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Basic Information 

  
Contact Name 
and Details 

The Revd Gareth J Powell  powellg@methodistchurch.org.uk 

Status of Paper Final 

Action Required Approve suggested responses and action 
Draft Resolution 
 

The Council is asked to approve this course of action. 
 

Alternative 
Options to 
Consider, if Any 

 
 

 
 
Summary of Content 

 
Subject and Aims 
 

To deal with Notices of Motion referred to the Council by the 
Conference. 

Main Points 
 
 

The Council is invited to approve the actions and responses  
outlined in the paper. 
 

Background Context 
and Relevant 
Documents (with 
function) 
 

Notices of Motion and Memorials from 2008 Conference. 

Consultations 
 

 

 
 
Summary of Impact  

(Note, if appropriate,  as possible, likely or confirmed. If detailed explanation is 
necessary, include this in the full paper, clearly identified.) 

 
Standing Orders 
 

N/A   

Faith and Order 
 

None 

Financial 
 

None 

Personnel 
 

None 

Legal  
 

None 

Wider Connexional 
 

Connexional Team  

External (e.g. 
ecumenical) 

None 

Risk None 
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Notices of Motion referred to the Methodist Council 
 
Notice of Motion 6: Conference Representatives Expenses 
 
The Conference directs the Methodist Council to explore a way in which Conference 
representatives may have expenses provided in advance, if they feel that their financial situation 
would make attending the Conference difficult or limit their participation in the Conference. 
 
Conference also directs the Methodist Council to ensure that representatives are made aware of such 
a facility in good time before the Conference. 
 
     Proposed: Mr David M Jewitt 
     Seconded: Deacon Myrtle Poxon 
     (signed by 8 other members of Conference) 
 
Although recent reviews of Conference procedure and business have not felt it necessary to make 
any recommendation in this respect the Council is advised that this matter should be explored 
further by the Conference Secretariat in consultation with the finance office and those with 
recent experience of Conference arrangements. 
 
Notice of Motion 9: President/Vice-President nomination process (New Resolution 33/9) 
 
The Conference, noting that not all members will be familiar with the nominees for the office of 
President and Vice-President, and believing that members would be better enabled to vote if they 
had the opportunity to hear the nominees addressing them, directs the Methodist Council in 
consultation with the Business Committee to consider whether and if so how arrangements for that 
purpose might be made, and if appropriate, to bring proposals to the Conference of 2009. 
 
     Proposed: The Revd Paul Wood 
     Seconded: Mrs Norman Nevin 
     (signed by 8 other members of the Conference) 
 
Recent reviews of Conference procedure and Business have not felt it necessary to make any 
amendments to the process of nomination of the office of President and Vice-President.  It is 
therefore proposed that the Council decline the notice of motion referred to it. 
 
Notice of Motion 124: Grant-making framework  
 
The Conference notices the valuable support previously received by the fund for Formation in 
World Mission from ecumenical sources and is concerned that this support should not be lost.  The 
Conference therefore directs the Methodist Council to consider the grant-making framework set out 
in Appendix 3 to Agenda item 37 (Team Focus) and to make such amendments as may be necessary 
to ensure that the grants previously received may, if appropriate, be continued. 
 
     Proposed: The Revd Andrew Lunn 
     Seconded: Deacon Eunice Attwood 
     (signed by 8 other members of the Conference) 
 
It is proposed that the Council refer this notice of motion to the Connexional Grants Committee. 
 
Notice of Motion 201: Project to reach out to young people 
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Conference urges each circuit within the Connexional Year 2008/9 to invest in a new project to 
reach out to, and stand alongside, young people. 
 
     Proposed: The Revd Paul Wood 
     Seconded: Ms Hannah Reed 
     (signed by 8 other members of the Conference) 
 
The spirit of this notice of motion is met by the development of the Youth Participation Strategy. 
 
