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Basic Information

	Contact Name and Details
	Ken Wales, Chair of the Heritage Steering Group (ken@wales9421.freeserve.co.uk)

Christopher Stephens, Research Officer (MCH ext. 5247)

	Status of Paper
	Final (progress report)

	Action Required
	Decisions on Resolutions A, B & C as indicated at the end of each section of the report.


Summary of Content

	Subject and Aims


	This paper describes the current status of the proposals for dealing with Methodist heritage and the issues that require attention before further progress can be made. It aims to inform the Council of the Steering group’s current recommendations and gain the permission of the Council to proceed as described. 

	Main Points


	Changes to the proposals adopted by the 2008 Conference in the report on Methodist heritage are required to bring them in line with wider Conference decisions. Grants making for heritage projects should now be integrated into the new connexional grants streams from the start of the next connexional year. Further consideration of the interaction between the Heritage Officer and Heritage Committee is also required. Membership of the Heritage Committee should be reviewed by a core group appointed to undertake this task. 

	Background Context and Relevant Documents (with function)


	Appendix 1: Report to the Conference: Methodist Heritage and Contemporary Mission
Appendix 2: Job Description for the Chair of the Methodist Heritage Committee

Appendix 3: Appendix 5 from the Team Focus report to Conference 2008: Review of Committees, Advisory Groups and Reference Groups that support the Connexional Team. 

	Consultations


	The Heritage Steering Group; the Projects Cluster; the SRC.  The current proposals have been discussed by each and are put forward as a joint recommendation.


Summary of Impact 

	Standing Orders


	Changes to membership and responsibilities of the Methodist Heritage Committee will need to be reflected in the description of the Committee in Standing Orders (none currently exists).  

	Faith and Order
	None.

	Financial
	None.

	Personnel


	Greater clarity concerning the role of the Methodist Heritage Officer will be reflected in that person’s job description. Consideration of the membership of the Heritage Committee may result in a reduction of the number of people directly involved in its work. 

	Legal 
	None.

	Wider Connexional


	Greater conformity of Methodist heritage work with the wider decisions of the Methodist Conference.

	External (e.g. ecumenical)
	Greater clarity concerning the role of the Heritage Officer and Committee in relating to external heritage sites and funding bodies. 

	Risk
	The proposals of this paper aim to reduce the risk of Methodist heritage work contravening standard and best practice and approving inappropriate working systems.  


Methodist Heritage: The Way Forward

1.
Context and Purpose of this Report:

1.1
At present, there exists a Methodist Heritage Steering Group appointed by the Methodist Council which is responsible for the current implementation of the report Methodist Heritage and Contemporary Mission, received by the Conference this year. This group exists as an interim measure to oversee the progress of Methodist Heritage until the creation of the Methodist Heritage Committee and the appointment of a Methodist Heritage Officer. 

1.2
Methodist Heritage and Contemporary Mission specified that its proposals were the beginning of a continuing developmental process, which could potentially lead to “better organised and appropriately resourced arrangements linking the heritage of the Church with its mission.”
 

1.3
The following paper describes recent progress the Steering Group has made. It sets out the recommendations of the Group for establishing a practical way forward in reaching its aims. Those recommendations were discussed and supported by the Strategy and Resources Committee. The paper also raises additional issues which require the decision of members of the Council to allow the recommendations of Methodist Heritage and Contemporary Mission, and the subsequent action which it directed, to be brought into conformity with broader decisions made through the Conference. 

2.
Heritage Grants
2.1 The process for disbursing heritage grants outlined in the Conference report Methodist Heritage and Contemporary Mission needs to be reconciled and integrated with the new grants structure overseen by the Connexional Grants Committee that was approved by the 2008 Conference after the proposals of the heritage report had been written.  An obvious way would be to set up a heritage grants stream within that structure, and this is being negotiated with the Connexional Grants Committee.

2.2
Until this process is completed the distribution of these grants will be overseen initially by the Steering Group (and later the Heritage Committee when formed) and managed through the Connexional Team. 

2.3
Suitable grant application materials have been prepared by the Projects Cluster in collaboration with grants staff at Manchester. These will provide a reasonable interim measure to ensure grants giving is fairly judged and recorded and kept in line with the ethos of Methodist Heritage and Contemporary Mission and the budget set out in that paper.

