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Basic Information

	Contact Name and Details
	Nick Moore, Head of Support Services, mooren@methodistchurch.org.uk
  

	Status of Paper
	Final

	Action Required
	Decision

	Draft Resolutions
	1.  The Council agrees to the recommendations made in this paper to reconfigure the RMO by placing some posts under the oversight of TMCP and integrating some positions into the relevant teams in Methodist Church House.                                           
2. The Council directs that paper MC/11/6 (as amended) should be included as an Appendix when the paper is submitted to the Methodist Conference.

	Alternative Options to Consider, if Any
	N/A


Summary of Content

	Subject and Aims


	Details of the discussions that have resulted from the 2010 Methodist Conference request to the Council to review its April 2010 decision on the reconfiguration of the RMO; and a response to the concerns that were raised in the 2010 Conference debate.  

	Main Points


	- Background, outcomes and context of the RMO review
- Interim Arrangements for RMO

- The Way Forward: linking Property Posts with TMCP, new posts at MCH and integration of non-property posts into MCH

- Financial Implications

	Background Context and Relevant Documents (with function)
	Resourcing Mission Office – The Way Forward, SRC Paper SRC/11/6

Resourcing Mission Office – Response to the Methodist Conference 2010 Debate, Council Paper MC/11/6: this paper could form an Appendix to the attached in the Conference paper  
Resourcing Mission Office – Response to the Methodist Conference 2010 Debate, SRC Paper SRC/10/42
Review of the Resourcing Mission Office, SRC Paper SRC/10/29

Paper 64. The Team Focus Review of the Resourcing Mission Office (RMO), Methodist Conference 2010

Notice of Motion 101, Methodist Conference 2010

Review of the Resourcing Mission Office, Council Paper MC/10/51

Review of the Resourcing Mission Office, SRC Paper SRC/10/05

Review of the Resourcing Mission Office, SRC Paper SRC/09/69

Team Focus Report, Methodist Conference 2007

Location of Resourcing Mission Office, SRC Paper  SRC/07/80 


Summary of Impact 

	Financial
	The review of the RMO is undertaken with the same financial considerations as earlier Team Focus work.

	Personnel
	13 members of staff currently work at the RMO.  Uncertainty about future posts still remains and affects all members of staff.  D&P is monitoring staff issues and concerns, assisted by the Staff Association.

	Legal 
	The RMO currently deals with specialist work administering the Ecclesiastical Exemption for listed buildings and conservation areas.  These are legal requirements for the Connexional Team.

	Wider Connexional
	Churches, circuits, districts currently use the services of the RMO

	External (e.g. ecumenical)
	The RMO currently works on charity and property law.


MC/11/36
Resourcing Mission Office – The Way Forward
Background
1. A review of the Connexional Team was undertaken as part of the Team Focus process and implemented from 1 September 2008.  At the time for practical reasons it was agreed that a review of the Resourcing Mission Office (RMO) in Manchester would be done as a separate exercise and that any outcomes would be implemented from September 2010.  More in depth information about the review and details of who was involved and was consulted can be found at Appendix A.

2. The 2010 Methodist Conference asked the Methodist Council to review its decision regarding the closure of the Resourcing Mission Office in Manchester as a result of Notice of Motion 101 being passed (see Appendix B). 
3.  This paper details the discussions that have resulted from that request and responds to the concerns that were raised in the 2010 Conference debate.  
4. As a result of the Conference decision the thirteen members of staff currently working in the RMO have had to deal with continued uncertainty about the future of their posts.  For this reason it is important that a decision on any reconfiguration to the RMO is finalised as soon as possible

5. We therefore ask Methodist Council to make a decision on whether they would like to adhere to the recommendations of the Project Management Group (PMG) of the Review or whether they wish to change or adapt the recommendations before the paper goes to the 2011 Methodist Conference for their decision.
The Outcomes of the Review
6. The recommendations from the original review included the proposal to move some RMO roles currently in Manchester and integrate the functions of its work into specialist areas in London.  These proposals were endorsed by Senior Managers and Strategic Leaders and approved by the SRC and Methodist Council in April 2010. 
7. Bearing in mind that the constitutional responsibility for the decision lay with the Methodist Council as the employer, the SRC and the Council carefully evaluated the suggestions and ideas that were put forward by the review and the PMG.  The decision that was presented to the Methodist Conference 2010 had therefore been considered in depth by the Methodist Council before being presented at the Conference.
8. Notice of Motion 101 which was presented at the Methodist Conference 2010 focused on a limited number of the proposals in the paper of the review of the RMO.  These were thoroughly discussed in Conference and several issues and concerns were raised.  As a result Notice of Motion 101 was passed and the Methodist Council was asked to revisit its decision.  
9. A thorough analysis of that Conference discussion shows that the main areas of concern that were raised were:

i. The consultation process

ii. Financial Implications
iii. Locations issues
iv. Loss of expertise and knowledge
v. Trustees for Methodist Church Purposes (TMCP)
10. Following the debate at the Conference, the SRC asked the General Secretary to arrange for discussions to take place with a representative of the Birmingham district which had submitted Memorial 9 (2010) (Appendix B) and the proposer and seconder of Notice of Motion 101.  A meeting was also held with a quartet of District Chairs from various parts of the connexion to get their views in early January 2011.

11. Discussion paper MC/11/6 responding to the individual issues and queries raised in the Methodist Conference debate was submitted to the January 2011 Methodist Council to enable them to properly weigh the points that were raised in the debate against its earlier decision in April 2010.  The Council saw no adequate reason to overturn its decision in April 2010 but welcomed a suggestion that more detailed work needed to be done on how the Team staff remaining in Manchester under this plan would work in a complementary way with the continuing work of TMCP.
A Regional Network?
12. One option which should be considered is whether it would be possible to create a regional network of volunteer property experts and as part of the January Council paper this idea was introduced to the Methodist Council as a possible way forward.  The concept of a Regional Network had previously been discussed at the February 2010 SRC.  However, due to concerns about regionalisation and creating further voluntary posts in a Church that is already struggling to cope with the work it already has, the idea was not put forward to the Methodist Council as a possibility.

13. The PMG had suggested that a Help Line/Centre of Expertise run by a regional network of property contacts be established in order to maintain a connexion-wide bank of knowledge and expertise.  This would be the first point of contact for a Managing Trustee who was considering a property project or who had any queries that could not be answered by the help and guidance sections of the Consents website.
14. The phone helpline could be set up at a regional level and could be based in one of the larger more experienced Districts supported by the District Property Secretary.  One of the roles of the Connexional Property Co-ordinator would be to manage activity in this network and they would be responsible for maintaining the corporate memory and link regions together.
15. During the original review the PMG recognised that as the Church changes, the emphasis and the role of the DPSs is also changing and a number of districts now use paid staff to fulfil the DPS role.

16. Furthermore the combination of the Regrouping for Mission (RfM) initiative with the empowerment offered to districts via the consents process means that spreading advice on a regional basis may be seen as a natural progression, and could be facilitated alongside the RfM process which is now also beginning to consider the existing district structure.

