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Workloads and Governance Cycles
Basic Information

	Contact Name and Details
	John Ellis, Secretary for Team Operations, 0207 467 5297

	Status of Paper
	Final

	Action Required
	Discussion

	Draft Resolutions

	R1 The Council supports initiatives to review agenda items for the 2011 Conference with a view to providing more time for preparation and discussion of key issues. 

R2 The Council would welcome further work being done on a two year governance cycle with fewer reports being brought to each meeting of the Conference than has been the recent custom.  

R3 The Council would welcome further work being done on a four year governance cycle, with different patterns being used for different meetings of the Conference.             


Summary of Content

	Subject and Aims


	The Council has asked for help in managing its own workload and the workload of the Connexional Team.  This paper aims to stimulate a discussion of some changes that could be implemented without protracted constitutional reform. 

	Main Points


	· Previous discussions have produced equivocal responses to particular proposals but a strong desire to improve the status quo.

· There are much wider issues about Governance processes behind some of the concerns but these cannot be addressed quickly.

· The Council might give a lead in using existing flexibility boldly and demonstrating best practice.

· Suggestions for adjusting the agenda of the 2011 Conference are offered.

· A suggestion for a two year cycle for major Conference issues is explored.

· A more radical four year cycle is also outlined.

	Background Context and Relevant Documents (with function)
	April 2010: Minute 10.2.52

October 2010: MC/10/85 and Minute 10.3.21

	Consultations


	 Connexional Leaders Forum; Chair of Council; Chair of SRC.


Summary of Impact 

	Standing Orders


	 Not necessarily.

	Financial


	 The four year cycle might bring some savings through some Conferences being shorter than at present.

	Wider Connexional


	 There are proposals for amending the treatment of Memorials.

	Risk
	 The motivation of staff and members of Governance bodies.


WORKLOADS AND GOVERNANCE CYCLES 

Background

1  The April 2010 Council asked for work to be done on the excessive workloads of governance bodies and the Connexional Team (Minute 10.2.52). A brief update report was provided to the October Council (MC/10/85). The Strategic Leaders in the Connexional Team, in conjunction with the Assistant Secretary of the Conference, bring this further paper to explore some specific possible changes. 
2  In the Autumn the Connexional Leaders Forum (CLF) had a substantial discussion on the Team Focus process evaluation report and this question. The SRC had a further discussion at its December meeting. Specific responses on the Team Focus report are offered to the Council in a separate paper. On the workloads question some ideas were debated which feed into the proposals below; they focus on the governance cycle without any suggestion that this resolves all workload issues.

3  Meanwhile the issue of workloads does not diminish. When the necessary deadlines for the preparation leading up to the 2011 Conference were shared with the Cluster Heads in the Team, the immediate reaction was that they were self-evidently impossible without making inhumane demands on staff.

4  The desired outcome is governance bodies that are better able to fulfil their remits, not least through working patterns that plan and use the actual resources of the current Team to the full but without overwhelming them.

Reflections on Recent Discussions

5  The Team is grateful for all the concerns shown in the various discussions over recent months, both for staff welfare and for achieving efficient governance processes. 

6  Most of the specific ideas offered for reshaping existing patterns have been met with equivocal responses. Often caveats have been articulated that are virtually impossible to achieve. We all want streamlined agendas but on condition the items of particular interest to us are given more time. We are all in favour of much shorter papers but on condition that more background is given, the issues are explored more thoroughly and more detail is available on the implications. 

7  Several of the best suggestions rely on there being space that does not exist in the present timetable. Circulating papers in draft form several weeks before a governance body and receiving comment back might well help focus the eventual discussion; but it is impossible if there are only two weeks between one governance body commissioning the paper and the deadline for final papers to be sent to the target governance body. 

8  Each of the discussions on workload has also moved into much larger issues, which are correctly identified as in many ways much more fundamental. The Strategic Leaders would certainly welcome an open and creative debate about how the inherited expressions of Connexionalism, such as the Conference and CPD, can in the present age most effectively refresh a discipleship movement as well as most efficiently govern a Church. However any radical changes in these areas can only follow processes that would take several years to bring to promulgation and a key motivation for the workloads debate was its urgency.

9  Therefore, in an attempt to move towards early practical action, this paper focuses on potential improvements that could be promulgated with the minimum of formal constitutional change and deliver benefits in the short as well as the medium term, both to the Team and the governance bodies.    

Using Flexibility Boldly 

10  The workload discussions have underlined that there is scope that has not been fully used to make the governance bodies work more efficiently in ways that are not necessarily any less effective. The suggestions of the last Conference Review for formats other than plenary debate round formal resolutions need to feature more in the Representative Session Business Committee’s planning. Similarly planning the Council agenda could make bolder use of parallel sessions on different topics (as used successfully at the April 2010 meeting). Any such change brings some risks which need to managed alertly, but equally relying on formal plenary debate as the principal form of Christian conferring carries its own risks, especially in an age when most people feel more comfortable contributing insights in smaller groups. 

