costs
. 
vi. The implementation conditions are the same as with option A, ie a single fixed future date. 

C. Retain a variable structure of allowances above stipend, similar to the present.

i. If the principle of allowances above stipend to recognise significant extra accountability is accepted, as it has been for several years, but not wishing to introduce a more finely tuned structure based on job descriptions, then the present one, with its broad brush %s but also with certain adjustments to address perceived anomalies, is most appropriate.

ii. The Committee urges that, if it is retained, the present structure does need amendment, to achieve consistency and fairness, and therefore this option is effectively the status quo with amendment and rationalisation. For example, it is suggested that the less senior posts in the Connexional Team or under the control of the Methodist Council do not require the 20% above stipend, that the 5% allowance for Synod Secretaries be reviewed, now that the majority are lay and unpaid, and that some emerging roles, eg superintendencies in very large circuits who have no pastoral charge of churches, those demanding distinctive – even unique – gifts which the Church values, be considered for inclusion.  

iii. It is also recommended that the Committee approves all allowances above stipend, whether above 10% or below, thus removing the anomalies which currently exist, often in adjacent circuits where discretionary allowances are paid. The tradition that ‘some circuits can afford to pay above the standard stipend’ is diminishing and, in the Committee’s view, is no longer an appropriate basis for ministerial remuneration.
iv. In the information published during the annual stationing process about an appointment becoming vacant, there is provision for any allowance above stipend to be disclosed: the Committee is advised that the practice of doing so ceased some years ago, and that it is not now encouraged. [The Committee will invite the Stationing Committee to consider whether this feature should be retained and used, and if so, to ensure that any allowance above stipend is first approved by the Committee.]      

v. This option will involve the least change and is most easily implemented. It is suggested that ministers would continue to receive their allowance above stipend until the date when they move to a new post or their invitation is renewed, and accept the (new) allowance associated with the new or existing post.
vi. Any budget adjustments would be accordingly modest and gradual.
D. Introduce a finely tuned allowance above stipend structure to reflect specific accountabilities.
i. This option would reflect the lay employment structure of job descriptions and accountabilities which then related to a finely tuned stipend structure with as many scale points as was deemed necessary, taking into account that ministers enjoy the provision of manses and therefore the stipends would be lower than lay salaries. New job descriptions for ministerial-only posts would be compiled and assessed to complete the structure. Care would be taken to ensure that any new structure was, at worst, cost-neutral.  
ii. It would overcome what many see as an injustice when the same posts are equally recognised in terms of allowances above stipend but it is self-evident that they vary enormously in accountability because of the ‘size of the patch’. For superintendents, even though the accountability is the same, many circuits are huge, with large numbers of churches covering hundreds of miles whereas some comprise two or three churches in the same locality: some districts are very significantly larger than others in all dimensions: ministerial posts in the Connexional Team exist at several levels of management.
iii. It would undoubtedly require more work to introduce and administer, not least a comprehensive job evaluation system, and perhaps create division amongst groups of ministers undertaking the same role albeit with differing dimensions, especially those deemed just above or below threshold levels.

iv. Such a structure may be perceived as too hierarchical and secular-oriented, and may in be danger of beginning to point too much towards an employment situation, which is not a helpful direction in the light of the Church’s position and resolution tested in the courts, and finally judged in the Supreme Court.
v. The Committee is aware of the evolution of the ‘Larger than Circuit’ initiative and makes no presumptions about future scenarios. Nevertheless, it would be unwise to engage in a substantial amount of work related to existing roles (superintendents and district chairs) if there is any likelihood of significant structural changes in the next few years.                

vi. It is suggested that the implementation would be similar to that in option C, ie as individuals reached the end of appointments or invitation reviews. 

6. Fees – background and considerations 
6.1 Background 

This section addresses the issues of fees for chaplaincy, teaching, other duties
 and weddings and funerals and the Committee draws attention to the existing provisions of SO 802. In particular clause (5) makes provision for the local oversight of time ministers spend on these activities and the associated remuneration and clause (7) can be invoked when that time and remuneration is much greater.
6.2 Comments and considerations

i. By way of introductory comments, and taking the baseline as a minister stationed full-time to a circuit appointment (as opposed to an explicit agreement that it is part-time circuit and part-time, say, chaplaincy), the Committee reiterates its reflections made already that circuit ministry comprises richly diverse activities. Some are explicitly undertaken within the Church and others properly engage with local communities and reach out into the world: worship, service, learning, caring, mission, evangelism, and outreach are seamlessly woven into an expression of calling and discipleship in ordained and lay people. There are increasing numbers of ministers stationed in circuits to undertake focussed tasks, eg Pioneer Ministries, Venture FX, who do not have the customary pattern of pastoral responsibilities within a group (or ‘section’) of churches.   