17. The General Secretary and Secretary for Team Operations discussed the idea of a Regional Network with the quartet of Chairs (referred to in paragraph 10).  The Chairs did not welcome the plan for a regional network, citing similar reasons to those that had persuaded the SRC not to take up the original recommendation. Different areas had different needs and it was preferable to let each area of the connexion develop their own pattern, building on the work of the existing DPSs.
18. The January 2011 Methodist Council also discussed the possibility of reintroducing the idea of a Regional Network but the Council’s decision mirrored the opinions that had been expressed earlier by the Chairs.
19. In July 2010 the General Assembly of the United Reformed Church (URC) formally requested that some form of joint property advice facility for the two denominations be explored, which could conceivably link in; no reply has so far been sent to the URC and some consideration is needed on how to respond to this suggestion following the decision of the Methodist Council not to pursue a Regional Network.  This issue will be explored by the group that is going to be convened to work on the response to the Buildings Think Tank report.
Key Reasons for Change
20. One of the key findings of the review of the RMO was that the tasks that it performed and its consequent staffing largely remained a legacy of the old Property Division. Since that time the Church has sought to gradually manage its resources in a more integrative way that enables its mission to be supported across the whole connexion. One of the key functions of the Connexional Team is to work with the Church’s governance bodies to develop and encourage coherent strategies for mission that respond to an ever-changing and increasingly secular world. Within this context it no longer seems appropriate to have a separate office bearing the “resourcing mission” title; since the role of the whole Team is to resource mission, through encouraging and enabling whole life, world changing discipleship.

21. In order to achieve its aims, the Church has sought to empower managing trustees to use the resources for which they are responsible in ways that are most effective in local mission. This has been exemplified by the relaxation on the use of Circuit Model Trust Money and on the replacement of connexional authorisation of property projects with district consent-giving, all of which continues to take place within the overarching connexional structure laid out in standing orders.
22. The introduction of the Consents process has radically changed the role that is needed connexionally to deal with this area of work and is pivotal to the recommendations that the PMG made following the Review.  It is this changed context which must be taken into consideration in reaching decisions on the future structure and shape of Church resource management.
23. The Review PMG specifically included Cliff Lewer from Nottingham and Derby as this district was the lead pilot on the new consents process and would be able to use his experience to see what kind of support would continue to be needed.  It soon became clear that the consents process would have a great impact on the work of the RMO and it has in fact removed a significant part of their workload.   

24. This means that many of the positive examples cited at the 2010 Conference about the service provided by the RMO related to work that is no longer required of the Connexional Team.  
25. This is because traditionally one of the main roles of the RMO was to provide the authorisation process for any property projects which also included checking that funding was in place.  This enabled the TMCP to then release any capital funds necessary.

26. With the introduction of the Consents process the connexional authorisation has been replaced by districts giving consent for projects to proceed and this is done via the Consents Website.  Decisions about funding are similarly now taken locally with managing trustees contacting TMCP directly which can only be done once the district have given consent.  In fact the pay request mechanism is locked down until this is given.    
27. On behalf of the Connexional Team the TMCP Legal Office work with Governance Support Officers based in Methodist Church House (MCH) to check property contracts that are submitted under SO 931(3).
Interim Arrangements 
28. At its meeting in September 2010, the SRC recognised that it was likely that there would be now be a year of uncertainty for the RMO staff, particularly with the retirement of the Connexional Property Secretary who had managed the RMO.  It therefore approved the appointment during the 2010-11 connexional year of an Interim Resourcing Mission Office Manager.  It acknowledged that whatever the final outcome was to be, all thirteen remaining members would need to be included within the final part the Team Focus process.  The work of the RMO would need to be reconfigured in some way to take account of changed circumstances.  There were therefore significant benefits to be gained in ensuring the smoothest implementation process possible, by recruiting somebody with a proven track record in change management and project implementation.  The appointee would also need to have excellent people management skills and experience of managing staff redeployment in a supportive and pastorally sensitive manner.

29.  In February 2011 Neil Joubert, was appointed to fulfil this role, having successfully demonstrated the required characteristics whilst working within the Methodist context in a previous role as Interim Chief Operating Officer (CEO) for Methodist Publishing House (mph).  He has initially been appointed for eight weeks until the end of March 2011, with a view to a longer-term appointment depending on the review of the initial eight weeks.  This allows both the Church and himself to assess the required task in more detail without a longer contractual commitment being made by either party.  
30. A significant part of his role will be to ensure that any changes to the RMO are handled correctly whilst ensuring good pastoral care of the staff involved.   His role will also be to ensure any knowledge is captured and to build relationships with the TMCP to enable the smooth transition of the roles mentioned above.  
31. One aspect in particular that will need to be considered are the files that are located in Manchester and stored in Room 17 which are currently accessed by both RMO and TMCP.  As the TMCP would need continued access to these files, they will remain in Manchester for the time being and are likely to be managed by them.  The files are weeded annually and with the introduction of the online consents process there will eventually be less paper.  Via the consents website the Church is now automatically building a digital record of all property projects in the coherent and organised manner defined by the system.
32. In addition there have been discussions to have a joint project with the TMCP to digitalise these files which will enable easier access to this information in the future. The Methodist Council endorsed such a project in October 2007 and this was agreed by the Methodist Conference in 2008.  This has however not been implemented yet.  It is envisaged that there could be a time-bound project utilising some of the current RMO staff to develop an effective digital storage system that could be accessed via the internet by DPSs and property stewards in addition to TMCP and Team staff during any transitional phase.  Evaluating the future necessity of paper records in relation to the data collected via the consents website will be an important initial stage of any such project.
The Way Forward
33. Given the continued support of the Methodist Council for the proposals for developing the work of the RMO, it is worth reiterating the main elements.  The central recommendation, designed to improve the overall efficiency of the service the Connexional Team can give to the wider connexion, is to retain in Manchester the continuing work most closely related to the TMCP and to move to London the continuing work most closely related to other work already done in MCH. 
34. The PMG’s reports acknowledged throughout the review process that it was important to maintain a strong sense of community within the connexion and the Council’s proposed changes to staffing structures reflected the importance of the linkages that needed to be built upon over the coming years by providing a structure that would serve the Church better.  The Team can best promote connexionalism by serving the whole Church in the most effective and efficient way and the detailed study showed that this is best achieved by bringing together closely-related jobs, some of which are nowadays most logically co-located with jobs already in London. 
Links of Property Posts with TMCP
35. The PMG identified a number of issues from the review of the RMO that would directly affect the work of the TMCP.  These included:

i.        IT support and the Connexional Team’s funding of the property database and other services on which TMCP piggyback.

ii. 
Building issues, as the RMO and TMCP together are joint occupiers of the Central Buildings in Manchester, which also includes reception and telephony.

iii. 
The files stored in Room 17 in Manchester.
iv. 
The Connexional Team pays over 25% of the cost of TMCP legal section to cover various legal processes that it operates on behalf of the connexion (See paragraph 27).
36. The review found that some posts within the RMO carry out tasks that continue to be best carried out adjacent to TMCP.  These posts are proposed to remain in Manchester with oversight from TMCP under an agreement that makes clear the contributions and responsibilities of each party.   The three specific areas of property works are:
i. Conservation and Listed Buildings – to maintain the Methodist Church’s Ecclesiastical Exemption

etc.

ii. Administration – to maintain drawings and records held in Room 17 in the Manchester Offices

iii. Landfill Grants

37. TMCP management are willing to take oversight of these three posts.  The proposed arrangement would be for these posts to continue to be Methodist Council employees and members of the Connexional Team.  All costs would be met by the Council and it would be clear they were acting on behalf of the Council (and hence the Conference). 