Notice of Motion 202: Church Premises – request for amendment to SOs 
 
Can the Methodist Church amend its Standing Orders so that a viable shop can be hosted on 
Methodist premises, especially in small villages?  To make a shop viable, the sale of tobacco, 
alcohol and lottery tickets will need to be permitted. 
 
     Proposed: The Revd Graham Thompson 
     Seconded: Mrs Beverly Richardson 
     (signed by 3 other members of the Conference) 
 
This Notice of Motion failed to receive the required number of supporters under SO 132 (1A)(iii) 
 
Notice of Motion 203: Distinctive contribution of Diaconal representatives 
 
Following the resourced debate ‘Re-floating the Titanic or helping create a new boat!’ diaconal 
representatives to Conference recognise that they have a distinctive contribution to make in the 
Church’s engagement with contemporary society, not least because of  the Order’s discipline and 
commitment of being stationed to where there is most need. 
 
We thus invite Conference to direct Convocation to explore and clarify the distinctive contribution 
that the Order can make to the Methodist Church’s response to today’s rapidly changing society and 
report back to Conference in 2009. 
 
     Proposed: Deacon Sue Culver 
     Seconded: Deacon Jean Duckworth-Lloyd 
     (signed by 8 other members of the Conference) 
 
In view of the cessation of the Diaconal Session of the Conference the Council is invited to 
encourage the Diaconal Order to reflect, through Convocation, on the matters raised in this 
Notice of Motion and to keep them under constant review. 
 
Notice of Motion 204: Church and Community Relationships 
 
Every Circuit with five or more churches is directed to either: 
 

i) sell one church and invest the proceeds in a social/community worker or 
 pioneer minister 
ii) Gift the building to the community and resolve to pay for its upkeep for at least  
 five years 
iii) Release at least one circuit minister (lay or ordained) from traditional circuit  

ministry for at least five years to serve in the community building bridges and engaging in 
the local agenda. 
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This should follow from an audit of circuit resources and development of a clear circuit mission 
strategy. 
 
     Proposed: The Revd Angela Shier-Jones 
     Seconded: The Revd Ashley Cooper 
     (signed by 4 other members of the Conference) 
 
This Notice of Motion failed to receive the required number of supporters under SO 132 (1A)(iii) 
 
Memorials referred to the Methodist Council 
 
M5 Circuit responsibility for local church property 

The Bristol West (7/3) Circuit Meeting (Present: 25.  Voting: 22 for, 3 against) urges the 
Conference not to entertain any proposal to amend Standing Orders so as to make Circuit Meetings 
the managing trustees for local church property.  Its opposition is based on these considerations: 

• That responsibility for the management of local property both in terms of finance and the 
practical stewardship of real property should belong to those whose local membership 
leaves them best placed to understand the local mission of the Church.  

• That any move to place this responsibility with the Circuit Meeting is contrary to the spirit 
of recent legislation concerning charities. 

• That the majority of members of the Circuit Meeting have no knowledge or understanding 
of local conditions. 

• That such a change in our usage and practice would be a breach of faith with those who 
have contributed generously and sacrificially to the maintenance of local churches and 
projects in the past. 

• That Circuit Meetings do not have sufficient time to consider property issues for all the 
local Churches. 

• That urgent property issues arise regularly which require not only action at local level but 
responsible decision making as well. Such decisions cannot be safely left in the hands of a 
body which meets infrequently and has limited local knowledge. 

 
Reply 
The Conference thanks the Bristol West Circuit for its expression of its concerns. There is at present 
no intention of amending Standing Orders to make it mandatory that the Circuit Meeting acts as the 
Managing Trustees for all Local Church property and affairs.  It is, however, already possible for 
Local Churches and Circuits to delegate their powers and duties under paragraph 16(k) of the 
Model Trusts, to the bodies there specified, with the consents required by S.O. 911.  

