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Further submission from the Business and Economic Affairs Advisory Group (BEAAG) and the Mission in Business, Industry and Commerce (MIBIC) Chaplains Council
Basic Information

	Contact Name and Details
	John Bell, Chair of Business and Economic Affairs Advisory Group

Rev Stephen Willey, Chair of MIBIC Chaplains Council

Nicola Quinn (re Review of Committees) 

	Status of Paper
	Final

	Action Required
	Decision on handling such requests

	Draft Resolution


	The Council delegates to the Connexional Team responsibility for (i) assessing requests for alternative arrangements from committees affected by the Review of Committees; and (ii) making recommendations to the Council about any matters that involve substantive principle.

	Alternative Options to Consider, if Any
	Council decides on detailed requests




Summary of Content

	Subject and Aims


	Main paper: BEEAG and MIBIC Chaplains Council have concerns that when some of the outcomes of the Review of Committees are applied to their particular circumstances this will prevent their work being carried out effectively. Alternative suggestions are made.

Team note: This suggests a general process for resolving issues relating to the implementation of the Review of Committees which can be applied to both this particular case and other situations as they arise. 

	Background Context and Relevant Documents (with function)


	A Council appointed Reference Group conducted a review of Committees, Advisory Groups and Reference Groups that support the work of the Connexional Team, in fulfilment of resolution 41/4 of Conference 2007. It reported to April 2008’s Council (paper MC/08/49). The report proposed and Council approved nomenclature used to describe groups, specific changes to particular groups and that the Secretary for Internal Relationships oversee the implementation of changes. It recognised that in some cases further negotiations may be needed. The Council also agreed to recommend to Conference that it authorise ongoing and future work in this area.

Relevant minutes of Council discussion of the Review of Committees report are in the covering note. 


Summary of Impact 

	Wider Connexional


	All Committees reviewed may wish to have detailed points relation to the Review of Committees discussed and addressed

	Risk
	A large number of submissions regarding implementation of the review of Committees being given to Council for resolution. 


Methodist Council                                                                

Further submission from the Business and Economic Affairs Advisory Group and the Mission in Business, Industry and Commerce Chaplains Council

1. Introduction

The above two groups submitted their responses to the enquiry of the Council Reference Group on committee structures a few months ago. We noted the proposals contained in paper MC/08/49, subsequently summarised in the Conference 2008 Agenda section 37 appendix 5 (pp 363-4).

Our earlier responses commented on the relationships between the two groups, and we are happy that these continue, as indeed MC/08/49 page 356 suggested.

We reflected on the Council’s proposals at our recent joint meeting in June (we have developed a pattern of meeting on the same day each June, with an overlap in between to share jointly in discussing matters of common interest) and wish to make a further submission to Council about our future.

2. Comments supporting Council’s proposals

Both groups are obviously delighted that they are encouraged to continue. We believe that this area of the whole Church’s mission – to be highlighted in 2008-09, as in 2005-06, by the Vice-President’s chosen theme – is a vital component, and one in which the Methodist Church can take a specific lead and make a major contribution, alongside ecumenical partners. We have heard from several sources how much the ‘Let your light shine’ booklet, prepared in 2003, is still regarded as an exemplar and model of good practice in its field.

We do not resist the suggested new titles for the two groups, nor the proposal to transfer responsibility for administering the Luton Fund to the appropriate body within the emerging grant-making structure.

3. Pattern of meetings 

Our purpose in writing this note for Council’s consideration is to seek permission to continue to meet face-to-face twice a year, rather than once as recommended, and in the case of the Business and Economic Affairs Advisory Group (BEAAG) to have some flexibility about the maximum membership, recognizing that no more than 12 can ever attend any particular meeting.

The BEAAG comprises Connexional officers from the Joint Public Issues Team, Methodist ordained and lay people (with business experience), and representatives of other bodies – the URC, Central Finance Board, the Trades Union Congress. We have opportunity to invite a Roman Catholic lay person to join us (pending the outcome of this submission) and would welcome the renewed presence of an Anglican – here is an area where the Covenant has some practical mileage. We are an eclectic mix that doesn’t meet or work together in any other context. The non-Methodists present at our June meeting regretted that, if we only had one meeting per year, and other commitments precluded their attendance, the lack of continuity through face-to-face contact would have a significantly adverse effect on their contribution to the group and its effectiveness to the point where they wondered whether it would be worthwhile. The BEAAG unanimously agreed with this view.