38. The posts would be managed on a day-to-day basis by the TMCP management, with a clear Service Level Agreement (SLA) setting out the exact responsibilities, cost apportionment etc.  The posts’ status as Council employees would ensure that there was no conflict of interest for TMCP and documents could continue to be signed on behalf of the Council in Manchester when required.

39. As the listed building work would be handled in this way it is clear that the Listed Buildings Advisory Committee (LBAC) would continue to act on behalf of the Council, as prescribed in SO 332, and not TMCP.

40. There is a possibility that the 0.5 FTE administrator post may become a shared full-time post with TMCP and that it may be modified slightly to assist to meet their future needs.

41. During the Review of the RMO it was observed that there is sometimes confusion around the connexion about the division of roles between the RMO and TMCP.  There has been considerable collaboration and joint working between the two in Manchester.  However, the functions and management of the two offices are distinctly different.  The review recognised this distinction and reflected this in its recommendations.

42. During discussions at the 2010 Conference debate there was concern that there was a danger of creating a hybrid body within TMCP if some RMO roles/staff were grafted on to them.  However, the RMO and TMCP could already be seen as forming a hybrid body as they interact and collaborate on a wide range of things already including legal and financial issues.  This is partly a legacy of the former Property Division structure in Manchester which has developed over time without any comprehensive review of the over-arching strategy.  The TMCP Board itself has sought to re-clarify its distinct legal role recently. It is therefore envisaged that this collaborative working will continue to grow, but in an environment where boundaries of responsibility and accountability are clear.  These will be mutually agreed and will build on the existing and increasing working relationships between the TMCP office and Connexional Team staff in Finance, Publishing, IT and Governance Support.

43. Currently TMCP have a number of key logistical elements that are provided and partly funded by the Connexional Team such as IT support.  Furthermore some roles are shared by the TMCP and the RMO such as the reception and telephony.  The review’s recommendation that some RMO roles come under the oversight of TMCP and others be integrated into the Connexional Team would potentially have a financial impact on the TMCP office.

44. The Chief Executive of TMCP has discussed these possible implications with the Head of Support Services and TMCP are in the process of producing figures.  Any concerns of TMCP will of course continue to be discussed and addressed via this process.  However there would be no need to maintain a separate physical office for the Team staff with the ongoing costs that entails. 
45. The Head of Support Services and CEO of TMCP are working together to reach a mutually acceptable possible implementation strategy if the plan agreed by the April 2010 Council to have oversight of some RMO posts into TMCP is approved by the Conference.

46. Some have asked why not retain a separate Connexional Team office in Manchester instead of bringing these Team roles under the oversight of TMCP.  However, this would require as a minimum an additional post to manage and oversee the running of the office and another to provide administrative support. The combined cost of these could be approximately £95,000pa to be paid for by the districts through their Assessment but without achieving any improvement in the services provided to the churches.
New Post at MCH
47. A new post of Connexional Property Co-ordinator (CPC) is proposed to be created within the Support Services Cluster to support/facilitate the exchange of information and to maximise the flow of best practice. The role would also help to facilitate joined-up thinking and develop new initiatives within the connexion and could help DPSs to assist in identifying professionals that are already delivering a good service to other Methodists within their regional area.  It is also important to recognise that the emphasis and role of the DPSs is also changing and a number of districts now use paid staff to fulfil the DPS role.  The Person Specification for this role should consider the necessity for the CPC to hold appropriate qualifications in surveying or architecture.
48. The CPC job description requires the postholder to work closely with colleagues in the Finance Office and Facilities Management in order to exercise effective oversight of a variety of properties that are held and managed by and on behalf of the Council.  This includes connexional manses, some educational institutions and a number of investment properties.  Therefore locating this position at MCH would facilitate the mainstreaming of property issues within the Connexional Team in a way that has not been possible with the relevant staff located separately.
49. It is important to highlight that this post would be part of the Lead Staff of the Support Services Cluster and would be an outward-facing and proactive property role, e.g. helping churches to respond to the challenges of carbon reduction following the Hope in God’s Future project.  Having the position based within the Support Services Cluster would ensure that property issues remain at the forefront;  the team in London has sometimes been at risk of losing sight of  issues regarding property as a result of the physical separation of those staff working in that field.

50. This co-location would help to have a more joined up policy on property and would enable a closer collaboration with the Head of Support Services and the Administrator for Connexional Manses.
51. Much of this work in the future will also involve significant interaction with other Connexional Team colleagues and increasingly ecumenical partners, particularly the Church of England and United Reformed Church, whose administrative offices are in central London.
52. The Support Services Cluster are responsible for supporting and collaborating with a range of voluntary office holders, mainly at district level, who already interact with other staff in that cluster.  This appointment would enable a more coherent and effective approach by sharing expertise and best practice from a single base in London. 

53. It is also envisaged that the Connexional Property Co-ordinator could also co-ordinate a database of history and knowledge which could include information on success stories, signposting on central grants etc, and they would work with colleagues in the Communications team to disseminate such stories around the connexion and across relevant ecumenical networks.
Integration of RMO Non-Property Related Posts into MCH 

54. The Review also recommended that Posts in the following areas should be integrated within the existing Clusters based in London.  This would enable a uniform and properly managed view/response across each core area, ensuring that each discipline outlined is regarded as a key part of the wider core function:
i. Grants

ii. Finance

iii. Governance

iv. Database Management
55. Through Team Focus the Connexional Team has been reconfigured around themes rather than discrete subjects e.g. the Governance Support Cluster (GSC) brings together expertise in legal and constitutional matters.  It is therefore logical to locate staff all dealing with the same area of work together to enable collaborative working.

56. There would therefore be benefits to some positions being located with the rest of the Team Clusters enabling all of the finance and governance functions to be located in one place.
57. Furthermore integrating these areas of work into the appropriate Clusters will facilitate the remaining property functions to be more mainstreamed.  This will be of increasing importance as the Church seeks to make more flexible and radical uses of its buildings and looks to work with a far wider range of diverse partners.

