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A. GENERAL REPORT

1 Stationing Matching Process 2012/13
1.1 The invitation and stationing matching process for presbyters due to take up appointments in September 2013 followed the established arrangements. This approach concentrates the matching process in the period prior to Christmas in order to minimise the uncertainties for presbyters and circuits. This was the fourth year in which this approach was adopted. The Stationing Committee, in consultation with the Stationing Matching Group, has reviewed the process to accommodate feedback and experience. This has been done in collaboration with the Law and Polity Committee in order to ensure harmony between the Code of Practice and the requirements of Standing Orders.
1.2 At the commencement of the matching process for presbyters, 138 circuit profiles and 137 presbyteral profiles were submitted. This apparent close match is misleading when the valid limited deployability of some presbyters and the number who were offering part-time appointments are taken into consideration. The Stationing Committee believes that the figures continue to be affected by the continuing process of Regrouping for Mission and by reconfiguration being undertaken on economic grounds at a time of continuing financial austerity, leading to a reduced number of appointments being available. We continue to anticipate difficulties as:
· the number of presbyters retiring increases; 
· financial constraints on circuits continue; 
· there is flexibility in the age of retirement.
1.3
Stationing Matching Group 1 (SMG1) met in early November 2012 and matched 124 presbyters with appointments. There were 139 circuit profiles submitted, of which 15 did not receive a match at SMG1.  Of the matches made, 105 were agreed by presbyter and circuit, a ‘success’ rate of 84.7% (compared to 79.3% for 2011/12, 90% for 2010/11, 77% for 2009/10 and 77% for 2008/09).
1.4
At Stationing Matching Group 2 (SMG2) in early December, 21 matches were made and 17 were agreed, a success rate of 80.9% (compared to 80% for 2011/12, 78% for 2010/11 and 79% for 2009/10 at a similar stage in the former process).
1.5
The Stationing Committee continues to maintain that it is of benefit to all parties that the outcome of the process is known as early as possible in the stationing cycle.
1.6
Stationing Matching Group 3 (SMG3) in early January faced the complexity and challenges associated with matching presbyters with limited deployability or seeking part-time appointments at this later stage in the process.  SMG3 produced six matches that were all subsequently agreed (a success rate of 100%). By the end of SMG3, there were 138 circuit appointments and 135 presbyters in the process (a deficit of three presbyters).
1.7
During the year, a number of questions have been raised regarding the stationing of what are being called ‘active supernumerary ministers’. The Stationing Committee would like to make it clear that there is no such title defined in our standing orders. Ministers are either involved in the active work, in which case they will be matched and invited in the established manner, or they are supernumeraries, released from the active work. Supernumerary presbyters, who are to be stationed to an appointment involving them having pastoral charge, must return to the active work under the relevant provisions of our standing orders. Any other arrangement made between a circuit and a supernumerary minister is a local arrangement. There are guidelines available to circuits for making such arrangements.
1.8
Stationing Action Group 
The Stationing Action Group (convened by the Revd Anne Brown) commenced its work on 4 February 2013 and will continue through to the 2013 Conference. At the beginning of the process, there were 9 available appointments and 13 presbyters available for stationing. Three circuits were given permission to withdraw appointments from the process for exceptional reasons. Four presbyters have withdrawn from the process.
At the beginning of May there are three presbyters looking for part-time appointments, and three presbyters looking for full-time appointments within very restricted geographical areas. The Stationing Committee agreed at its January meeting that due to the close correlation between the numbers of presbyters available for stationing and the number of appointments available, appointments could not be withdrawn prior to 13 June unless there are exceptional circumstances. The limited deployability of the presbyters still available for stationing will result in very limited options.
Diaconal Stationing
1.9
A pilot scheme was agreed by the Stationing Committee for the 2012 diaconal stationing process in recognition of the fact that the number of deacons available for stationing was growing, this growth has continued for 2013. Details of the changes made in 2012 can be found in the report to the 2012 Conference. 
1.10
There were 23 deacons available for stationing for September 2013, 5 of whom were married to presbyters who were also to be stationed this year and 14 of whom have been stationed as probationers. The process commenced with 21 full-time appointments and 3 part-time appointments to be filled. Twenty-one matches were reported to SMG1, although it was then discovered that one appointment had been withdrawn during the matching process.  It should be noted that when an appointment is offered, it must be sustainable for the normal five-year duration of an appointment.
The Stationing Matching Group pays great attention to the stationing of couples in the process in order to reconcile their call to ministry with the practical implications of their personal circumstances.  As of March 2013, one probationer deacon has yet to be stationed and a further deacon has now become available for stationing.  It should be noted that there is no requirement for a deacon to be a local preacher.  Work continues to align the diaconal stationing process with that of presbyters. 