ii. Some ministers participate in chaplaincy in a variety of settings: some are paid and some unpaid. Some teach a few hours a week, usually for payment. In most instances, such payments are retained by the minister, as a supplement to stipend. These are optional activities in a way that some, but not all, weddings and funerals are not. The Committee is aware that many chaplaincies and teaching posts are contractual arrangements between the employer, eg a prison or hospital or school, and the minister, who is de facto, a part-time employee: we accept that, because the minister then declares this income for tax purposes, any pooling arrangement may be difficult. We hear the argument that such activities may further God’s mission in the world, but the minister is still receiving a payment in addition to stipend.    
iii. The incidence of weddings and funerals is most uneven, depending often on local community and church tradition, and some ministers express a positive willingness to assist funeral directors whenever possible. Ministers often waive the fees if these services are for church members or frequent worshippers. The pattern of income from weddings and funerals therefore varies enormously. Whilst it is obvious that fee income benefits ministers, the comment by some that such income is essential to their household budgeting is concerning in view of its unpredictability. 
iv. Clearly, preparing for and conducting weddings and funerals takes time and is regarded by some ministers as extra work deserving of financial reward. Some also relate that the time committed to funerals and weddings often, but not always, eats into days off (eg Saturday weddings) and other daily periods of rest, and ministers will resist the suggestion that they neglect other duties because they haven’t time for them. Reference has been made by ministers who consider that they are never off-duty, eg preparing funeral addresses late at night, or dealing with pastoral matters in the High Street or at a football match
. In essence, this is the justification for ministers retaining fees.  

v. It has been observed that ministers’ activities are driven by a combination of perceived obligations, external stimuli and personal choice: together, these prompt what each minister does day by day, week by week, in the finite number of hours available. More time spent in wedding preparation or chaplaincy means less time for something else: one minister wryly commented ‘you can’t be in two places at once’. Therefore it is what ministers choose to do that matters, as all must be presumed to work with equal commitment to their calling. Consequently, when ministers engage in chaplaincy and teaching, and prepare for and conduct weddings and funerals, other work is sometimes left undone. Some ministers have shared their unease at accepting payment for chaplaincy work for precisely this reason, but felt reluctant to raise the matter lest it incur the wrath of colleagues in similar positions. In essence, this is the justification for ministers not retaining any fees.    

vi. Some ministers have commented that it is fees from funerals and weddings that enable them to fund their own and family holidays and therefore it would be unfair or even penal to withhold them: that may be true, but what about ministers without such income? This returns to the issues raised in section 3.2 – the widely different financial circumstances of ministers’ households. There is also a view, which should neither be dismissed lightly nor taken as an assertion that ministers are well-off, that a stipend of £22,632 (the 2014-15 figure), the provision of an ample manse, payment of Council Tax, water rates and certain other infrastructure costs, plus access to charitable funds (eg the FSPD and the Ministers’ Children’s Fund) in cases of emergency, renders ministers in a relatively satisfactory financial position, irrespective of other household income, not least in comparison with many members of their congregations. 
vii. It is evident that the Committee’s suggestion that such fees might be pooled and distributed created enormous waves, though some ministers agreed with the principle. We have been disheartened at some of the arguments put forward by ministers in favour of retaining the status quo, eg the disincentive to undertake chaplaincy or to conduct funerals of non-church members if it is unpaid. What is beyond doubt is that there is difference of opinion: this consultation seeks to find the balance of that opinion.
6.3 Fees for weddings and funerals of congregation members


The Committee believes that it is appropriate to achieve consistency across the connexion by considering that officiating ministers’ wedding and funeral fees are never or always waived
 in the case of church members or frequent worshippers
, whether conducted by the local minister or not. It does not seem fair that some ministers expect the fees whilst others do not. We understand that at least one district has a policy that fees should always be claimed
. Further, in such cases where the minister’s fees are charged by the service provider
 as part of a fixed financial package, irrespective of the minister’s wishes, it might be appropriate that the minister accepts the fee and either offers it back to the family or contributes it to an appropriate fund. We can only leave this to each minister’s judgement.
The question is asked as to whether the introduction of the standard practice of waiving fees under the circumstances given is desirable. The Committee believes that, whatever the decision, it should be standard practice within a connexional Church but invites views on the other options.