58. These areas also have non-property equivalents in the Clusters based in London:

(i) Grants
Currently, property related grants are administered differently to other connexional grants, despite these grant applications being considered by the Property Stream of the Connexional Grants Committee (CGC).  Situating this area of work in London would allow these grants to become part of the connexional grants administration process established by the Conference.
Administering property grants in line with other connexional grants will also facilitate an approach to the use, management and advocacy of both the Fund for Property and the Connexional Priority Fund which better responds to that utilised for the other designated funds under the managing trusteeship of the Methodist Council.
It is therefore logical both managerially and for completeness that any staff working on the administration of property grants are part of the wider grants team, already located at MCH. 
(ii) Finance
Largely as a legacy of the old Property Division, a number of financial matters continue to be dealt with by the RMO in parallel with the Finance Office in London.  However, it would be more efficient and effective to remove this duplication by consolidating all finance tasks within the Finance Office in London.  This will allow all funds which sit under the managing trusteeship of the Methodist Council to be managed in a single location.  This measure was also recommended by the 2009 review of the Finance Office. 
(iii) Governance
As the importance of proper governance takes on greater prominence, partly with regards to the Church’s obligation to the Charity Commission, it is vital that all governance tasks should come under the remit of the Governance Support unit at MCH, under the Officer for Legal and Constitutional Affairs.  A significant part of Governance Support’s work is also to act on behalf of the Secretary of Conference.  The Methodist Council has already strengthened the special staffing for this area and it is now important to bring all governance support work under one umbrella and to enhance the interaction of the Church’s legal advisors and the Law and Polity Committee.
(iv) Database Management

The new consents process is operated via the consents website which is in turn driven by the property information that is held on the Connexional Database.  It is essential that there is oversight of this system as well as help being provided to those using the system within the connexion.  Furthermore it is vital that the database and website are effectively managed and developed in the future.  This area is now the responsibility of the Administration and Technology Co-ordinator (ATC) who manages the administration support and IT Teams.  It is therefore recommended that a new post be created reporting to the ATC in MCH to undertake this work.  The post would also have the role of establishing and facilitating a new connexional group of consents website users in order to assist in the ongoing development and support of the website. 
59. The role of a Fundraising and Marketing Manager is currently being recruited to sit within the Christian Communication, Evangelism and Advocacy Cluster in MCH.  It is important to note that the new half time position of the External Funding Facilitator that is currently based in the RMO will be working closely with this new position and would also benefit from being located together, with a brief to facilitate external fundraising for churches and circuits to support all areas of mission and ministry, not just property. 
60. Any roles that were to move to MCH would of course be open to existing RMO staff doing similar work to apply for under the Council’s redeployment policy. Whether filled from this source or not, all posts would be filled by people who are able to take on the roles effectively and once in role would be expected to provide a quick and accurate service to the connexion. There is positive feedback about the standard of service provided from London as well as from Manchester, even though there is also some negative feedback about the service from both current locations. There is no reason to suppose that posts located in London will provide a lower standard of service than those retained in Manchester. 
61. The following table summarises the various reconfigured roles and their planned locations:
	Location
	New Post
	Work Area
	FTE

	 In Manchester
	Conservation Officer
To provide guidance  on all matters to do with work to or affecting buildings which are listed buildings or are located within a conservation area and maintain the Church’s Ecclesiastical Exemption

· To service the operation of the Ecclesiastical Exemption system.

· To obtain the advice of the Listed Buildings Advisory Committee (LBAC) and service its meetings.
· To advise on all proposals affecting listed and conservation area buildings, including negotiating with local managing trustees and their advisors on property alterations, and carrying out visits to advise on proposed alteration projects.

· To manage the system for giving connexional consent to projects affecting listed and conservation area buildings.

· To negotiate with Government/English Heritage over the details of any procedures which will impact upon the operation of the Ecclesiastical Exemption process.
	TMCP oversight
	1

	In Manchester
	Conservation Administrator
To offer administrative support to the work of the Conservation Office.
· Provide administrative support to the Conservation Officer.

· Assist in the administration of the consents system as it relates to Conservation work.

· Receive and process requests for information on conservation issues.  Filter out and pass on to the relevant contact requests that need to delegated or referred elsewhere.

· Maintain paper records stored in Room 17 and liaise with TMCP on filing matters.
	TMCP oversight
	0.5

	In Manchester
	Landfill Trust Grants Officer
· To carry out visits to churches for the purpose of monitoring Landfill Tax Credit grants for statutory compliance purposes.

· To give guidance to new enquiries from churches in respect to the availability of grants under the Landfill Communities Fund, assess the grant applications and give guidance to churches on amendments required.

· Liaise with the Landfill Communities Fund regulator ENTRUST regarding compliance matters in relation to TMCP’s operation as a registered Environmental body and to prepare the necessary returns.

· To prepare analytical information using database applications with regard to the effective operation of TMCP as an Environmental body and to develop and maintain databases for the effective administration of Landfill Tax Credit grants including financial records.
	TMCP oversight
	0.6

	In London
	Governance Policy Officer
Oversee governance policy issues, particularly with regards to property issues including effectively managing the crossover areas involving managing trustee responsibilities and other matters.

· Ensure that churches, circuits and districts are registered in line with their obligations under the Charities Act 2006.

· Ensure that Council’s responsibilities under Standing Orders, especially Part 9 of CPD detailing property issues, are properly fulfilled and offer guidance on the interpretation of Standing Orders and Model Trusts, in particular with relation to property projects.  
· Liaise with TMCP, as Custodian Trustee, to resolve on behalf of the Connexion any legal issues with property projects.

· Supporting charity registration applications – registration, requirements of Charities Act, Local Ecumenical Partnerships.

· Responsible for the Church’s policy on trustee responsibility, working collaboratively with the other Clusters to deliver this.
	Governance Support
	1

	In London
	Finance Officer
· Financial management of property matters

· Process payments of grants from the Fund for Property and Connexional Priority Fund (CPF).
· Liaise with TMCP regarding the operation of the CPF levy on property sales.
	Finance Office
	1

	In London
	Grants Administration Team Leader
To oversee the grants making process to ensure that it is professional, transparent, efficient and well integrated and that it operates smoothly.

· Lead the Connexional Grants Officers Team, including the administration of all connexional property grants.

· Work with Finance to calculate grant budget allocations and prepare and submit regular budget monitoring reports.  Authorise finance to release monies and logging confirmation of receipt, where applicable.

· Work in collaboration with colleagues to support applicants and others through the grants process, including acting as a key point of contact for Connexional Team members, the wider Connexion and Partner Churches on grant related issues.

· Collaborate with the Connexional Grants Committee and Grants Officers in the development and management of the policy and work relating to Connexional Grants, including taking the lead to review grants procedures and documents (highlighting opportunities for streamlining), monitoring and evaluation requirements and communication procedures.

	Grants Administration
	1

	In London
	Administrator
· Part of administrative team with standard administrator job description, reporting to the Senior Administrator within the Support Services Cluster.
· Provide general administrative support to the whole grants team.
· Provide administrative support to the work of the Connexional Property Co-ordinator.
	Support Services Administration Team 
	0.5

	In London
	Administration Assistant
· Standard Administrative Assistant job description.
· Boost the overall administrative assistant pool to cope with the additional administration arising from the RMO reconfiguration.
	General Administration Support Pool
	0.5

	In London
	Database / Consents Web Manager
To assist in the ongoing development of and support for the Property Consents website and Connexional User Applications.  Provide guidance to churches, circuits, districts and the Connexional Team in relation to the consents process.

· Act as the first line of technical support for users of the Consents website and provide second line technical support to the transitional Consents Support Team.
· Perform detailed testing of the Consents website and its functionalities to identify issues affecting the Consents website and office database and report these to the Consents support group.

· Identify possible suggestions and improvements for the Consents website and office databases, including through work with the IT Strategy Group.
· Ensure continual focus on the interaction between the Consents website, Connexional database and overall IT strategy.
· Work with the group that will be established to support users of the Consents Website.
	IT
	1

	In London
	Connexional Property Co-ordinator
Ensure that Connexional Properties are managed appropriately and in line with legal and technical obligations and provide guidance to churches, circuits, districts and the Connexional Team in relation to property related matters.
· Facilitate shared learning across the connexion regarding pitfalls and best practice of property projects and developments etc.