One consequence of an increase in the number of candidates for the Order is that the number of deacons married to presbyters continues to rise. The Committee notes that there will be in the region of 30 deacons available for stationing in 2014. It also notes that a number of circuits that currently have diaconal appointments have already indicated that those appointments will close at the end of the connexional year 2013/14. Indications are that this will leave a shortfall in the region of 25-30 diaconal appointments for that stationing year.  At the time of writing, the pilot scheme continues to be reviewed and developed in the light of experience. 

1.11
The diaconal and presbyteral stationing processes continue to be complex and dynamic and the Stationing Committee would again like to draw to the attention of the Conference the number of married ministerial partnerships (deacons married to deacons, deacons married to presbyters, presbyters married to presbyters and deacons and presbyters married to diaconal and presbyteral probationers). 
1.12
The Committee continues to invite four Lay Stationing Representatives to observe the matching process at SMG1 and to pass on their observations to the Committee. In reflecting on the process, they consistently speak of the atmosphere of honesty and graciousness in which the meetings took place and of the prayerfulness with which members of the Stationing Matching Group approached their task.
1.13
Everyone involved in the matching process recognises the stresses involved for ministers and their household members and for circuits. This can be particularly heightened when making visits and for this reason we have included in the Code of Practice advice concerning visits. This advice is particularly relevant in cases when a match is declined. The Committee wishes to assure the Conference of the care taken by the Stationing Matching Group, the Initial Stationing Sub-Committee and the Diaconal Stationing Sub-Committee. All those involved seek God’s guidance in the often complex task of balancing the needs of the Church with those of its ministers and their families.
2.0 
Profiles of Ministers and Circuits
2.1
The Committee does not underestimate, and commends to the Conference, the work of preparation of profiles carried out by Circuit Stewards, Lay Stationing Representatives, District Chairs and the Warden of the Order.
2.2
There are continuing challenges in identifying presbyters who will consider serving in the outlying areas of our Connexion, such as Cornwall, Cumbria, Scotland, East Anglia and Plymouth and Exeter, which have consistently experienced vacancies in recent years. The committee will continue to monitor the situation with the aim of identifying a solution.
2.3
There is an increasing tendency for presbyters to identify their limited deployability. The Stationing Matching Group always does its best to take into account those restrictions identified by presbyters when making a match, especially where proximity to hospitals, schools, the employment of household members and vulnerable family members are concerned. Achieving a proper balance between the needs of the Connexion, its circuits and its presbyters is an increasingly significant issue in the matching process. Presbyters are however reminded that when they candidate for ministry they are normally accepted on the basis of offering for an itinerant ministry. Expressions of necessary geographical location will restrict the ability of the Stationing Matching Group to find an appointment.
2.4
Circuits are reminded that the provision of manses as outlined in standing orders are the minimum standard of accommodation to be provided. These standards have been determined to accommodate mixed gender families; it should also be acknowledged that the study should be of a sufficient size to accommodate a working environment where presbyters may need to conduct confidential discussions. Failure to meet these minimum standards may influence a presbyter in expressing interest in an appointment.
2.5
