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Joint Implementation Commission for the Anglican-Methodist Covenant

Introduction

1.
When the Methodist Conference and the General Synod of the Church of England agreed, in the summer of 2003, to enter into a Covenant they also agreed to the setting up of a Joint Implementation Commission (the JIC) for a period of five years. Its terms of reference were to monitor and promote the implementation of the Covenant. It was made clear that its responsibility would be ‘oversight of the work needed following on the signing of the Covenant. It would not itself be responsible for doing the work but for identifying the work to be done, finding ways of doing it and ensuring that it was done.’  

2.
The JIC first met in December 2003 and for the last time in its present form last Friday, 11th April 2008, when it agreed the shape of its quinquennial report and authorised the work necessary to complete it for the Conference and the General Synod in July. It made substantial interim reports to the Conference and the General Synod in 2005 (as originally directed) and in 2007.  The quinquennial report makes clear that there is unfinished business from the mandate originally given to the JIC.  

3.
Thinking has gone on in the Commission itself and in both Churches to reach agreement about the next phase of the continuing task. 

4.
The Methodist Council in October 2007 appointed a Reference Group made up of five members of the Methodist Council: 

Mrs Gill Dascombe (tbc)
Manchester and Stockport

The Revd Andy Fyall
Nottingham and Derby

The Revd Ermal Kirby
Lead Chair, London

The Revd Sue Sowden
York and Hull

Mrs Rosemary Watt

Shetland

5.
The responsibility of that group was to examine and agree emerging proposals for the Terms of Reference of the JIC 2008-2013 and to propose Methodist membership for the successor body to JIC (including recommendations about Methodist support for the JIC’s ways of working).  

6.
For reasons set out below it has not been possible to finalise a number of issues in time for those proposals to come to the Council. This paper therefore rehearses the present position and seeks the Council’s permission for the Reference Group to scrutinise the final version of the proposals and report to the May meeting of the Strategy and Resources Committee. 

Terms of Reference

1.
Agreement about the remit of JIC and maybe some indicative targets for 2008-2013 is being negotiated with the present JIC and the senior officers of both the Connexional Team and the Archbishops’ Council. 

2.
The name of the body: There has been some discussion, in the JIC and elsewhere, about the name itself.  “Joint Commission” is fine: there are tasks that need to be undertaken together. The word "Implementation" led some initially to believe that only the JIC could or should "implement" the Covenant.  While this was never the intention (the JIC was to monitor and promote the implementation) the considered view after consultation is that the name should remain as it is.  People are now used to it, and the debates in the General Synod and Conference on the second interim report suggested that there is now more understanding of the role of the JIC. ‘The use of the word ‘Commission’ signals that there is an agenda to be tackled and unfinished business to be brought to fruition.’ (Living God’s Covenant, para 21)

3.1 Wales and Scotland: One of the issues raised in the process of consultation prior to entering into the Covenant concerned the importance of recognising that the Methodist Church is a church in three nations (as well as a number of other jurisdictions). JIC itself has become increasingly aware that it needed to take seriously the fact that the Methodist Church extended into three nations and believes that in the second phase of Covenant implementation this would need to be addressed. The Methodist Conference 2007, in encouraging the JIC to bring forward proposals regarding episcope and episcopacy, also asked that the models of episcopacy found in the other nations should be taken into account. 

3.2.1 In Holy Week this year (17 to 19 March) a consultation was held in Llandaff bringing together representatives from the Anglican Churches in Ireland, Scotland and Wales, the Methodist Church in Ireland, the Scotland Synod and the Wales Synod with Anglican and Methodist officers of the Joint Implementation Commission. 

3.2.2 That consultation produced a brief report which was circulated to all the Churches represented.   The indications in the initial feedback on that report are positive, so the JIC agreed when it met on 11 April to recommend in its quinquennial report to the British Methodist Conference and the General Synod of the Church of England, that the Church in Wales and the Scottish Episcopal Church be invited to participate in the second phase of the JIC and that there should be representation from the Methodist Church in Scotland and Wales.

3.3 There is nothing intrinsically difficult about this proposal. It is a way of addressing one of the concerns the Conference has expressed about the Covenant.  There would need to be sensitivity to the existing ecumenical relationships within the four nations and a way should be found to bring that awareness to the heart of the work of the JIC.

3.4
The task: Are there issues JIC is aware of but has not had opportunity to address which merit attention in the coming 5 years? In the minds of the present members of the JIC the major concern is the continuation of the work.  They have no doubt that a successor body should be established (and understand the Church of England is working on those lines and will appoint in its usual way). They will seek in their report this year to give an honest audit of developments in the first five years:

i. A rehearsal of what the Covenant was intended to deliver

ii.
A review of the changed contexts: 

a. the social and cultural context in England

b. related changes in mission strategy in the two churches

c. the complexities of thinking about oversight – and their implications for future working together

d. changes in the wider ecumenical context – relationships between either Church and other denominations as well as with the national ecumenical instruments for England (Churches Together in England – CTE) and for the four nations (Churches Together in Britain and Ireland – CTBI).

iii.
An assessment of how the internal ethos/culture of each church impacts on our capacity for working together

3.5
Within JIC itself the question has been asked: Granted we become clearer about the many roles and places in the two churches where responsibility lies for moving the Covenant forward, what is the distinctive contribution “JIC Mark 2” can and should make to giving renewed impetus to the Covenant?