6.4 If fees are pooled, then what?

We set out the options in the event that a decision is taken to pool these fees, so that we can ascertain the views of the Church. 

The Committee envisaged that all such fees would be collected into funds held in either circuits, districts or the connexion and made available through grants to ministers in financial need in much the same way as the Fund for the Support of Presbyters and Deacons (FSPD) already operates. The Committee’s original proposal that fees could be pooled into ‘Circuit Benevolent Funds’ was not well-received and we understand the reasons for this. Therefore it is withdrawn.

The alternative that ministers in a circuit agree to pool their fees and share them out may seem attractive, and indeed may be practised in some circuits, but it may be resisted by those who feel that they earn them when others do not. Nonetheless, this follows the guiding principle of SO 802(5) and is a genuine option. 
A suggestion was also made that the fees should be collected in a separate connexional account and shared out equally as a standard stipend increase. This would hardly be practical as the amount collected would be unpredictable, vary year on year and risk the possibility that stipends could fall. It would have an uncertain impact on the Ministers’ Pension Scheme too.  

We suggest that there are three practical alternatives, as follows. In considering options, respondents are asked to reflect on the principles involved before the practicalities: the Church mustn’t just retain the status quo because the more principled alternatives would cost more to administer.   
i. Ministers pool and share fees in a circuit

This would seem to be a relatively simple arrangement whereby ministers pool their fees on a quarterly basis, and the amount is shared equally amongst the qualifying ministers
.     

ii. District Funds

Each district would establish a fund for ministers – effectively a district equivalent of the FSPD: some already have them and the income from fees would supplement them. This approach has the advantages that, covering a larger geographic area, it will distribute fee income more generally and be more equitable and that application by ministers for financial support from it will be known less personally than in circuits. It is evident that some districts already operate such funds successfully
, though the administration of all ministers’ fees would add to the district’s workload.

iii. A Connexional Fund

It would seem sensible, if the option to collect fees connexionally was adopted, to use the FSPD as the fund, as it already exists and has administrative arrangements in place. That said, it would rely on all ministers sending their fees to the Finance Department in Methodist Church House and thereby also add to its workload.
6.5 Fees for supernumerary ministers and ministers without appointment

The Committee currently takes the view that supernumerary ministers
 and ministers without appointment should continue to retain any fees acquired through these means, except for weddings and funerals of church members and frequent worshippers as covered in section 6.3. We note that a contrary view was expressed by some representatives at the Council in April 2014 and therefore will recommend in our report in April 2015 that we will review this position if the decision is taken to recommend that fees paid to active ministers are pooled. It seems wise to refrain from consulting all supernumeraries – which would surely be necessary – before it is imperative to do so. However, a question is asked in the survey about this to test the water. 
7. Options for fees and their possible distribution
Fees for funerals and weddings

The choice is simply for ministers to retain their fees, as at present (and do with them what they wish) or to share them with circuit colleagues or contribute them to a district or connexional fund.

Fees for teaching, chaplaincy and other comparable duties

The same choice as above – to retain them as at present or to share them with circuit colleagues or contribute them to a district or connexional fund.

Share with colleagues or contribute to district or connexional funds
The choice is to collect all such fees either into a circuit account which distributes the amount contributed quarterly according to an agreed means, or into a fund in each district (which may already exist) or into the (connexional) Fund for the Support of Presbyters and Deacons (FSPD). 
8. Final comments

The Committee looks forward to a significant response to its consultation and will publish the results as part of its report to the Council and the Conference. We are firmly of the view that allowances above stipend are at least in need of some amendment and we offer the Church the opportunity to reflect on the contentious matter of fees, not least for ministers to do so whilst keeping in mind fairness to all as well as their personal interests.
Finally, the Committee is committed to reviewing the specific and distinctive circumstances of ministers stationed in the Island Districts (Channel Islands, Isle of Man and Shetland), Gibraltar, Malta, the North of Scotland, and in British island circuits (Scilly Isles and the Isle of Wight). This will include considering the appropriate allowance for a non-separated district chair which at present is a local arrangement in each case.     