11  The SRC has agreed possible new Standing Orders defining its role to offer to the Conference. If adopted, these should distinguish its formal governance roles on matters such as finance and oversight of the Team from a new explicit brief to offer advice to the Strategic Leaders on evolving work. This would in turn make it easier to distinguish on SRC agendas items that require formal debate from those that might benefit more from other ways of working.

Embedding Best Practice

12  Another strand in the workload discussions effectively asks for best practice to be the norm in governance bodies in ways that do not require any amendments for SOs or new resolutions. This is probably uncontroversial and is a reminder to all parties.

13  Elements of best practice would include, but not be limited to, the following:

· Papers written as clearly and concisely as possible

· Papers circulated at least 10 days before the meeting 

· Members to read carefully and prayerfully all papers in advance of the meeting 

· Factual queries and points of clarification to be addressed to the named contact person before the meeting

· Chairs to clarify the purpose of the discussion on each paper

· Presentations of papers to include background and context

· Members to give full attention to discussions and only use electronic devices in the meeting for that purpose 

· Chairs to use their authority when contributions are irrelevant or verbose   

The Governance Cycle
14  However none of these good resolutions on their own will substantially reduce the current workloads of governance bodies in the tightly timetabled annual Methodist governance cycle, which includes at least four meetings of the SRC, of which one is residential, three residential meetings of the Council and the Conference itself. Therefore the rest of this paper invites discussion on three possible ways of making a significant difference to this relentless pressure. None of them would necessarily require formal constitutional change. All of them have been discussed by the SRC, the majority of whose members favoured pursuing the first and third. None favoured retaining the status quo. 
(i) Pruning the 2011 Conference Agenda

15  The Methodist Church in Britain, in contrast to some partner Churches overseas, retains an annual Conference and the last review of the Conference did not propose changing that tradition and focus for practical Connexionalism. However it is not a corollary that in the Agenda for the business sessions every topic for which the Conference has responsibility needs to appear each year. A possible for immediate implementation would be to review the items currently destined for the 2011 Agenda and actively seek to prune them. This could both reduce the daunting bulk of the printed Agenda volumes but also give the Business Committee a less impossible task in ensuring there is proper debating time for topics brought. It would have the helpful side effect of reducing the workload of the Team in preparation for the Conference.

16 Appendix 1 lists the items pencilled in for the coming Conference. There are some items which are required by public statute to appear, such as those relating to the Methodist Church as a registered charity. There are others which link to a particular time period which clearly cannot be postponed eg the District Assessments for 2011-12 linked with the budget. However there remains some scope for reverting to the sponsoring bodies of various other items to explore whether there is a compelling reason for a full report this year or whether they could either report minimally this year (maximum 300 words?) or leave the topic for a later date. 

17  In the context of the Conference meeting this pruning would allow greater attention to a smaller number of key issues. The Team have in mind, for example, that this year the General Secretary’s report to the Conference might be a more substantial document than in previous years and set out a more complete strategy for the use of Team resources in the support of the Discipleship emphasis so warmly endorsed by the Council last year. This would not constrain the rest of the Conference business but would set its context and help identify linkages. Such a report might be argued to deserve more than the customary 20 minutes of debating time and this would be possible with a less crowded programme. 

18  Does the Council warm to this approach to pruning the 2011 Conference agenda? 

If it does, a possible resolution would be:

R1 The Council supports initiatives to review agenda items for the 2011 Conference with a view to providing more time for preparation and discussion of key issues. 

(ii) A two year cycle 

19  While changes in time for the 2011 Conference will be limited, the Council is invited to consider moving from the default position of an annual cycle for governance body work to a default position of a two year cycle. If the Conference did this, it would open up the possibility of other levels of Church life following suit.

20  The implication would be that Connexional Committees and other bodies which currently report annually to the Conference would each report only every other year on a timetable worked out in advance. If to change constitutional requirements was too onerous, they could report only by a sentence in the alternate years. Any individual part of the Connexional Team would also only expect to be preparing substantial material for the Conference every two years at the most.

21  Similarly, requests and instructions from the Conference to the Team or others for work would normally have a two year timetable attached. This avoids the scramble of work beginning immediately after the holiday season in the Autumn and having to be completed before Christmas if it is to the tested at the January Council to allow for a final version to be presented to the April Council. A year’s work effectively has to be squeezed into less than four months – and the same four months for all topics. 