· Work with DPSs and Property Stewards across the connexion to encourage best practice and particular initiatives, such as Carbon Reduction, innovative use of buildings etc .
· Work with the Finance Office to oversee appropriate management of connexional properties, including connexional manses.
· Offer guidance to officers of circuit meetings, church councils and other bodies of managing trustees so they can exercise their responsibilities for premises in a way that develops worship, mission and service in partnership with both ecumenical and secular communities.

· Work with the DPSs to ensure that local churches are aware of the stages necessary for the development of their projects, through liaison with appropriate office holders at circuit and district level.

· Offer detailed guidance to Managing Trustees on their roles and responsibilities regarding property management and ensure that ongoing training is provided for new Managing Trustees, circuits and districts on the property consents process.

· Line manage the buildings and facilities operation within Methodist Church House.
	Support Services
	1

	In London
	External Funding Facilitator
Co-ordinate work to ensure that members of the Connexional Team, churches, circuits and districts are fully aware of opportunities and process for applying for external funding.
· Produce, where appropriate, external funding information packs for distribution to churches and prepare articles on external funding for internal and external publications.

· Maintain and develop details of external funding opportunities, charitable Trusts etc. Including Lottery, Landfill Community Fund and European funding sources to assist and guide local churches, circuits and districts in applying for grants from outside bodies for mission work.

· Ensure that up-to-date information is available on the Methodist Church website listing resources that could be used to find external funding for churches, circuits and districts.

· Act as the system administrator for a connexional copy of the Grant Finder web-based funding package and facilitate its effective use across the connexion.
	Fundraising within CCE&A
	0.5

	
	Total FTE                                                                                                            8.6


Financial Implications

62. Concern has been expressed that integrating some of the RMO roles into the Connexional Team based in MCH will have adverse financial implications.  In fact the opposite is true.  The cost of recruiting new staff in London will be higher than recruiting new staff elsewhere would be.  However, the main difference is not in regards to the salary scales, which are the same for both London and Manchester, but because of the Inner London Allowance of £3,321 that needs to be added on to London salaries.  Nevertheless, this would be more than offset by the savings from not maintaining a separate office structure for the Team in Manchester.
63. The London weighting was built into the calculations that were presented to the Conference in 2010. However it is also the case that almost all staff in Manchester are paid well above the starting point of their salary ranges because of their length of service, so replacing them with new staff in London without length of service increments but including London weighting would make no significant difference to the initial pay bill for those jobs. 
64. The review estimated that travel costs at the time were around £12,000 a year and these would of course be saved by having most posts in London.  These travel costs have already increased since 1 September 2010 due to the removal of some Virgin Rail ticketing concessions previously enjoyed by the Team on journeys between London and Manchester and are likely to continue to rise due to the Government’s relaxation of rules governing annual rail fare increases.  Furthermore, there would be savings in infrastructure costs if there was no longer to be a separate RMO office in Manchester.

65. Additionally, the Senior Management team and other colleagues travel to Manchester regularly and this will of course decrease considerably if some RMO positions were to be relocated to MCH and would not only reduce these costs but will also mean that they are not taken away from other  work.
66. Team Focus decided that the priority was to look at the work that was required and the best way that this could be achieved.  Therefore redundancy costs were not considered to be a factor. Given that this had not been used as a factor within the process for London staff, it is felt that to consider it as a factor for Manchester staff would potentially place the employer in a difficult position regarding employment law. 
67. Even within the context of the above, clear redundancy costs cannot be calculated as they depend on the specific situation of each individual involved, which will be unknown until the Conference’s decision is fully implemented.   This is partly because some positions were planned to be redeployed and this will not become clear until final decisions on the way forward are decided. The review recommended three new positions in Manchester and it is not impossible that one or two others may have been created within TMCP, given that two existing RMO posts are part-funded by TMCP. However even if all the RMO positions not continuing in Manchester were given the most expensive redundancy package the cost would still be fully offset by the savings of integrating the RMO roles into TMCP and the various clusters in MCH within three years.
Resolutions
1.  The Council agrees to the recommendations made in this paper to reconfigure the RMO by placing some posts under the oversight of TMCP and integrating some positions into the relevant teams in Methodist Church House.                                           
2. The Council directs that paper MC/11/6 (as amended) should be included as an Appendix when the paper is submitted to the Methodist Conference. 
Appendix A
The Review
1. A review of the work of the Connexional Team was undertaken as part of the Team Focus process and implemented from 1 September 2008.  At the time for practical reasons it was agreed that a review of the Resourcing Mission Office (RMO) in Manchester would be done as a separate exercise and that any outcomes would be implemented from 1 September 2010.
2. The purpose of the review was as follows:
“In consultation with staff and stakeholders, to review the work currently undertaken by the Connexional Team staff in the Resourcing Mission Office in Manchester, and reconfigure this work in accordance with the principles and practice of Team Focus”
3. The RMO Review was overseen by a Project Management Group (PMG) which included the following members:
Graham Carter – 
Former President and retired District Chair (PMG Chair)

Andrew Moore – 
Strategy and Resources Committee (SRC) member, Circuit Property Steward

       Graham Danbury – 
Law and Polity member, member of Trustees for Methodist Church Purposes 



(TMCP) and PASLEMC (Pension and Assurance Scheme for Lay Employees


of the Methodist Church) Boards

Cliff Lewer

Resources Convenor, Nottingham and Derby District (the first consents pilot 



district)

Trevor Durston
Head of Projects, Research and Development Cluster, the Connexional Team (not 


all meetings)

Nick Moore

Head of Support Services Cluster, the Connexional Team

4. An external consultant, Peter Desmond of Growth International, undertook a series of consultations and one to one interviews which formed the basis of the review’s conclusions.   The consultant reported to the RMO Review PMG regularly and the meetings alternated between London and Manchester.
5. Members of the RMO staff and stakeholders across the connexion who use the services of the RMO were consulted and they were asked to comment on its current work and also potential future needs.
6. These consultations included the following:
i. 
One to one interviews with all the RMO staff. This was in contrast to the main Team Focus process in 2007/2008 when staff were specifically not consulted about proposed changes to their area of work; a practice changed by the current Strategic Leaders for the reviews of the Finance Office and RMO.
ii. 
Telephone conversations with the following stakeholders: John Nelson (Consents Project Manager), Ken Howcroft (Co-ordinating Secretary responsible for the RMO prior to Team Focus), Jim Irving (District Property Secretary (DPS)), Jack Healey (DPS), Alan Dawson (DPS) and Roy Littlecott (DPS); as well as with members of the Connexional Team and representatives from other Christian churches.

iii. 
Section meetings with the RMO staff in small groups

iv. 
Evaluation questionnaires were sent to District Property Secretaries asking which areas of RMO work they found particularly useful and what kind of support and guidance did they feel would be needed from the RMO in the future.  Out of the 31 sent 18 replies were received.

v. 
Circuit focus groups were held with representatives from two districts with people who had experienced the RMO’s work and those who had not.  One district was selected that was part of the consents pilot, whilst one was selected that had not yet moved to the Consents Process. The districts were Nottingham and Derby, where the DPS is Alan Dawson who was also involved in the pilot of the Consents Process and Northampton where the DPS is Roy Littlecott.