Any Managing Trustees, be they the Church Council or Circuit Meeting, must pay proper respect to 
the intentions of those who have voluntarily supported local causes as they seek to exercise proper 
stewardship of the gifts God has given in meeting the needs of the Kingdom.  Similarly, it is the 
duty of any Managing Trustees, be they the Church Council or the Circuit Meeting to ensure that 
they have knowledge and understanding of local conditions, and to ensure that they meet and 
communicate as frequently as is necessary to fulfil their responsibilities and expedite the Church’s 
mission.  The changes in charity law, including the additional responsibilities of registration, and 
their implications for Methodist practice are reported elsewhere in the Conference Agenda.  This 
work is ongoing.  

The Conference refers the memorial to the Methodist Council for consideration and report to the 
Conference no later than 2010 in the context of that work.    

189



 
Work on this is listed under the priorities for the Governance Support Cluster and has to be 
viewed in light of changes in charity law. 
 
M7 Candidates for the Ministry – Pre-requisites 

The Woking and Walton-on-Thames (36/6) Circuit Meeting (Present: 29.  Voting: 26 for, 0 against) 
is concerned that Standing Order 710(2)(ii) gives responsibility for the criteria required of “a 
portfolio of experience” to be determined “by the responsible member of the Connexional Team.”  
We believe that this places an undue burden of responsibility upon just one person, and that any 
criteria should be developed collegially by the Formation in Ministry Team in consultation with the 
Training Institutions.  We further believe that the criteria of what is “the required standard” must be 
clearly defined and published, so that all who are involved in the candidating process can work to 
clear, common standards.  More fundamentally, we believe that the need for a “required standard” 
begs the question, “What kind of ministers does the Church want and need?” 

The Woking and Walton-on-Thames Circuit Meeting therefore requests that 

 (a) a committee appointed by and responsible to the Conference, shall determine the 
“required standard” for candidating for the ministry, and not a single member of the 
Connexional Team;  

 (b) the agreed “required standard” be published on the Methodist Website each year by 1st 
September, and circulated to each potential candidate who has expressed an interest, and 
to their Superintendent minister;  

 (c) the Methodist Council continues to explore what kind of person the Church is seeking 
for its ministry, and the kind of ministry it envisions for the future, already begun in 
What is a Presbyter? and What is a Deacon?; and  

 (d) that S.O. 712(2)(ii) is amended as follows: 
“… by the submission of a portfolio of experience of the required standard, as 
determined by the Committee appointed by the Conference, of his or her 
sustained and systematic engagement in a process of vocational exploration and 
discernment; and that the required standard shall be published on the Methodist 
website annually by 1st September, and a copy circulated to all potential 
candidates who express an interest and their Superintendents. Furthermore, the 
portfolio shall form a component part of the candidating process and shall not 
be a precursor to it.” 

 
The following memorial was also received with the same text as above.  The Conference adopts the 
same reply.  
 
M8 South-East Synod (M) (Present: 109.  Voting: 105 for, 2 against).   

Reply 
The Conference thanks the Woking and Walton-on-Thames Circuit and South East Synod for the 
concern about the candidating process expressed in the memorial.  The contents of the memorial are 
referred to the Methodist Council and the Training Strategy and Resources Executive for further 
consideration and report to Conference 2009. 
 
Work on this matter is listed under the priorities for the Discipleship and Ministries Cluster and 
will be undertaken in conjunction with those responsible for discernment and selection.  It has 
not been possible to undertake such work due to a delay in the appointment of relevant team 
members. 
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M9 Portfolio of Experience and Candidating 

The Woking and Walton-on-Thames (36/6) Circuit Meeting (Present: 29.  Voting: 27 for, 0 
against), in the light of the experience of Standing Order 710(2)(ii) believes that, as the portfolio of 
required work is connexionally assessed, and as the timetable requires it to be submitted alongside 
other components of the initial procedure of candidating (S.O.711), it cannot be said to be a pre-
requisite to candidating, but is in fact, a component in the candidating process itself.  