Proposed Resolution I:
-
The Methodist Council agrees the interim grant making process set out in 2.1-2.3

3.
Methodist Heritage Committee (MHC)

3.1
The Heritage Steering Group is working to establish an interim MHC (described as a Shadow Committee in Methodist Heritage and Contemporary Mission) as soon as possible. A job description for the Chair of that committee has been drawn up and the post will be advertised in the Recorder. This description is attached as Appendix 2. 

3.2
An interview panel for the appointment of this Chair is now needed. The recommendation of the current Chair of the Steering Group is that this comprises the Chair of the Council, the General Secretary (or his nominee), and two others appointed by the Council.  

3.3
The Steering Group has reflected further on the proposed membership of the MHC described in Methodist Heritage and Contemporary Mission.
 It now feels this is potentially too broad in representation to achieve the aims of the body as it was originally intended. An additional concern of the Connexional Team is that the proposed membership will hinder adherence to the definition of a Committee as described in the Team Focus report to Conference 2008.

3.4
In light of 3.2-3.3, it is the proposal of the Steering Group and Connexional Team, supported by the SRC, that initially only the following appointments should be made to the Shadow MHC: the Chair, two independent advisors with appropriate experience and knowledge, and a trustee from each of the four primary heritage sites. Once this core group has been appointed, it should consider the future constitution and membership of the full MHC and make any further recommendations to the Methodist Council.  

3.5
When the membership of the MHC is confirmed through the Conference, this will be a permanent body and its definition and membership will require authorisation by the creation of appropriate Standing Orders. 

Proposed Resolution II:

· The Methodist Council:

a. approves the proposed interim membership of the MHC;  

b. delegates authority to the Chair of the Council and the Chair of the current Heritage Steering Group to appoint the interview panel for the Chair of the Shadow MHC; 

c. delegates authority to the Chairs of the Council and the Shadow MHC to oversee the appointment of the core membership of the Shadow MHC;

d. commissions the Shadow MHC and Connexional Team to define the most appropriate constitution and membership of the MHC and to bring recommendations to the Council for this, and for the appropriate required changes to Standing Orders. 

4.
Methodist Heritage Officer (MHO)
4.1 The role of the MHO described in Methodist Heritage and Contemporary Mission is best fulfilled by a member of the Connexional Team operating within the lines of accountability of all Connexional Team staff (as defined through the processes of Team Focus and explicitly set out in the Team Focus report to the Conference in 2008
) rather than by a free-standing officer accountable only to the Methodist Heritage Committee.  

4.2 It is therefore the opinion of the Steering Group, the Connexional Team and the SRC that the MHO should be clearly identified as a member of the Connexional Team and be accountable to and managed within the Team.  
4.3 The results of Resolution II.d.could significantly alter the nature of the relationship between the MHO and the MHC from that originally set out in Methodist Heritage and Contemporary Mission in these primary areas:

4.3.1 Unless special authority is granted to the MHC by the Council, the work of the MHO must be managed and directed from within the Team, on behalf of the Council and Conference. If this is to happen, the MHC will not exercise overall monitoring of the staff member, as Methodist Heritage and Contemporary Mission proposed. The MHO’s work will be done in close collaboration with the MHC, but this relationship must be defined in conformity with the Team Focus report received by the Conference 2008.
 

4.3.2 Methodist Heritage and Contemporary Mission set out a number of areas of work (policy and strategy development, benchmarking, fund raising) as the responsibility of both the MHC and the MHO.
 In order to establish the effective working relationship of the two, further detail and clarification of their roles in these areas will be needed.   

4.4
The Heritage Steering Group, the SRC and relevant members of the Connexional Team are in agreement that a review of the role of the MHC and its interaction with the MHO is necessary, but that this should not contravene the directive of 4.2. 

Proposed Resolution III:

· The Methodist Council: 

a. resolves that the MHO should be a member of the Connexional Team, appointed through the normal Team processes as soon as possible;
b. commissions the Connexional Team, in collaboration with the current Heritage Steering Group and the Shadow MHC, to redefine the balance of accountability and responsibility between the Connexional Team, the MHO and the MHC in light of 4.2.

� Agenda 2008 p.318 (§2.7)


� Agenda 2008 p.322


� See Agenda 2008 p.363


� Agenda 2008 p. 365: “Responsibility for work priorities for the Connexional Team will remain within the Connexional Team, directed by Council and Conference.”


� Agenda 2008 p.365


� Agenda 2008 pp.321-22 and 323-24 