vi. 
Further telephone calls were then made to a number of other DPSs to get their views on the services provided by the RMO and opportunities for reconfiguration.

vii. 
The results of the review were then discussed at SRC, Connexional Leaders Forum (CLF) and the Methodist Council before going to the Methodist Conference.
7. The consultant also had a number of meetings with TMCP staff throughout the review process:
i.        10 September 2009 - introductory meeting with Anne Hughes-Holmes, the Chief Executive, to brief her on the review project and to find out some of the background of how TMCP and the RMO worked together and find out where their roles differed.

ii.        24 September 2009 – meeting with Janet Street and Brian Couch from the TMCP finance section in order to gain further understanding of their work, how it would be affected once the Consents Process was fully in place and particularly to discuss finance matters.  

iii.        15 October 2009 – with Joanne Broadbridge, the Senior Legal Officer, in order to understand how the TMCP legal team interacted with the RMO, the extent the two bodies needed access to the property files and how any changes to the structure of the RMO might impact TMCP.

iv.       16 October 2009 – met with Anne Hughes-Holmes and Revd Ken Street, Chair of the TMCP Board. They discussed the history of TMCP, the interaction between the RMO and TMCP’s staff, TMCP’s dual role as Custodian Trustee and legal advisor to the Connexion and the sharing of RMO staff for IT and reception services.  Peter also spoke to them about any implications of possible changes to staffing and location of the RMO without committing to any particular option. 

8. Team Focus was very clear that any decisions that were to be made should not just be financially driven but should be focused on the work that needed to be done and the best way to achieve this.   Therefore in keeping with this the proposals that were put forward to the Methodist Council in April 2010 were regarded as the best way forward for the future in order to get the necessary work done in servicing the connexion.

Appendix B
Resourcing Mission Office – Notice of Motion & Memorial

NOM 101: Team Focus Review of the Resourcing Mission Office (Agenda item 64) Amendment 64/1                                                      Conference declines to receive the report and instructs the Methodist Council to review its decision regarding the closure of the Resourcing Mission Office in Manchester.

The Conference adopted the Motion (Daily Record 7/19/1)

Memorial 9 (2010)

The Birmingham District Synod (R) (Present: 141.  Voting: 134 for, 0 against) expresses its deep concern about the Methodist Council’s decision to relocate some of the Property Office responsibilities to London.  We feel that, despite some consultation, the views of those who handle property at Circuit and District level have not been fully taken into consideration.  There is a deep anxiety about the loss of expertise, property resources and their support from TMCP being split between Manchester and London.  We ask the Conference to reconsider the decision of the Methodist Council and to consider keeping all the Property Resources in Manchester.

Reply

The Memorials Committee thanks the Birmingham Synod for its memorial.  It has recommended that in accordance with Standing Order 138(5) the President, Vice-President and Secretary of the Conference make arrangements for the Conference to debate the issues in this memorial that it is proper for the Conference to debate; and that an additional report of the Methodist Council’s actions be provided to facilitate that debate.  The reply to the memorial is therefore contained in the resolutions adopted by the Conference in relation to that report. 

The Conference adopted the reply (Daily Record 7/19/3) 
Appendix C
The following paper was submitted to the January 2011 Methodist Council.  The paper was written in response to a SRC request to find out what the specific concerns and issues were during the 2010 Methodist Conference debate on the RMO.  This paper responded to each of those questions individually in order to try and facilitate a way forward. The process for its preparation involved using a transcript of the full Conference debate and comparing the questions raised with the findings of the RMO Review.
Resourcing Mission Office – Response to the Methodist Conference Debate

Background:
1. A review of the work of the Connexional Team was undertaken as the Team Focus process and implemented from 1 September 2008.  At the time for practical reasons it was agreed that a review of the Resourcing Mission Office (RMO) in Manchester would be done as a separate exercise and that any outcomes would be implemented from 1 September 2010.

2. Recommendations from the review included the proposal to close the RMO in Manchester and integrate the functions of its work into specialist areas of the Connexional Team in London.  These proposals were endorsed by Senior Managers and Strategic Leaders and approved by the SRC and Methodist Council.

3. As a result of the Notice of Motion 101 the discussion at the Methodist Conference 2010 only focused on a small portion of the proposals in the paper of the review of the RMO.  These select proposals were heatedly debated and a number of issues and concerns were raised.  As a result Notice of Motion 101 was passed and the Methodist Council was asked to revisit its decision.  

4. The main issues brought up in the debate have been categorised into broad themes and this paper attempts to answer the individual questions raised and to work towards finding an agreed way forward.
5. Furthermore this paper will note significant issues that did not get discussed in the Conference debate, but nevertheless are necessary to look at in order to have a clear picture of the future of the RMO within the Team Focus context.  The thinking is that a more substantive paper drawing together proposals for the Council to present to the 2011 Conference will be prepared for debate at the April Council.
Consultation Process:
There was not enough consultation and the view of circuits and districts was not fully taken into account.
6. The methodology undertaken by the external consultant, Peter Desmond, in his work to report to the RMO Project Management Group (PMG) was in fact very thorough and objective.
7. Members of the RMO staff and stakeholders across the connexion who use the services of the RMO were consulted.  They were asked to comment on its current work and also potential future needs.
8. These consultations included the following:

a. One to one interviews with all the RMO staff. This was in contrast to the main Team Focus process in 2007/2008 when staff were specifically not consulted about proposed changes to their area of work; a practice changed by the current Strategic Leaders for the reviews of the Finance Office and RMO.
b. Telephone conversations with the following stakeholders: John Nelson (Consents Project Manager), Ken Howcroft (Co-ordinating Secretary responsible for the RMO prior to Team Focus), Jim Irving (District Property Secretary (DPS)), Jack Healey (DPS), Alan Dawson (DPS) and Roy Littlecott (DPS); as well as with members of the Connexional Team and representatives from other Christian churches.

c. Section meetings with the RMO staff in small groups

d. Evaluation questionnaires were sent to District Property Secretaries asking which areas of RMO work they found particularly useful and what kind of support and guidance did they feel would be needed from the RMO in the future.  Out of the 31 sent 18 replies were received.

e. Circuit focus groups were held with representatives from two districts with people who had experienced the RMO’s work and those who had not.  One district was selected that was part of the consents pilot, whilst one was selected that had not yet moved to the Consents Process. The districts were Nottingham and Derby, whose DPS is Alan Dawson who was also involved in the pilot of the Consents Process and Northampton whose DPS is Roy Littlecott.

f. Further telephone calls were then made to a number of other DPSs to get their views on the services provided by the RMO and opportunities for reconfiguration.
9. The results of the review were then discussed at SRC, CLF and the Methodist Council before going to the Methodist Conference.
Trustees for Methodist Church Purposes (TMCP) were not formally consulted during the review process.