The Woking and Walton-on-Thames Circuit Meeting believes that the candidate’s written 
component should provide a helpful basis for the District and Connexional process to engage with 
the candidate in the process of discernment; rather than be used alone and separately to determine 
the suitability of a candidate for the ministry. 

The Woking and Walton-on-Thames Circuit Meeting requests that the processes outlined in S.O. 
710(2)(ii) shall be included within the Initial Procedures as detailed in S.O. 711.  Further, the 
written portion of a candidate’s offer for ministry shall not be used to pre-judge the suitability of a 
candidate’s offer for the ministry, but should be used alongside the other processes of candidating 
as outlined in S.O.s 711 -713. 

The following memorial was also received with the same text as above.  The Conference adopts the 
same reply.  

M10 The South-East Synod (M) (Present: 109.  Voting: 104 for, 3 against) 
 
Reply 
The Conference thanks the Woking and Walton-on-Thames Circuit and South East Synod for the 
concern about the candidating process expressed in the memorial.  The contents of the memorial are 
referred to the Methodist Council and the Training Strategy and Resources Executive for further 
consideration and report to Conference 2009. 
 
Work on this matter is listed under the priorities for the Discipleship and Ministries Cluster and 
will be undertaken in conjunction with those responsible for discernment and selection.  It has 
not been possible to undertake such work due to a delay in the appointment of relevant team 
members. 
 

M11 Candidating and the Appeals Process 

The Woking and Walton-on-Thames (36/6),Circuit Meeting (Present: 29.  Voting: 27 for, 0 against) 
was deeply concerned to discover that, if a candidate is deemed not to have produced “a portfolio of 
experience of the required standard,” (S.O. 710(2)(ii)) and is consequently barred from the process 
of candidating for the ministry, that there is no process to appeal against the decision. The Woking 
and Walton-on-Thames Circuit Meeting believes that this offends against natural justice, the 
fairness of Methodism, and the rigorous appeals procedures set down in S.O. 715 relating to all 
other steps in the candidating process.  

Whilst believing that the portfolio of experience properly belongs within the process of candidating 
itself, rather than as a pre-requisite, we believe that if it remains outside the process, that S.O. 715 
must be amended in order to include S.O. 710(2)(ii) within its orbit, otherwise it means that the 
decisions of the connexional assessment panel are not open to challenge or scrutiny, but are final 
and absolute.  

The Woking and Walton-on-Thames Circuit Meeting therefore requests that the Formation in 
Ministry Team and Law and Polity Committee work to include all parts of the candidating process - 
including all written pre-requisites, to be subject to an appeals process.  
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The following memorial was also received with the same text as above.  The Conference adopts the 
same reply.  

M12 The South-East Synod (M) (Present: 109.  Voting: 103 for, 2 against) 
 
Reply 
The Conference thanks the Woking and Walton-on-Thames Circuit and South East Synod for the 
concern about the candidating process expressed in the memorial.  The contents of the memorial are 
referred to the Methodist Council and the Training Strategy and Resources Executive for further 
consideration and report to Conference 2009. 
 
Work on this matter is listed under the priorities for the Discipleship and Ministries Cluster and 
will be undertaken in conjunction with those responsible for discernment and selection.  It has 
not been possible to undertake such work due to a delay in the appointment of relevant team 
members. 
 
M13 Candidates for the Ministry - Pastoral Follow-Up 

The Woking and Walton-on-Thames (36/6) Circuit Meeting (Present: 29.  Voting: 27 for, 0 against) 
is concerned that, when a person’s candidature for the ministry is declined, that the responsibility 
for pastoral care and follow-up falls solely to the Circuit.  We believe that where a candidate’s offer 
for the ministry is declined by the Circuit, District, or Connexion, that an offer of a pastoral 
conversation should be made to each candidate within an appropriate time-frame following the 
decision.  This should be offered by a person able to represent the body which had made the 
decision.  