The matching of deacons and presbyters with appropriate appointments relies on the honesty and openness of profiles and the knowledge that District Chairs, Lay Stationing Representatives and the Warden of the Methodist Diaconal Order have concerning the gifts and skills of ministers and the characteristics of circuits. The preparation of profiles by ministers and circuits is a demanding and time-consuming exercise, but it is vital that profiles present an accurate picture if the matching process is to work effectively for both ministers and circuits.
3.0
Initial Stationing
3.1
The Initial Stationing Sub-Committee met on 4 January 2013 to station presbyteral probationers and presbyters coming to serve the Methodist Church in Britain from other Conferences, other Churches overseas and from other Churches in the Britain. For each of these groups, the process is one of direct stationing.
3.2
Student presbyters are represented by staff from the relevant training institution.   A member of the Connexional Team represents ministers from other Conferences and Churches.  A Chair represents Circuits and Districts from each of the seven Regional Stationing Groups. This year, the Revd David Emison, who also chairs the Stationing Matching Group, chaired the Initial Stationing Sub-Committee for the first time. It is hoped that this will bring consistency to the process.
3.3
The Appointment Selection and Scrutiny Committee meets in September each year to carry out the process of selecting appropriate circuit profiles that match the criteria for the stationing of student presbyters. This group consists of the Chair of the Initial Stationing Committee, the Chair of the Presbyteral Candidates and Probationers Oversight Committee, an Oversight Tutor, a District Chair from the Stationing Committee, and a District Chair from the Initial Stationing Sub-Committee.
3.4
Circuits profiles must indicate the willingness and ability of the Circuit to provide effective induction, mentoring and support.  Workloads should reflect that probationers are allocated additional time for continued study as part of the appointment as well as attendance at the District Probationers’ Group. In the case of transferring ministers, the Stationing Committee suggests membership of the District Under Five Years in Ministry Group. The supervisor of a probationer presbyter (normally the Superintendent) must be suitably qualified, for example by completing a connexionally approved training course. 
3.5
The Initial Stationing Sub-Committee was asked to station 51 presbyteral students and 4 presbyters seeking to be ‘Recognised and Regarded.’ Of the presbyteral students, five had very limited deployability: not all had identified this when they candidated. Additional stations were requested from the Districts but unfortunately four stations were unfilled, due to incompatibility with those to be stationed.  One presbyteral student and one transferring presbyter were not matched; two matches were not confirmed following visits. At the time of writing, one transferring presbyter has not been matched. 
3.6
Following this year’s meeting, the Stationing Committee decided that it would be appropriate to review the initial stationing process and its protocols. It has set in place a task group to do so. It is anticipated that this group will complete its work by the October meeting of the Stationing Committee for approval and these protocols will be used in the stationing of student presbyters in January 2014.
4.0
Ministry Deployment Figures
4.1
The Conference of 2011 agreed the establishment of ‘Ministry Deployment Figures’ that would be allocated to each District. These figures continue to be reviewed for accuracy and the figure for each District is shown after the name of each District in the Draft of the Stations.
4.2
This year, for the first time, deployment figures were used in the stationing matching process, replacing the method of ordering calls in each of the rounds of matching. A working group of District Chairs developed a formula based on the number of district vacancies divided by the deployment figure for the district and expressed as a percentage. Using the outcomes, the order of the draw is determined in descending percentage order. 