Moreover, the Connexional officers in post until August 2008 have expressed concerns that the shaping of their agendas in these areas, given the uncertain and often unexpected nature of events in the world of business and economics, would be inhibited if the BEAAG meets only annually. 

We understand the value of electronic communication, and indeed already use email etc to progress our work in between meetings. But we submit that our contribution will be noticeably curtailed unless we can continue to meet each other twice each year.

The MIBIC Chaplains Council sees equally the disadvantages of having only an annual meeting, and for the many of the reasons outlined above, would wish to meet twice a year. The two groups will continue to meet on one of the occasions on the same day and share a period of common discussion. 

May we suggest that, if cost is a driving factor in reducing meeting frequency, the Luton Fund is a most appropriate source for covering expenses.    

4. Proposals to Council

We propose that the BEAAG – to be renamed Business and Economic Affairs Stakeholders Forum (BEASF) – be permitted to meet twice each year.

We propose that the MIBIC Chaplains Council – to be renamed Business and Economic Affairs Chaplaincy Practitioners Forum – be permitted to meet twice each year.

We propose that, acknowledging that no more 12 members can ever attend a meeting, the BEASF be permitted a declared membership of up to 15 people so that the wide experience from many constituencies is retained.

Finally, we are aware that Council may, perhaps annually, wish to receive some feedback from both groups about their activities, interests and developments. We would be happy to arrange this. 

We look forward to hearing Council’s response to our proposals. 

Rev Stephen Willey, Chair of MIBIC Chaplains Council

John A Bell, Chair of BEAAG.

August 4th 2008.     

Note from the Connexional Team

1. Relevant Minute of April 2008 Council.

08.2.26 Review of committees [MC/08/49]

David Deeks presented MC/08/49, noting that it links to the work on networking and representation.  The importance of labelling things correctly was emphasised, so that there can be clear terms of reference and clarity about which group is accountable to whom.

The Council approved the nomenclature used in the report.  The Council agreed the specific changes to participating groups.  The Council agreed to recommend to Conference that it give general approval to the approach suggested in the report.  The Council agreed to recommend to Conference that it authorise ongoing and future work in this area. 

The Secretary for Internal Relationships will oversee these processes. In general, where a Team member of staff is linked to a group, he/she will be responsible for enabling the group to change towards the recommended new pattern no later than August 2009.

In the implementation process issues of detail may arise which have not been included in the pro forma, about which appropriate negotiations can take place.

This approach was agreed.
2. The paper “Further submission from the Business and Economic Affairs Advisory Group and the Mission in Business, Industry and Commerce Chaplains Council” deals with concerns regarding the implementation of the Review of Committees with respect to two specific “committees”.

3. The paper contains valid detailed arguments that need to be addressed. It is anticipated that other committees will also have implementation questions and we wish to establish a process by which all these implementation issues are to addressed.

4. The decision on MC/08/49 noted above stated that the Secretary for Internal Relationships will oversee implementation.

5. Therefore it is recommended that in this and any future submissions regarding implementation of the Review of Committees that the Secretary for Internal Relationships conduct detailed negotiations as part of his implementation role. The current postholder was not involved in the initial review or report to Council and will bring a fresh pair of eyes when considering cases. 

6. The Connexional Team assumes that the offer to committees and other groups to negotiate about their particular needs implies that the Council wants the guidelines in MC/08/49 to be interpreted with some flexibility. Unless the Council advises otherwise, the Team will assume that the key requirement is for the group concerned to identify clearly its purposes and any issues raised (eg around frequency of meeting or membership) should be discussed in the light of those purposes. Where deviations from the guidelines are agreed, the Team would seek to ensure the overall resource implications are broadly neutral in terms of Connexional budget and staff time. 

Proposed Resolution

In the light of its earlier decision, the Council delegates to the Connexional Team responsibility for 

(i) assessing requests for alternative arrangements from committees and other groups affected by the Review of Committees; and 

(ii) making recommendations to the Council about any matters that involve substantive principle.