The following memorial was also received with the same text as above.  The Conference adopts the 
same reply.  

M14 The South-East Synod (M) (Present: 109.  Voting: 106 for, 2 against) 
 
Reply 
The Conference thanks the Woking and Walton-on-Thames Circuit and South East Synod for the 
concern about the candidating process expressed in the memorial.  The contents of the memorial are 
referred to the Methodist Council and the Training Strategy and Resources Executive for further 
consideration and report to Conference 2009. 
 
Work on this matter is listed under the priorities for the Discipleship and Ministries Cluster and 
will be undertaken in conjunction with those responsible for discernment and selection.  It has 
not been possible to undertake such work due to a delay in the appointment of relevant team 
members. 
 
M24 Eligibility to vote on stipends 

The Derby (South) (22/8) Circuit Meeting (Present: 39.  Voting: 35 for, 1 against) considers that it 
is no longer appropriate for ministers to vote on the recommendations for their stipends and other 
allowances at Conference.  This should be for the sake of transparency of process and the avoidance 
of suspicion that self-interest affects the vote. 
 
Reply 
The Conference thanks the Derby (South) Circuit for its concern.  It recognises that there is some 
public concern about various sections of society (e.g. Members of Parliament) being able to decide 
their own levels of pay and allowances; and some assumption or fear that even public servants 
cannot be trusted not to act inappropriately in their own interest.  But it also recognises that 
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presbyters and deacons have an essential role to play in the oversight of the whole church, of which 
they are part; that not all presbyters and deacons who are members of Conference receive a stipend 
or allowances or housing from the Church; and that the recommendations about stipends and 
allowances are made to the Conference by the Connexional Allowances Committee and calculated 
according to agreed formulae.  

It therefore judges that the matter would bear re-examination, and refers the memorial to the 
Methodist Council for consideration and report to the Conference in 2009.      
 
Work on this matter is listed under the priorities for the Governance Support Cluster.  It will not 
be possible to undertake this work in time to report to the Conference of 2009, so a delay is 
requested until 2010 
 
M25 Consultation with Circuits and Districts 

The Northampton Synod (R) (Present: 157.  Vote: 153 for, 2 against) notes that there have been 
some significant changes recently in the structures and practices of the Methodist Church, many 
associated with the “Team Focus” projects.  The Synod appreciates that change is and will be 
necessary as the Church endeavours to make the best use of its resources. 

The Synod is, however, concerned about the nature and particularly about the timing of the 
consultation which takes place in connection with these changes, many of which can affect Circuits 
and Districts significantly.  Proposals are often well advanced before there is any discussion with 
Districts, and the timescales of Conference approvals preclude any meaningful input.  There is a 
wealth of knowledge and experience at district and circuit level which the Synod believes could be 
better used earlier in the process. 

The Synod understands that consultation on everything with every District may be impractical, but 
would suggest to Conference that, when a major project is being created, a number of Districts are 
asked to be represented on the project team by individuals with the appropriate knowledge and 
experience.  The Synod would further suggest that all Districts are kept informed of progress on the 
project and given the opportunity to comment. In almost all cases this could be done without the 
need to hold meetings. 

This methodology need not introduce any delay, and could help significantly in getting support for 
the final proposals which would be submitted to Conference.  
Reply 
The Conference recognises that the Methodist Connexion has a valuable tradition of Christian 
conferring in which people participate in a variety of ways both in the forming of vision and policy 
and in the making of decisions. Doubtless consultations with Districts could have been better and 
more wide-ranging in recent years.  Care has been taken to cater for the different needs of districts, 
in all their variety of size and context.  But there is always more to be done and done better. 

The Conference is grateful to the Northampton District for underscoring the importance of the 
Team and the Districts working together to develop major proposals for change which affect the 
whole Church.  That theme has been integral to the Team Focus process from beginning to end.  At 
every point, from the earliest explorations of what might be entailed in a root and branch review of 
the Connexional Team, through every ground-clearing project, to detailed proposals for change, 
Districts have been involved in one way or another.  For this, the Team is immensely grateful. 

