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RMO Review 2011

Views of the Board of the Trustees for Methodist Church Purposes (TMCP)

Introduction
1. The TMCP Board acknowledges that it is not part of the policy formation stream within the life of the Church and that matters concerning the structure and location of the Connexional Team do not fall within its ambit.  However any relocation of the staff and/or functions currently fulfilled by the RMO in Manchester will have implications for TMCP and the way in which we serve the church.  
2. There is a clear distinction between the roles of the Council, its Team and the districts in forming policy and giving consent to property projects and the role of TMCP in assisting in the implementation of those projects.   
3. However, there is also considerable overlap between the roles, which is for the benefit of the local churches and circuits.  Both the distinctions and the overlap need, we believe, to be taken into account as the Council makes its decisions.  

4. During the period of time that this relocation has been discussed TMCP officers and members of the Connexional Team have discussed the implications for both organisations.  This paper represents the views of the TMCP Board which comprises members of the Church with a wide range of experience.
Background
5. TMCP is a separate statutory body (1) and its primary role is that of custodian trustee (2) of nearly all properties held by local churches, circuits and districts.  (This includes land, buildings and investments). For such properties, TMCP holds the legal title.  
6. TMCP acts as custodian trustee of thousands of trusts/funds held on behalf of local churches, circuits and districts and other Methodist bodies and is also a full trustee for a number of funds.  Audited funds held, as at 31 Aug 2010, totalled £237m.  
7. The Board as “mere custodian” acts in response to managing trustees’ proposals and responds accordingly as custodian trustee.  This commonly includes sales, purchases and leases as well as payments into and from trust funds.   
8. In addition, TMCP provides other services to managing trustees of Methodist properties on behalf of the Connexion.  Over the years it has proved cost effective and efficient for TMCP’s legal staff to provide these additional services in respect of property transactions and more generally in terms of sign posting and providing guidance notes and templates as required.
9. The staff employed by the TMCP Board are located in Manchester.  The Board has no plans to move its operation away.  TMCP clearly has a wide remit and provides a crucial service to the Connexion using a small team of professionally qualified staff.

Implications for TMCP of any move of functions or Connexional team personnel from Manchester
10. Since its creation in 1939, TMCP has enjoyed a close working relationship with all bodies within the Church responsible for decisions about property and latterly with RMO.  We have shared premises and a number of staff and facilities in common.  
11. The Board believes that this has been of benefit to managing trustees across the Connexion as TMCP and RMO have learnt from each other and they have been able to share knowledge and expertise as well as costs.  It has provided a “one stop” resource for the Connexion.  The close collaboration of teams operating from the same premises has ensured the provision of a thorough service, without duplication of effort or unnecessary dissemination of information.  

12. The Board is glad to learn of the proposal for the Listed Building Advisory Committee and its officers and the officer for Entrust grants to continue to be based in Manchester and welcomes that proposal.
13. It is true that, more recently, the issues that arise on a day to day basis in respect of policy matters have been dealt with through close liaison with the Governance Cluster in Methodist Church House.  Therefore centralisation of the Governance Officer role seems appropriate, on the basis that the Governance Cluster have the necessary reserves to support the ongoing requirements of that team. 

14. However the position of Property Secretary is another matter and the fact that this role (with all supporting administration) was located in Manchester was most important and key in ensuring a close, mutually beneficial, working relationship.  It is therefore with much concern that we approach any centralisation of its successor role of the Property Coordinator. It is important that the Church does not lose the aforementioned benefits.  
15. The Board is not saying that it is essential, but in order to ensure optimum performance and better service to the Connexion the Board thinks that it would be really helpful if the Property Co-ordinator role was located alongside its TMCP partners.  TMCP has, by default, become the only current place where an overview of all the detail of dealing with property is possible.  It would be to the advantage of the Property Co-ordinator to be fully aware of the range of those dealings, almost on a day to day basis.  

16. The Board has carried out a risk assessment and is confident that all areas of risk, within its control, can be successfully managed.  However, one of the greatest risks identified is that of confusing the roles of the Council and the Board.   Both parties will need to continue to clarify their roles, for the benefit of the managing trustees and districts.  We need the Council to work with us on publishing the changes, the reasons and responsibilities.

17. The Board notes also that all changes will result in additional annual marginal costs and this will need addressing.  It is hoped that an appropriate contribution will be made by the Council to these costs.    

18. We hope that, as the Council takes its decisions, it looks at the potential impact on the managing trustees within the Connexion and the way in which both the Connexional Team and TMCP are able to resource them, as they exercise their stewardship of the properties of which TMCP are custodian.  (5229 local churches and 516 circuits)

19. The Board believes that there will need to be a continuing Connexional Team presence in Manchester if these responsibilities are to be fulfilled.  The Board seeks reassurance that all the risks identified have been addressed by Council plans regarding the work performed by the RMO so that we can be confident that we can fulfil our own responsibilities and best serve the managing trustees around the Connexion.  
20. We are aware that there are many members of the Connexional Team located in parts of the country other than London and the idea that the Church has a ‘headquarters’ is not the language of the Council.  The Board is glad to be part of this nationwide network and looks forward to continuing to serve the Church in partnership with the Council and the Connexional Team in the days ahead.
On behalf of the Board 
Kenneth Street  Chair

Anne Hughes-Holmes  Chief Executive

03/3/11
FOOTNOTE
(1) 
The Board has a role as a statutory body, with duties which have to be performed whatever changes might be proposed to Connexional Team functions within the life of the church. The ‘transfer of undertaking’ of the employment of the staff from the Methodist Council to the Board in 1998 reflected this point.
(2)   The Board’s primary role as custodian is to act at the direction of managing trustees in respect of Model Trust property (which includes both land, building and investments) to give effect to their decision once they have received consent, when required by Standing Orders, as to the use and management of such property. 