9. The external consultant, Peter Desmond, had a number of meetings with TMCP staff throughout the review process:

a. 10 September 2009 - introductory meeting with Anne Hughes-Holmes, the Chief Executive, to brief her on the review project and to find out some of the background of how TMCP and the RMO worked together and find out where their roles differed.

b. 24 September 2009 – meeting with Janet Street and Brian Couch from the TMCP finance section in order to gain further understanding of their work, how it would be affected once the Consents Process was fully in place and particularly to discuss finance matters.  

c. 15 October 2009 – with Joanne Broadbridge, the Senior Legal Officer, in order to understand how the TMCP legal team interacted with the RMO, the extent the two bodies needed access to the property files and how any changes to the structure of the RMO might impact TMCP.

d. 16 October 2009 – met with Anne Hughes-Holmes and Revd Ken Street, Chair of the TMCP Board. They discussed the history of TMCP, the interaction between the RMO and TMCP’s staff, TMCP’s dual role as Custodian Trustee and legal advisor to the Connexion and the sharing of RMO staff for IT and reception services.  Peter also spoke to them about any implications of possible changes to staffing and location of the RMO without committing to any particular option.  
10. These consultations were held with TMCP to hear their views and concerns.  However, TMCP were not given any formal indication of any of the possible proposals to come out of the review as it was considered to be unfair to the RMO staff.
11. During meetings the Chief Executive of TMCP has raised no concerns about some of the work of the RMO potentially moving away from the Manchester office. She and the Head of Support Services met regularly to ensure that she was aware of developments and could begin to plan for the future.

Financial Implications:
How will the decision impact on the TMCP?
12. Currently TMCP have a number of key logistical elements that are provided and partly funded by the Connexional Team such as IT support.  Furthermore some roles are shared by the TMCP and the RMO such as the reception and telephony.  The review’s recommendation that the RMO should be closed would potentially have an impact on their finances.
13. The Chief Executive of TMCP has discussed these possible implications with the Head of Support Services and TMCP are in the process of producing figures.  Any concerns of TMCP will of course continue to be discussed via this process.
There was a request for an outline of the economic case for repositioning the RMO posts to London.
14. Team Focus was very clear that any decisions that were to be made should not be financially driven but should be focused on the work that needed to be done and the best way to achieve this.   Therefore in keeping with this the proposals that were put forward to the Methodist Council in April 2010 were regarded as the best way forward for the future in order to get the necessary work done. Nonetheless, as explained to the Conference, the approximate calculations as part of the Review indicate an annual saving in excess of £100k. 
Uncosted redundancy payments
15. As mentioned in paragraph 14, Team focus decided that the priority was to look at the work that was required and the best way that this could be achieved.  Therefore redundancy costs were not considered to be the most important factor. Given that this had not been used as a factor within the process for London staff, it is felt that to consider it as a factor for Manchester staff would potentially place the employer in a difficult position regarding employment law. 
16. Even within the context of paragraph 15, clear redundancy costs are not possible at the moment as uncertainty about the possible redundancy numbers remains.  This is partly because some positions were planned to be redeployed and this will not become clear until final decisions on the way forward are decided. The review recommended three new positions in Manchester and it is not impossible that one or two others may have been created within TMCP, given that two existing RMO posts are part-funded by TMCP. However even the most expensive one-off redundancy costs scenario would still be fully offset by savings within three years. 
The higher cost of recruiting new staff to be based in London
17. The cost of recruiting new staff in London will indeed be higher than recruiting new staff elsewhere would be.  In addition any staff that are employed in London receive an inner-London weighting. This was built into the calculations that were presented to the Conference. However it is also the case that almost all staff in Manchester are paid well above the starting point of their salary ranges because of their length of service, so replacing them with new staff in London without length of service increments but including London weighting would make no significant difference to the initial pay bill for those jobs. 

18. The review estimated that travel costs were around £12,000 a year and these would of course be saved by having most posts in London.  These travel costs have already increased since 1 September 2010 due to the removal of some Virgin Rail ticketing concessions previously enjoyed by the Team on journeys between London and Manchester and are likely to continue to rise due to the Government’s relaxation of rules governing annual rail fare increases.  Furthermore, there would be savings in infrastructure costs if the RMO were to be closed.
19. Additionally, the Senior Management team and other colleagues travel to Manchester regularly and this will of course decrease considerably if some RMO positions were to be relocated to the Connexional Team and would not only reduce these costs but will also mean that they are not taken away from other value-added work.

Some RMO posts will remain in Manchester and will incur costs - therefore why not maintain all the posts there?
20. Some posts within the RMO carry out tasks that cannot be allocated elsewhere, such as the Conservation Officer and an Administrative Assistant to support them.  This is partly because the files are located in Manchester. These are proposed to remain in Manchester under TMCP. 

21. However, there would be benefits to some positions being located with the rest of the Connexional Team enabling all of the finance and governance functions to be located in one place.  In particular it would be extremely important to have the position of Connexional Property Co-ordinator (CPC) based within the Support Services Cluster in the Connexional Team, as this is a key function of that Cluster and would ensure that property issues remain at the forefront in the Connexional Team’s mind when dealing with related issues. Arguably the team in London has been allowed to absent itself from issues regarding property by the complete separation of those staff working in that field.

22. Furthermore, by maintaining any additional posts, to those already specified, in Manchester there would of course be an increase in infrastructure costs. The proposals accepted by the Council are based on utilising the economies of scale in London of the existing team infrastructure and likewise of those offered by the TMCP management structure in Manchester. The retention of a separate Connexional Team office in Manchester would probably require as a minimum an additional post to manage and oversee the running of the office and another to provide administrative support. The combined cost of these could be approx. £95,000 set against a reduction in Inner London Allowance of maximum £20,000 if none of the six recommended posts were created in MCH.
Location Issues:
The Methodist Insurance Company is also located in Manchester and has close links with the RMO.  This good working relationship would be lost.
23. Currently the Methodist Insurance Company and the RMO have regular roundtable meetings, approximately every six months. As a result of the Team Focus process, one of the responsibilities of the Secretary for Internal Relationships role is to maintain links with the Methodist Insurance Company.  He has regular meetings with the Methodist Insurance Company, including the Head of Support Services when appropriate, and this will continue to happen to enable continued discussions on an operational level.
24. Furthermore, if the role of Connexional Property Co-ordinator were appointed to the Connexional Team, as the review recommended, then a key part of their role would be to liaise with the Methodist Insurance Company on any issues. 
The files of all the trusts and churches are held in Manchester – how will London based staff have access to them?
25. All the files on property are currently stored in Room 17 in Manchester.  These files are accessed by both the RMO and TMCP.  As the TMCP would need continued access to these files, they will remain in Manchester for the time being and are likely to be managed by them.  The files are weeded annually and with the introduction of the online consents process there should be less paper. 
26. In addition there have been discussions to have a joint project with the TMCP to digitalise these files which will enable easier access to this information in the future. The Methodist Council endorsed such a project in October 2007 and this was agreed by the Methodist Conference in 2008.  This has not been implemented.  One option of the transitional process that will arise if the RMO closes would be a time-bound project utilising some of the current staff to develop an effective digital storage system that could be accessed via the internet by DPSs and property stewards in addition to TMCP and Team staff.