Over the last few years there have been many opportunities for people to participate in creating 
vision and policy and in making decisions.  The ways in which Districts have been involved have 
varied according to circumstances.  Sometimes the whole connexion has been invited to take part in 
electronic forms of consultation, as in the work of the Conference Review Group and the 
discussions about new resources of hymns and songs.  The Stationing Review group has engaged in 
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widespread discussions.  Sometimes all Districts have been directly involved either through 
representative bodies or through particular officer, or through individuals and groups, most notably 
in the emerging proposals for property consents and in the development of District Development 
Enablers and regional Training Officers.  On other occasions a representative District Chair has 
contributed district perspectives to ongoing work.  In all instances, Districts in general have had 
opportunity to contribute through their representatives in particular networks (like the Connexional 
Leadership Team, CLT) and connexion-wide bodies (like the Methodist Council, the Resourcing 
Mission Grants Committee and above all the Conference). 

The same is true of allied processes of change that have run concurrently with Team Focus, e.g. the 
Training Institutions Review and its implementation.  In the case of Mapping a Way Forward: Re-
grouping for Mission, the bulk of the energy is to be found in the Districts, co-ordinated through 
CLT and reporting to the Council through the Strategy & Resources Committee. 

The biggest challenge for the future is to find effective forms of local church, circuit and district 
participation in and ownership of proposals for significant connexional projects.  It will never be a 
straightforward issue to decide when and how to consult all the Districts.  The Conference therefore 
encourages the Districts and the Connexional Team to help each other through excellent ongoing 
communication.  Certainly the forming of appropriate project management groups will be 
important, even if the particular suggestion in the memorial cannot be pursued mechanically, lest 
the numbers on project management groups become unwieldy. 

The Conference also encourages Circuits and Districts to do their best to consult with other Districts 
and the Team about policies, projects and major innovations that are emerging in particular places. 

The Conference therefore thanks the Northampton District for raising its concerns, and refers the 
memorial and this reply to the Methodist Council as the connexion continues to discern appropriate 
ways of engaging in Christian conferring.   
 
Work on this matter is listed under the priorities for the Governance Support Cluster as it is 
clearly of considerable importance to ensure that there are adequate and appropriate 
opportunities for consultation. 
 
M26 Churches Agency for Safeguarding 

The Southampton Synod (R) (Present: 199.  Voting: 197 for, 2 against) urges Conference to make 
strong representations to the Churches Agency for Safeguarding to relax its policy whereby only 
ministers and deacons are permitted to act as verifiers of the identities of those applying for CRB 
disclosures for Methodist purposes. 
 
Reply 
The Conference thanks the Southampton Synod for this memorial and refers it to the Methodist 
Council.  
 
Work on this matter is listed under the priorities for the Governance Support Cluster and a 
system of alternates able to act on behalf of ministers and deacons is being carried out in some 
circuits on a trial basis. 
 

M27 Size of circuit meetings 

The Bristol Synod (R) (Present: 151.  Voting: 146 for, 0 against) noting the amalgamation of many 
of its Circuits in September 2008, expresses its concern that in adherence to Standing Order 510, the 
membership of such new Circuit Meetings could be so large as to make administration of the 
Circuit Meeting and the finding of suitable venues problematic.  In the Bristol District in 2008 three 
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schemes of amalgamation will take place which in two instances involves the joining of five 
Circuits together.  The Synod requests that Conference review the membership of Circuit 
Meetings in the light of larger Circuits, report to the Conference of 2009 and offer interim guidance 
for best practice to those larger Circuits being created in 2008. 
 
This has been referred to the Law and Polity Committee.  The Committee meets on 19th March 
2009 and a report will follow in due course. 
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