22  The workload discussions have raised again the sense that Memorials from Circuits and Districts receive inadequate attention at Conference. Under a two-year cycle there would be less pressure on the agenda on the business days. More importantly, if a two-year work cycle becomes the norm, it would be possible to move the deadline for Memorials to much earlier in the year, eg Christmas, with Circuits/Districts having done their homework in the year the Memorial topic was raised and voting on a final form of Memorial early in the second year. The earlier deadline would allow for Memorials that raise important matters of general strategic interest to be properly programmed into the Conference timetable and to have Memorial debates resourced by thoroughly researched material. None of this is possible when the deadline for receiving Memorials is actually after the deadline for the submission of papers for the Conference. At the local end a two year cycle would allow proposed Memorials to be properly studied before being brought to a vote, and those based on a simple misunderstanding, for example, dealt with outside the Conference process altogether. The Business Committee’s approach to Notices of Motion dealing with issues that could have come via Memorials might need amendment. 

23  A two-year cycle would inevitably mean that not every area of work was reported on at the Conference each year. One way of avoiding a diminution of accountability would be to adapt the General Synod style of questions session using the Hearings model advocated by the last Conference Review. Any issues that Conference members wished to raise which were not part of any report at that year’s Conference could be aired in a Hearing with a panel representing the main areas of work eg General Secretary, Chairs of the Council and SRC, Secretary for Team Operations, Chair of District Chairs.

24  With a two year cycle, the medium term budget plan would probably best move to being a four year one. The Council might decide it was sufficient to meet for three 24 hour meetings a year rather than extend at least one meeting to 48 hours as at present.   

25  If this option were adopted it would be possible to make some progress towards it in the 2011 Conference and move more fully to this model in the shaping of the 2012 Conference.

26  Does the Council warm to the concept of a default cycle of two years for governance matters? If so, what amendments to the sketch above would improve such a model? 
The Council might wish to consider the following possible resolution:

R2 The Council would welcome further work being done on a two year governance cycle with fewer reports being brought to each meeting of the Conference than has been the recent custom.  
(iii) A Four Year Cycle

27  A greater change of emphasis and sharper focus in governance bodies might be achieved by moving to a four year cycle to replace the existing annual one. The work for Conference, and therefore its subsidiary bodies, would be shaped around a four year cycle of Conference meetings with different objectives and styles.

Year 1: Conference business sessions built around finalising and approving a four year plan with minimal time given to routine regular business. With this as the main focus there would be time for group work etc rather than simply one option presented for immediate voting. 

Year 2: Conference meeting much as the current norm but within the framework of the agreed four year plan.

Year 3: Conference meeting shorter than now and focused on formal duties and a stronger element of celebration. This would allow time for, eg, presentations from Districts and World Church guests, a greater variety of worship and prayer, and engagement with the local Christian community.        

Year 4: Conference as in Year 2.

Year 5/Year 1: Conference focus is on review of the four year plan and preparation of a fresh one. 

28  The cycle of meetings would then repeat. There are some business items that must be dealt with annually, eg for statutory purposes, and there always needs to be the flexibility to address unexpected challenges from within the Church or wider society. Nonetheless this general shape could be possible. This model would imply the present plans to move to a three year budget would be stretched to move to a four year one. Districts and Connexional Committees, as well as the Team, would have a more stable framework in which to plan their work, which they would bring to the Conference in Years 2 and 4 of the cycle. 

29  This cycle would take significant time and work for the Team and others to be ready for servicing an initial Year 1 style of Conference, given there is nothing like a four year plan at present.   

30  Does the Council warm to this more radical option? If so a possible resolution might be: 
R3 The Council would welcome further work being done on a four year governance cycle, with different patterns being used for different meetings of the Conference.             
Appendix 1
	Agenda

Item
	Title
	Council Meeting
	Priority assigned

	Vol. 1
	
	
	

	
	Conference Rules of Procedure
	
	

	
	Expectations of Various Groups
	
	

	1.
	Election and Induction of the President and the Vice-President
	
	

	2.
	General Secretary’s Report
	
	

	3.
	Connexional Team Report 
	
	

	4.
	Connexional Central Services Budget
	April
	A

	5.
	Connexional Allowances (including review of formula for calculating stipends)
	April
	A

	6.
	JACEI
	
	

	7.
	MRDF
	
	

	8.
	Action for Children
	
	

	9.
	Youth Participation Strategy - Interim report 
	
	

	10.
	Youth Assembly 2010
	
	

	11.
	Beckly Trust
	
	

	12.
	Fernley Hartley Trust
	
	

	13.
	Trustees for the Balliwick of Guernsey Methodist Church Purposes
	
	

	14.
	The Trustees for Jersey Methodist Church Purposes
	
	

	15.
	Managing Trustees of Central Hall Westminster
	
	