4.3
The intention was that this might go some way to ensuring that Districts that have suffered shortages in the past may fare better. The results of this year’s trial are inconclusive at present, as the system seems to disadvantage larger Districts. Nevertheless, it has been agreed to continue to utilise this approach for a further year before drawing any conclusions and establishing it as a standard.
5.0
Code of Practice for all involved in Invitation and Stationing
5.1
As promised, the Stationing Committee has undertaken a major review of the Code of Practice. The majority of the January meeting of the Committee was devoted to addressing issues that had been raised through recent Memorials and experience, in order to assess any strategic changes that needed to be made. This was followed by a task group convened by Lay Stationing Representative Kate Woolley, together with Lay Stationing Representatives Iain Henderson and Peter Sercombe and the Chair of the London District the Revd Jenny Impey, who went through the changes to be made. The Committee is grateful to the Assistant Secretary of the Conference and His Honour John Hicks QC for their contributions. The Committee is now confident that this document is consistent with the requirements of standing orders and addresses the issues that have recently arisen.

5.2
During this review, it became absolutely clear that covering all circumstances is impossible and nothing can substitute for the application of sound common sense. The Committee believes that with the assistance of the Assistant Secretary of the Conference and John Hicks, a document has been produced that is fit for purpose and gives guidance for most circumstances. The process still remains dependent on the ability and skills of Circuit and Church Stewards to communicate effectively and to deal with matters relating to people with sensitivity, grace and understanding.
6.0 Ministers Applying to Live in Their Own Homes
6.1 The group that considers requests by ministers applying to live in their own homes comprises: (i) a past President of the Conference (chair); (ii) the Secretary of the Conference or his or her designee; (iii) a District Chair; (iv) a lay member of the Stationing Committee; (v) a lay member of the CAC; and (vi) a member of the Discipleship & Ministries Cluster of the Connexional Team. This group met for the first time in February 2013 and considered applications from presbyters wishing to live in their own homes. 
6.2 It was noted that only in exceptional circumstances would permission be granted for ministers to live in their own homes. 
7.0
Memorials to the 2012 Conference

The following Memorials were referred to the Committee:
7.1
 M1
Stationing

The Whitehaven (9/4) Circuit Meeting (Present: 35. Voting: unanimous), being a geographically-isolated Cumbrian rural Circuit and an area particularly affected by deprivation, is aware of the difficulty experienced by some northern Districts in filling presbyteral appointments for 2012/13,  and therefore expresses its concern that there are no longer any priority appointments, nor the filling of superintendencies before other presbyteral appointments. There is a real danger that west Cumbrian Circuits could find themselves without adequate presbyteral presence in the future. We urge the Conference and the Stationing Committee to look again at the invitation system and explore ways in which greater itinerancy can be promoted and the principles of being a connexional Church honoured.

Reply

The Conference thanks the Whitehaven Circuit Meeting for its memorial and notes with concern the difficulty experienced by some Districts in matching presbyters with some Circuits.

The Stationing Matching Group works hard to ensure that as far as possible all Districts are represented fairly in the matches made, and always conducts a review of how each District has fared throughout the process. The matching process also endeavours to respond to the personal needs of presbyters. Matching has been particularly difficult this year, with a deficit of 38 presbyters in the process. This year’s stationing process is the second year of the pilot scheme, where all appointments are considered in the first round of matching. With this and the geographical anomalies in mind the Stationing Committee has commissioned a review of all aspects of the process. The Conference directs the Committee to report the results of the review and on any changes to be made as a result in its annual report to the Conference of 2013.

M2
Stationing

The Cumbria District Synod (R) (Present: 104. Voting: 98 for, 0 against) urges the Conference and the Stationing Committee to look again at the invitation system. In the light of the difficulty experienced by some northern districts in filling presbyteral appointments for 2012/13, the Cumbria District, containing geographically-isolated Cumbrian rural Circuits and areas particularly affected by deprivation, expresses its concern that there are no longer any priority appointments, nor the filling of superintendencies before other presbyteral appointments. There is a real danger that Cumbrian Circuits could find themselves without adequate presbyteral presence in the future. We urge the Conference and the Stationing Committee both to look again at the invitation system and explore ways in which greater itinerancy can be promoted and the principles of being a connexional Church honoured.

Reply

The Conference adopts the same reply as M1.

M3
Stationing
The Truro (12/4) Circuit Meeting (Present: 49. Voting: unanimous) aware of Memorials M7 and M8 to the Conference of 2011 and the promised report to the Conference of 2012 was dismayed to discover how few presbyters in the 2011/12 round of stationing were prepared even to consider a move to the Cornwall District. Anecdotal evidence suggests that there are some parts of the Connexion that consistently find it harder to attract ministers to consider appointments in their Districts regardless of the nature of that appointment.

If the report to Conference 2012 finds this anecdotal evidence is grounded in fact, the Truro Circuit requests that the Conference takes steps to ‘weight’ positively the matching process so as to address this inherent imbalance.

Reply

The Conference adopts the same reply as M1.
7.2
The Committee continues to seek solutions to the matters identified in M1, M2 and M3 of the 2012 Conference and would welcome any constructive suggestions that may be considered to mitigate these situations. The only solution evident at present relies on presbyters removing geographical constraints from their profiles.

The Stationing Matching Group has changed the method of determining the order of calls in each of the rounds of stationing matching in an attempt to explore the potential for obtaining an improved distribution. At present, the evidence that the desired improvement has been achieved is inconclusive. The Committee will keep the matter under review and make a further report to the Conference in 2013.
7.3
M4
Reinvitation of ministers
The Norwich (14/1) Circuit Meeting (Present: 56. Voting: unanimous) believes that the process by which extensions to the invitation of presbyters and deacons are considered appears to be unnecessarily lengthy under the current Connexional Good Practice for those involved in Stationing (Section E). The process begins officially in May and is not finalised until the Circuit Meeting in September. It can therefore be as much as four months in length, including the period when most ministers would take their summer holiday, and all this to deal with something which in secular employment would be dealt with in a much shorter period.