3.6
The responses of the Faith and Order Committee of the Methodist Church to the two interim reports have offered critical comments in the context of a general affirmation of the intent and direction of the work JIC has been doing. They emphasise that the nature of a covenant commitment is that the covenanted partners are in it ‘for the long haul’. ‘At the very least a covenant marks the beginning of what may be a decades-long journey of commitment and growing together.’ They ask for more attention to be given to differences in history, cultural power and size as well as different structures of decision-making. They ‘press the hard questions that need to be addressed so that the Covenant may thereby have a (sic) greatest chance of bearing the fullest possible fruit.’  

Methodist Membership

1.
One issue that needs to be addressed is the lack of symmetry there has been between the Anglican and Methodist memberships. The Conference appointed a team of six whose members carried some of the concerns that had been expressed in the Conference debates on the Covenant in 2002 and 2003. It also struck some balance between lay and ordained and female and male. The Appointments Committee of the Church of England gave most attention to experience and expertise and sought also to have some expression of the breadth of attitudes towards ministry in the Church of England. The gaps in expertise on both sides have been addressed to some extent by making use of consultants both on a semi-permanent basis and to undertake particular pieces of work. 

2.
For the next phase the Conference will want to appoint a group that is as representative as possible of the connexion but that also has the capacity, because of the experience and expertise of those appointed to be able to tackle the substantial amount of work already identified for the second quinquennium of JIC.  

3.
There are good reasons why it is not yet possible to propose names for the Methodist membership of the JIC2. The process to identify the staff capacity for dealing with ecumenical matters in the reconfigured Connexional Team has taken longer than expected. The judgment as to whether there was likely to be a proposal from the JIC for participation on both sides from Wales and Scotland has only just been made. There is hope that there will be some continuity of membership but on the Methodist side this will be very limited.  
4.
Without formal involvement of Anglicans from Scotland and Wales there would have been an expectation proposing six Methodist members, as at present.  It has been very clear that there will continue to be a need for time and capacity to devote to faith and order issues. (Modest administrative support has enabled one Methodist member of JIC to be released from a demanding appointment for up to a day a week.) 

5.
The responsibility of the Methodist “co-convenor" can be very time-consuming. There needs to be realism about that and careful consideration given to how the person fulfilling that role is best supported. 

6.
In summary: The proposals for a revised Methodist membership must score continuity and change, and be as representative of Methodist approaches to the Covenant as is reasonable. They must, however, bear in mind the need for adequate Faith & Order input (in consultation with the Secretary of the Faith and Order Committee) so that the JIC is adequately equipped to deliver the remit from the Methodist point of view. In other words, the first concern should be competence and breadth of expertise, while representative/inclusive issues should be secondary. The optimum solution would be for there to be eight Methodist members, including at least one from Scotland and one from Wales.

Ways of Working

1.
What ways of working could be adopted to enable the agreed tasks to be done more efficiently and effectively?  

2.
Initially (4-5 years ago) there had been some hope that there might have been a "project officer" who would have been able to collate reports and background information and work with Districts and Dioceses to encourage the Covenant and help with "implementation".  At the time the hope was that Connexional Team staff and District Ecumenical Officers would be able to do these kinds of tasks. This has not proved to be possible to the extent that was hoped for (although the Covenant events around England in 2006 were a specific contribution to it).  
3.
The identifying of “Covenant Implementation” within the Projects cluster of the reconfigured Team relates to the Team’s support for JIC2. It opens up new possibilities for more flexible working if a robust case can be put forward and agreed within the processes for project working in the reconfigured connexional Team.   

Budget

1.
The proposal to have representation from Scotland and Wales on JIC2 raises particular issues about the budget. JIC explored the possibility of reducing the number of representatives appointed by each Church so as to contain any increase in the costs of doing this work. For several reasons this does not appear to be satisfactory. The JIC’s hope that there might simply be two extra Methodists (with at least one from Scotland and one from Wales in the overall group), one representative appointed by the Church in Wales and one appointed by the Scottish Episcopal Church would mean an increase of between 25 and 30% in the overall budget. 

Resolutions:

1. The Council receives the report and gives it general endorsement.

2. The Council asks that detailed proposals in the form of a draft report to the Conference be submitted to its Reference Group for scrutiny, and authorises the Reference Group to report to the Strategy and Resources Committee.

3. The Council authorises the Strategy and Resources Committee to approve the final form of the report to be submitted to the 2008 Conference.