	16.
	Faith and Order Committee
	
	

	17.
	Law and Polity Committee
	
	

	18.
	Inclusive Church and Belonging Together
	January
	A

	19.
	Methodist Women in Britain
	January and April?
	C

	20.
	Recruiting Safely
	January
	A

	21.
	Safeguarding
	January
	A

	22.
	Child Protection (Memorial 35 2010)
	January
	A

	23.
	Model Trust 20 (Sales of Buildings)
	January
	

	24.
	Education Commission
	January and April
	

	25.
	Youth Presidency?
	??
	A

	26.
	Hope in God’s Future responses
	January
	

	27.
	Annual Accounts
	April
	

	
	
	
	

	Vol. 2
	
	
	

	28.
	Singing the Faith
	April
	A

	29.
	Methodist Council Report
	
	

	30.
	Regrouping for Mission
	January and April
	

	31.
	Presidents’ Inquiries
	April
	

	32.
	Team Focus Evaluation
	January
	

	33.
	Governance Cycles
	January and April
	

	34.
	Statistics for Mission
	April
	

	35.
	Presidency Expenses
	April
	B

	36.
	MHA
	
	

	37.
	Missing Generation
	April
	A

	38.
	Pensions 
	April?
	

	39.
	Fresh Ways 
	April
	A

	40.
	Wesley College Bristol
	January and April
	A

	41.
	Stationing Committee
	
	

	42.
	Ecumenical Report?
	
	

	43.
	Methodist Diaconal Order
	
	

	44.
	Age of ministerial candidates (M1 2010)
	
	A

	45.
	Selection Criteria for ordained ministry
	April
	

	46.
	Reclaiming ministers’ sick pay (M18, M19, M20 2010)
	
	B

	47.
	Ministry of healing and wholeness within the Methodist Church (NM207) 
	
	B

	48.
	Membership and Discipleship
	April
	B

	49.
	Methodist Heritage
	April
	A

	50.
	Amendments to Standing Orders
	
	

	51.
	Special Resolutions
	
	

	52.
	Trustees for Methodist Church Purposes
	
	

	53.
	Trustees for Methodist Connexional Funds (Registered)
	
	

	54.
	Central Finance Board
	
	

	55.
	Board of Management for Methodist Independent Schools
	
	

	56.
	Relief and Extension fund for Methodism in Scotland
	
	

	57.
	Trustees for Manx Methodist Church Purposes
	
	

	58.
	Trustees for New Room Bristol
	
	

	59.
	Westminster College Oxford Trust Ltd
	
	

	60.
	Methodist Ministers Housing Society
	
	

	61.
	Epworth Press
	April
	A

	62.
	Ill-health retirements for ministers
	April
	A

	63.
	Ministries Committee
	April
	A

	64.
	Update on Companion Scheme Review process
	April
	

	65.
	Future of SOCMS
	April
	

	66.
	Biblefresh
	April
	A

	67.
	URC-Methodist buildings
	April
	

	68.
	Review of Presidency
	
	

	69.
	Review of Resourcing Mission Office
	January and April
	A

	70.
	Church Urban Fund links?
	April
	

	
	Appointments
	
	

	71.
	District Chairs
	
	

	72.
	Committees
	
	

	73.
	The Assistant Secretary of the Conference
	
	

	74.
	Conference Arrangements
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Vol. 3
	
	
	

	75.
	Ministerial and Diaconal Candidates’ Selection Committees
	
	

	
	Ministerial and Diaconal Oversight & Authorisations 
	
	

	76.
	MCPOC
	
	

	77.
	M&DCSC acting as Transfer Committee
	
	

	78.
	Reinstatements
	
	

	79.
	DCPOC
	
	

	80.
	Reception into Full Connexion as Ministers or Deacons
	
	

	81.
	Transfers out, Permission to Serve etc.
	
	

	82.
	Stationing Advisory Committee
	
	

	83.
	Ministers becoming Supernumerary
	
	

	84.
	Deacons becoming Supernumerary
	
	

	85.
	Ministers to be Recognised and Regarded 
	
	

	86.
	Deacons to be Recognised and Regarded
	
	

	87.
	Ministers to be Authorised to Serve 
	
	

	88.
	Deacons to be Authorised to Serve 
	
	

	89.
	Associate Ministers & Deacons
	
	

	90.
	Authorisations for Presiding at the Lord’s Supper 
	
	


KEY

	A
	Work definitely to be done in 2010-11 for which the Team would expect to be held accountable.



	B
	Work which it is hoped may be done in 2010-11 but which will have to take its place alongside other work and the Team is explicitly not providing a guarantee it can be covered this year.



	C
	Work which the Team does not envisage having the capacity to do this year.