We therefore ask the Conference to institute a review of the Connexional Good Practice (paragraph E3), so that an extension to invitation can be finalised at ‘a Circuit Meeting to be held no earlier than six weeks after the start of the process’ rather than at the ‘September Circuit Meeting’, as at present. While we recognise that the wide consultation required for Superintendents seeking extensions may require longer than six weeks in large Circuits, the change would have the effect in most cases of reducing the length of what at the moment can seem unnecessarily protracted.


Furthermore, and for similar reasons, we can see no real reason for the provision in guideline E13, which allows objections to be raised as late as the Circuit Meeting itself. Having given the members of the Circuit Meeting written notice of the request for extension and the result of the Invitation Committee’s deliberations, and having been invited to inform the Chair of the Meeting of any substantive objections, we do not see any reason for such a request being repeated at the beginning of the Circuit Meeting itself.

The very fact of this may be sufficient to prevent some presbyters and deacons seeking an extension to their appointment even when such an extension would be beneficial both to the presbyter or deacon concerned and to the Circuit itself.

We ask for this provision to be removed from the process.

Reply

The Conference is grateful to the Norwich Circuit Meeting for raising this subject, and assures the Circuit that it believes that the invitation process should be completed efficiently and as sensitively as possible. This is why section E6 of the Guide refers to the consultation being completed in three weeks. The Stationing Committee reviews the Guide annually in the light of the previous year’s experience. This year’s Guide, which has been re-named the Code of Practice, has given particular attention to the invitation process, which we hope Circuits will find helpful. 

Circuits are reminded in the Guide that 20 September is the date by which Circuit Meetings must have taken place. It is the latest date which will allow the Connexional Team to prepare the appropriate information for the stationing process to commence.

Standing Order 545(2) requires that the Circuit Meeting addresses the invitation in the ‘fifth year of the minister’s service’. The Conference is sympathetic to the views expressed in the memorial, and welcomes all comments that can assist in improving the invitation process. To this end the Stationing Committee has appointed a working group to investigate the suggestions made by the Circuit in collaboration with the Law and Polity Committee, and to consider how best procedures may be modified in order to improve the invitation process. The Conference directs the Stationing Committee to report the outcomes of this work in its annual report to the Conference of 2013.
7.4
The Stationing Committee has discussed this in some detail and, whilst the Committee is sympathetic to making the process of invitation as short as possible, SO 545(2) is explicit with regard to the timing. On balance, the Committee believes that changing this date would move critical meetings into a seasonal holiday period, during which attendance may be low and robust decisions may be difficult to achieve. Concerns were also raised about the timing in relation to the stationing decisions of the Conference. The Committee therefore recommends that the Conference declines the proposal contained in the first part of the Memorial.  The proposals contained in the second part of the Memorial are dealt with in the reply to M5(2012) below.
7.5
 M5
Reinvitation of ministers
The Falmouth and Gwennap (12/3) Circuit Meeting (Present: 47. Voting: unanimous) notes that the current Connexional Good Practice Guidelines for all involved in Stationing do not provide clear guidance as to the re-invitation procedure to be followed when the initial view of the Circuit Invitation Committee is to recommend an extension period that differs from that requested by the minister concerned. Clauses E12 and E13 cover the ‘clear cut’ case but not the above scenario.

The Circuit Meeting calls upon the Conference to ask the Connexional Stationing Committee to augment the procedure so as to provide clear guidance in such cases.

Reply

The Conference thanks the Falmouth and Gwennap Circuit Meeting for its memorial. The Stationing Committee reviews the guidance Connexional Good Practice for those involved in Stationing, now re-named the Code of Practice, each year. The Conference has been assured by the Committee that it will take this request into account during the next review. 

The Conference directs the Stationing Committee to report the outcome of this work in its annual report to the Conference of 2013.