There will no longer be a Connexional Body if everything is based in London
27. Even though the Connexional Team is based in London, a number of the roles do actually work frequently and regularly around the wider Connexion.  Furthermore, many key centrally-funded roles such the Training Officers, District Development Enablers, District chairs etc are not based in London and ensure that a connexional body is maintained.  This will continue to be the case.
28. The PMG’s reports acknowledged throughout the review process that it was important to maintain a strong sense of community within the connexion and their proposed changes to staffing structures reflected the importance of the linkages that needed to be built upon over the coming years by providing a structure that would serve the Church better. The Team can best promote connexionalism by serving the whole Church in the most effective and efficient way and the detailed study showed that this is best achieved by co-location of closely-related jobs, many of which are nowadays most logically co-located with jobs already in London.  
Loss of Expertise and Knowledge:
The knowledge, experience, corporate memory and expertise of the current RMO team members will be lost.
29. The PMG recognised the guidance and support that the RMO provides to local churches and it was clear that any new arrangements had to be able to provide this valuable service.  The PMG stressed that certain aspects of the knowledge of individuals currently in Manchester needed to be captured electronically to share with others.  This would be necessary whatever was agreed about future job location as some key staff were approaching retirement age.

30.  Therefore a key role of the Interim RMO Manager during any transitional phase would be to work on capturing this corporate memory and expertise.
31. Furthermore the PMG suggested that a Help Line/ Centre of Expertise run by a regional network of property contacts be established in order to maintain a Connexion wide bank of knowledge and expertise.  This would be the first point of contact for a Managing Trustee who was considering a property project or who had any queries that could not be answered by the Consents website.
32. The phone helpline could be set up at a regional level and could be based in one of the larger more experienced Districts supported by the District Property Secretary.  One of the roles of the Connexional Property Co-ordinator would be to manage activity in this network and they would be responsible for maintaining the corporate memory and link regions together.
33. Furthermore the Connexional Property Co-ordinator could also co-ordinate a database of history and knowledge which could include information on success stories, signposting on central grants etc.  In July 2010 the General Assembly of the United Reformed Church formally requested that some form of joint property advice facility for the two denominations be explored, which could conceivably link in; no reply has so far been sent to the URC.

34. The idea of a Regional Network was previously discussed at the February 2010 SRC and concerns were raised at the time about regionalisation.  The SRC also raised concerns about creating further voluntary posts in a Church that was struggling to cope with all the work already.  Therefore the idea did not get put forward to the Methodist Council.   However, maybe this idea needs to be seriously looked at again as it may be a solution to many of the concerns that have been raised. 
35. The PMG recognised that as the church changes, the emphasis and role of DPSs is also changing and a number of districts now use paid staff to fulfil the DPS role.

36. Furthermore the combination of the Regrouping for Mission (RfM) initiative with the empowerment offered to districts via the consents process means that spreading advice on a regional basis may therefore be seen as a natural progression.   This could in fact be facilitated alongside the RfM process which is now beginning to also consider the existing district structure.

Districts and Circuits will no longer receive quick and accurate responses when dealing with property matters if the RMO is integrated into the Connexional Team and TMCP.
37. As mentioned above the plan proposed by the Review and the PMG did take very seriously the need to capture knowledge and information from the RMO during any transition period before some roles became integrated into the Connexional Team.
38. Any roles that were to move to the Connexional Team would of course be filled by people who are felt to be able to take on the roles effectively through the normal recruitment process and once in role would be expected to provide a quick and accurate service to the connexion. There is positive feedback about the standard of service provided from London as well as from Manchester, even though there is also some negative feedback about the service from both current locations.  
TMCP:
There will be a danger of creating a hybrid body in TMCP, if we were to “graft on” some RMO roles/staff.
39. The PMG identified a number of issues from the review of the RMO that would directly affect the work of the TMCP.  These included:

(a)        IT support and the Connexional Team’s funding of the property database and other services on which TMCP piggyback.

(b) 
Building issues, as the RMO and TMCP together are joint tenants of the Central Buildings in Manchester, which also includes reception and telephony.

(c) 
The Ecclesiastical Exemption.

(d) 
The Connexional Team pays 25% of the cost of TMCP legal section to cover various legal processes that it operates on behalf of the connexion.

40. As the above shows the RMO and TMCP could already be described as hybrid bodies as they interact and collaborate on a wide range of things already including legal and financial issues.  We envisage this joined up working to continue to grow, but in an environment where boundaries of responsibility and accountability are clear. These will be mutually agreed and will build on the existing and increasing working relationships between the TMCP office and Connexional Team staff in Finance, Publishing and Governance Support.
41. The Head of Support Services and CEO of TMCP are working together to reach a mutually acceptable implementation strategy if the Council-adopted plan to close the RMO proceeds.
Miscellaneous issues:
The Methodist Conference was only presented with one option in the Team Focus Review of the Resourcing Mission Office paper.
42. Bearing in mind that the constitutional responsibility for the decision lay with the Methodist Council, the SRC and the Council carefully debated the suggestions and ideas that were put forward by the review and the PMG and as is the normal governance process.  The decision that was presented to the Methodist Conference 2010 had therefore been thoroughly debated and discussed by the Methodist Council before being presented at the Conference.
Other important Factors:

43. The Conference debate did not actually raise the issues that are highlighted below.  However, they are pivotal to the RMO review and are therefore included for the Methodist Council to note pending the paper for the April meeting. 
A Consolidated Connexional Team & Collaborative Working

44. The PMG highlighted a number of posts in the areas of Grants, Finance, Governance and Database Management that should be created within the Connexional Team in London.
45. Imbedding these areas of work within the Connexional Team is an important factor.  Through Team Focus the Connexional Team has been reconfigured around themes rather than discrete subjects.  It is therefore logical to locate staff all dealing with the same area of work together and enabling collaborative working.

46. The PMG also recommended that a Connexional Property Co-ordinator (CPC) be recruited and located within the Support Services Cluster.  
47. This is seen as a key outcome of the RMO review.  It was felt that the CPC post would only be successful if it is located in the heart of the Support Services Cluster as they are responsible for supporting and collaborating with a range of voluntary office holders, mainly at district level, who already interact with other staff in that cluster.  This appointment would enable a more coherent and effective approach by sharing expertise and best practice from a single base in London. 

48. The CPC job description requires the postholder to work closely with colleagues in the Finance Office and Facilities Management in order to exercise effective oversight of a variety of properties that are held and managed by and on behalf of the Council.  This includes connexional manses, some educational institutions and a number of investment properties.  Location in MCH would also facilitate the mainstreaming of property issues within the Connexional Team in a way that has not been possible with the relevant staff located separately. 

The Consents Process and its impact on the RMO

49. Traditionally one of the main roles of the RMO was to provide an authorisation process for any property projects which also included checking that funding was in place.  This enabled the TMCP to then release any funds necessary.

50. With the introduction of the Consents process the connexional authorisation has been replaced by districts giving consent for projects to proceed and this is done via the Consents Website. Decisions about funding are similarly now taken locally with managing trustees contacting TMCP directly.  Therefore when the district gives consent for a property project they are also giving consent to spend the money, breaking the historical link between authorisation and property grants and funding.
51. On behalf of the Connexional Team the TMCP Legal Office work with Governance Support Officers based in MCH to check all property contracts as required by SO 931(3).

52. The introduction of the Consents process has therefore had a great impact on the work of the RMO and has removed a significant part of their workload. Many of the positive examples cited at Conference about the service provided by the RMO related to work that no longer exists.  