Connexional Allowances Committee: Consultation on allowances above stipend and fees:

Survey Questionnaire              
You are invited to respond to each question or prompt according to the instruction and we thank you for your time and interest in this very important matter. You are assured that all the information disclosed will remain confidential and anonymous.

The survey applies to the connexional year 2013-14, and we request that your responses relate to that period alone.

Circuit Treasurers are invited (if they wish to do so) to share the survey with their circuit steward colleagues, who may also submit their views individually.     

The aggregated results of the survey will be summarised in the Connexional Allowances Committee’s reports to the Conference and the Methodist Council, and used as a basis for making future policy recommendations related to allowances above stipend and ministers’ fees.      

A. Information about respondents

1. Please tick the ONE box which applied to you in 2013-14: 

	Presbyter
	

	Deacon
	

	Student minister
	

	Lay
	


2. Please tick ONE box to give your District, or indicate if your appointment was not District-specific, ie in the Connexional Team, the Warden of the MDO, under the control of the Methodist Council,  or on the staff of a Training Institution: if you were a student minister, please give your home District:    

	
	Not District-specific 
	

	1
	Synod Cymru
	

	2
	Wales Synod 
	

	5
	Birmingham 
	

	6
	Bolton and Rochdale
	

	7
	Bristol
	

	9
	Cumbria
	

	10
	Channel Islands
	

	11
	Chester and Stoke-on-Trent
	

	12
	Cornwall
	

	13
	Darlington 
	

	14
	East Anglia
	

	15
	Isle of Man 
	

	16
	Leeds
	

	17
	Lincolnshire
	

	18
	Liverpool
	

	19
	Manchester and Stockport
	

	20
	Newcastle upon Tyne
	

	21
	Lancashire
	

	22
	Nottingham and Derby
	

	23
	Northampton
	

	24
	Plymouth and Exeter
	

	25
	Sheffield
	

	26
	Southampton
	

	27
	West Yorkshire
	

	28
	Wolverhampton and Sh’bury
	

	29
	York and Hull
	

	31
	Scotland
	

	32
	Shetland
	

	33
	Bedfordshire, Essex and Herts
	

	34
	London
	

	35
	South East
	


If you are a lay person, or were a student minister in 2013-14, please turn to question 8 in section B. 

3. If you are a presbyter or deacon, please tick the ONE box which applied to you in 2013-14:

	Appointment in Connexional Team, in control of the Methodist Council, or in a Training Institution or Warden of the MDO  
	

	District Chair 
	

	Superintendent 
	

	Circuit or other appointment in the control of the Church 
	

	Part-time circuit appointment + part-time chaplaincy/teaching/other role
	

	Appointment outside the control of the Church 
	

	Without appointment 
	

	If any other, please specify:
	


4. In 2013-14, approximately how many funerals and weddings did you conduct and how many did you accept payment for?

	
	Total number
	Accepted payment

	Weddings
	
	

	Funerals
	
	


5. What was the normal fee for weddings and funerals in your circuit?

	
	Normal fee

	Weddings
	£

	Funerals
	£


6. If you were in any full-time appointment in the control of the Church (or were without appointment) and also engaged in chaplaincy or teaching or similar work in 2013-14, please tick the ONE box which applies to you:   

	All such work was unpaid
	

	Some, but not all, such work was paid 
	

	All such work was paid 
	


7. If you ticked a payment box in the above panel and are willing to share the information on a strictly confidential basis, what was your approximate gross income in 2013-14 from these sources?

	£ 


B. Allowances above standard stipend

8. Based on the four options outlined in section 5 of the accompanying paper, and noting that Option A has two alternatives, please tick the ONE option you favour as the principle for the future:

	A1
	Standard stipend only with no additional allowances, and no redistribution of existing allowances to increase the standard stipend 
	

	A2
	Standard stipend only with no additional allowances, increasing the standard stipend by sharing out the existing allowances equally  
	

	B
	A single % allowance above stipend for all qualifying posts, sharing out the existing allowances equally, but with a lower % figure for superintendents  
	

	C
	The present system of variable allowances above stipend, with a review of qualifying posts and %s  
	

	D
	A more finely-tuned set of allowances above stipend comparable to the lay job evaluation system
	


All respondents continue to section C. 

C. Fees and their distribution

9. Reflecting on sections 6.1 and 6.2 of the accompanying paper, do you favour the present arrangement whereby ministers retain fees for weddings and funerals or would you favour a sharing arrangement in principle? Note that the method of sharing is covered in question 10: please tick one BOX.