It should be noted that the decision of the Circuit Invitation Committee should be discussed with the minister prior to the Circuit Meeting (E12), which would hopefully resolve any conflict. Should this not resolve the situation it would be normal practice for the Circuit Meeting to consider any reasoned statement from the minister. The Circuit Meeting may consider an amendment to the recommendation from the Circuit Invitation Committee, which may be accepted or rejected.  In this regard, as throughout the meeting’s handling of invitations business, the appropriate rules of debate must be followed. These can be found in Standing Order 517(2) and, regarding amendments in particular, Standing Order 413(13).
7.6
The Committee agreed that the standard forms of procedure for debate and dealing with 
amendments have not always been entirely appropriate in the circumstances described in the 
Memorial. The Committee is grateful to the Falmouth and Gwennap Circuit for highlighting 
such concerns and has worked to include in the Code of Practice a number of changes that 
seek to address the concerns raised in the Memorial.  The Committee further believes that the 
standing order changes set out below address the concerns raised in the Memorial.
***RESOLUTION

22/1.
The Conference receives the report.

B.
CHANGES TO STANDING ORDERS
8
Report

8.1
In light of the review of the Code of Practice and having considered M5(2012) the Committee 
proposes amendments to 
Standing Orders 545 and 546; 




(i)  removing the right to leave objections or amendments to a proposed extension until 



the Circuit Meeting is in session, 

                      

(ii)  barring new points after the withdrawal of the minister, and

          
 
(iii)  requiring the same majorities for amendments as for substantive resolutions.
8.2
The purpose of (i) is to ensure that the chair and the minister know, before the meeting begins, 
what issues will be for decision. 

8.3
The content of (ii) was for the most part previously in the Guidance and is now in the Code. The 
words "after the presbyter has withdrawn" do assume that he or she does, which is not required 
by Standing Orders, but it can be explained in a footnote that that is enjoined in the Code, 
whereas to include such words as "If the presbyter withdraws" might undesirably be taken as 
encouragement to stay. It is considered desirable to include what is to happen if the ban is 
broken, 
although that was not in the Guidance and has not been in the Code. 


8.4
Amendment (iii) is the most difficult, because the concept of special majorities for amendments is 
fraught with difficulty. It would be all too easy, especially when 75% is required, to land in a 
situation where, for example, the committee recommended five years, 85% of the Circuit 
Meeting were in favour of an extension for some shorter period, and yet no amendment for a 
specific period received a 75% majority, leaving only the original five years on the table, which 
only a small minority really wants, and yet the only choice remaining is either to give it a 75% 
majority or to end up with no re-invitation at all. The proposal seeks to meet this difficulty (a) by 
forcing the votes into the kind of order which, if properly understood and explained, minimises 
the risk that none will be passed, (b) by making the one adopted substantive, even if originally 
moved as an amendment, and (c) by reserving the power of the meeting, which will know the 
realities of what choices are open much better, to regulate its own procedure. 


8.5
There is a small consequential amendment in Standing Order 517(2).

8.6
Although these amendments are brought to the Conference this year it is proposed that they  
take effect only on 1 September 2014 and therefore apply to invitations and re-invitations in 
the 2014 round.

8.7
Amendments to Standing Orders

517 (2) Subject to clause (1) the meeting may regulate its own procedure, but unless except in so far as it adopts other rules of debate, and subject to Standing Orders 545(3H) and 546(12), the rules comprising clauses (5) to (7) and (10) to (25) of Standing Order 413 shall apply, with the necessary substitutions.

545(3E) If an extension is not recommended by the circuit Invitation Committee, the presbyter may also prepare a statement giving reasons why an extension should be granted, and of what length and if an extension is recommended but the presbyter wishes to advance reasons why it should be of a different length he or she may prepare a statement to that effect.  Any such statement shall be circulated in confidence to members of the Circuit Meeting no later than a week in advance of the meeting. The Circuit Meeting shall consider receive both the statement of the  presbyter and that of the circuit Invitation Committee, together with any response from the committee to the presbyter’s statement (in writing or made orally), and then consider the matter and proceed to vote.

   (3F) If an extension is recommended by the circuit Invitation Committee, there shall be circulated with the recommendation a notice in writing giving the name of the person who will be chairing the relevant Circuit Meeting and requesting requiring members of the Circuit Meeting to inform the chair by 24 hours before the time fixed for the commencement of the meeting if they intend to oppose the recommendation or move an amendment, with the substance of their  grounds for doing so. That request shall be repeated by the chair at the meeting. If no such intention is has been declared notified before the  meeting or immediately following the request made at the meeting, by the time allowed then no vote shall be taken on the recommendation and the extension recommended by the committee shall be taken as agreed

offered by the meeting.