	Ministers to retain funeral and wedding fees  
	

	Ministers to share funeral and wedding fees  
	


10. Reflecting on section 6.4, and irrespective of whether you favoured sharing or not, if it was to be introduced, which option of these three would you favour? Please tick ONE box.  

	Contributed to a Circuit Fund and shared by ministers 
	

	Contributed to a District Fund and allocated according to need 
	

	Contributed to the Fund for the Support of Presbyters and Deacons
	


11. Do you favour the present arrangement whereby ministers retain payments for chaplaincy, teaching and similar work, or would you favour a sharing arrangement in principle? Note that the method of sharing is covered in question 12: please tick ONE box.

	Ministers to retain such payments
	

	Ministers to share such payments
	


12. Irrespective of whether you favoured sharing or not, if it was to be introduced, which option of these three would you favour? Please tick ONE box.

	Contributed to a Circuit Fund and shared by ministers
	

	Contributed to a District Fund and allocated according to need
	

	Contributed to the Fund for the Support of Presbyters and Deacons
	


13. In response to the question in section 6.3 of the accompanying paper, would you favour all funeral and wedding fees being claimed throughout the Connexion, or, in the case of church members and frequent worshippers, all such fees being waived, or allowing ministers or Circuits or Districts to decide? Please tick ONE box.

	Ministers always claim wedding and funeral fees
	

	Ministers waive fees for church members and frequent worshippers 
	

	Ministers allowed to decide to claim or waive fees
	

	Circuits to decide whether fees should be claimed or waived
	

	Districts to decide whether fees should be claimed or waived
	


14. As an indication, if the recommendation came to be made to share and distribute wedding and funeral fees, would you favour the same principle being applied to supernumerary ministers and ministers without appointment? Please tick ONE box. 

	They should still retain their fees
	

	Their fees should be shared and distributed in some way
	


You are kindly asked to complete the questionnaire by 19 December 2014 preferably on-line by accessing XX, or to send it electronically to XX, or by post to XX. 

Any further comments will also be welcomed by the Committee and may be sent to XX by the same date.

Thank you for completing this survey.  

� Two Memorials, M11 and M12, to the Conference of 2012 requested that consideration be given to the proposals that fees for occasional services be remitted to the circuit and that allowances above stipend be abolished. 


� See SO 801(1)(b) 


� In paragraph 19.


� Again, paragraph 19 and also mentioned in paragraph 20.


� Enquiries made in 2002 and 2011 indicated that the Methodist Church’s provision is comparable with those in the Church of England and the United Reformed Church.  


� See SO 364(1)(iii)


� The Methodist Ministers’ Children’s Relief Association, the Methodist Ministers’ Children’s Fund (known as the Trinity Hall Trust) and the Methodist Medical Benevolent Fund. 


� MC/12/26 Part C.


� In paragraph 43.   


� It is acknowledged that all ministers have a direct accountability to the Conference. The word is used here in the sense of ‘accountability for’ rather than ‘accountability to’.


� The same comment applies as in Option A, viz to use only part of the allowances ‘pot’ and give a lower single allowance. 


� Throughout this section, the categories of activities intended are those which derive solely from the minister’s ordination and stationing as presbyter or deacon.    


� To which it may be replied – this is exactly the commitment some lay people freely offer in parallel to their day job, or even in retirement. 


� To be clear, this recommendation applies solely to the fees for officiating ministers, not to those for the church, organists, and stewards.


� It is acknowledged that this may be an uncertain definition (e.g. how often is ‘frequent’?), but the Committee is hesitant to be too prescriptive. Ministers may also wish to be guided by the Community Roll concept and need to exercise their judgement. Some wish the Connexion to legislate for every local eventuality and others resist the idea of being dictated to: in all this, it is important to remember that we are a Connexional Church.  


� There may be other districts, and some circuits may also have such arrangements. Ministers presumably may decide to return the fees if they wish.   


� E.g. funeral director or wedding arrangements firm.


� If this proved popular, some further definition and/or local agreements would be needed on which ministers qualify, and how part-time appointments were included. It is clear that any ministers covered by section 6.5 who retain their fees would be excluded from the pool.     


� The Committee understands that such funds are administered by the district chair and treasurer on a confidential basis.


� For information, the Committee understands that the Church of England follows the policy of permitting retired clergy to retain their fees.  





__________________________________________________________________________
MC/14/85   Connexional Allowances Committee