 (3G) If the chair of the Circuit Meeting is informed by a member that he or she wishes to oppose the recommendation, such an intention has been notified by one or more members by the time allowed the meeting shall hear the member or members concerned and any response by the presbyter and by or on behalf of the committee and then consider the matter and then proceed to vote.

   (3GA)  During any discussion while the meeting considers the matter under clause (3E) or (3G) above after the presbyter has withdrawn the chair shall not permit any new ground against extension, or in favour of altering its length, to be advanced.  Should that nevertheless happen the presbyter must be informed and given the opportunity of responding. 

 (3H) The voting on any resolution in the Circuit Meeting under clause (2) or (3) above, or on an amendment to any such resolution, shall be by ballot. A resolution for the extension of an invitation shall require for adoption a majority of 60% of those present and voting or, if for an extension which would include any period beyond a total appointment of ten years, 75%.   Unless the meeting, in exercise of its power to regulate its own procedure, decides otherwise, the same majority shall be required for an amendment altering the length of the proposed extension, and if varying lengths are for consideration they (including that proposed in the original resolution) shall be voted on in descending order, the first (if any) to receive the required majority being deemed to have been adopted as a substantive resolution.  The number of votes for and against and the total number of persons present and entitled to vote shall be recorded.

546 (9) If an extension is not recommended by the circuit Invitation Committee, the deacon may also prepare a statement giving reasons why an extension should be granted, and of what length and if an extension is recommended but the deacon wishes to advance reasons why it should be of a different length he or she may prepare a statement to that effect.. Any such statement shall be circulated in confidence to members of the Circuit Meeting no later than a week in advance of the meeting. The Circuit Meeting shall consider both the statement of the deacon and that of the circuit Invitation Committee, together with any response from the committee to the deacon’s statement (in writing or made orally), and then receive the matter and proceed to vote.

 (10) If an extension is recommended by the circuit Invitation Committee, there shall be circulated with the recommendation a notice in writing giving the name of the person who will be chairing the relevant Circuit Meeting and requesting requiring members of the Circuit Meeting to inform the chair by 24 hours before the time fixed for the commencement of the meeting if they intend to oppose the recommendation or move an amendment, with the substance of  their  grounds for doing so. That request shall be repeated by the chair at the meeting. If no such intention is has been declared notified before the  meeting or immediately following the request made at the meeting, by the time allowed then no vote shall be taken on the recommendation and the extension recommended by the committee shall be taken as agreed

offered by the meeting.

 (11) If the chair of the Circuit Meeting is informed by a member that he or she wishes to oppose the recommendation, such an intention has been notified by one or more members by the time allowed the meeting shall hear the member or members concerned and any response by the deacon and by or on behalf of the committee and then consider the matter and then proceed to vote.

 (11A)  During any discussion while the meeting considers the matter under clause (9) or (11) above after the deacon has withdrawn the chair shall not permit any new ground against extension, or in favour of altering its length, to be advanced.  Should that nevertheless happen the deacon must be informed and given the opportunity of  responding. 

(12) The voting on any resolution in the Circuit Meeting under clause (3) or (4) above, or on an amendment to any such resolution, shall be by ballot. A resolution for the extension of an invitation shall require for adoption a majority of 60% of those present and voting or, if for an extension which would include any period beyond a total appointment of ten years, 75%.   Unless the meeting, in exercise of its power to regulate its own procedure, decides otherwise, the same majority shall be required for an amendment altering the length of the proposed extension, and if varying lengths are for consideration they (including that proposed in the original resolution) shall be voted on in descending order, the first (if any) to receive the required majority being deemed to have been adopted as the substantive resolution.  The number of votes for and against and the total number of persons present and entitled to vote shall be recorded.

***RESOLUTIONS
22/2.  
The Conference adopts the report.
22/3.  
The Conference amends Standing Orders as set out in the report above.
22/4.  
The Conference directs that the amendments contained within the report shall take effect from 
1 September 2014.


