Training Institutions Review

Process and Terms of Reference for Methodist Council Review Group

1. Background to this paper

1.1 This paper is the product of work within Formation in Ministry and JSG. It has also been the subject of discussion first by a meeting (1.9.06) of the Principals and governing body representatives of the four institutions which made submissions to the Methodist Council in May 2006, and then by the Tutors’ Meeting (7-8.9.06). It has been amended in the light of those discussions but is submitted by and is the responsibility of the connexional team.

1.2 Those involved in these discussions are aware of the necessity for difficult and painful decisions to be made. At the same time they believe that there are preferable ways of arriving at those decisions. It will be greatly to the benefit of the connexion and the wider Church if decisions can be reached without setting institutions one against the other in a way that risks inflicting wounds that will fester for years. This should not be merely a pious aspiration, but a commitment at all stages of the process by all involved in it.

1.3 In fulfilment of this aim it was proposed at the meeting of the four Principals that working documents should be circulated to the institutions at all stages of the process. This paper has been copied to principals and oversight tutors. It is proposed that information should be freely shared in this way throughout.

1.4 This paper follows the adoption by Conference of Notice of Motion 126 in respect of Resolution 46/3 of the report ‘Future Use and Configuration of Training Institutions’. 


‘The Conference refers back Section 4 of the Report to the Methodist Council and instructs the Council to:


(1)
undertake further work on the proposals outlined in paras 4.4.1 to 4.5.5.


(2)
appoint a review group, members of which shall have no current direct involvement in any of the centres or institutions named on pages 397/8 of the Agenda to undertake this task.


(3)
bring a new, reasoned and objective set of proposals to the Conference of 2007.

The Conference recognises that acceptance of these proposals will carry financial implications for 2007/08, but believes this to be an appropriate short term cost, the outcome of which will be a greater confidence in the quality and viability of training provision available across the Connexion in years to come.’

1.4 The Notice of Motion gives the general outline of the proposed work: this paper sets out its specific shape.

2. Process and timetable

2.1 The Methodist Council will be responsible for appointing the review group and agreeing its terms of reference. The review group’s recommendations will be brought to the Council for comment: the group may wish to revise their recommendations in the light of these comments, but in any case the group’s recommendations and the Council’s comments will be brought separately to Conference.

2.2 The proposed timetable is:

· 21 September: SRC reviews and modifies draft account of process and terms of reference and suggests possible names for review group

· 31 October/1 November: Council reaches an agreed account of process and set of terms of reference and appoints the review group

· November 2006 – February 2007:  review group carries out its work as defined by terms of reference

· 27/28 February: SRC receives draft report of review group

· 30/31 March: Council receives report of review group and comments on the recommendations. 

· April: review group revises recommendations if necessary

· 2 May SRC receives revised recommendations if necessary

2.3 There is the possibility of the review of training institutions being the subject of a ‘Hearing’ at Conference to allow opportunity for fuller explanation, discussion and exploration of issues than is possible within the constraints of either a Conference report or a Conference debate.

3) Membership of the review group

3.1 The group shall consist of not more than five members satisfying the requirements of point (2) of the Notice of Motion. One of the members shall be a representative of the Church of England.

3.2 The skill areas that should be included within the group are:

· Wide knowledge of Methodism and understanding of its present and likely future ministry needs

· Higher education course design and/or inspection and/or management

· Expertise in adult education, distance learning, distributed learning and related fields

· Financial expertise in an appropriate institutional context

· Theological education

· Wide knowledge of the broad ecumenical context of training

3.3 Members of the group will need to be available to do at least 10 days’ work in the period November – March including travel.

3.4 Administrative and research support will be provided by the connexional team.

4) Terms of reference

4.1 The group shall review the provisions of sections 4.4.1 to 4.5.5 of the report in order to determine the specific institutional arrangements which will achieve the best possible

(1) concentration of full-time students in pre-ordination training 

(2) provision of part-time pre-ordination training 

(3) provision of training for the ministry of the whole people of God

in accordance with the principles in section 3.7 of the report. These arrangements should allow:

1. The creation of a ‘faculty’ of Methodist staff in each of the networks outlined in section 4.1.1 

2. The provision of appropriate learning communities for all students

3. The best possible interaction between training provided by Methodist-sponsored routes and that provided by ecumenical partners, whether or not under formal partnership arrangements

4.2 In pursuit of this aim the review group shall bear in mind:

1. The need to avoid generating a ‘bidding war’ between institutions and to seek positive outcomes

2. The need to make specific proposals that will meet the outline budget figure of £1.6m (for 2008/9, adjusted for inflation) for pre-ordination training and for appropriate connexional support for the structures needed to deliver it and associated training. The review group should take as ‘givens’ the intention to:

· Meet student fees from connexional funds

· Give some financial support to students with the possibility of following the proposals in section 4.6 of the report

· Give some financial support to institutions

· Provide full-time pre-ordination training for some students

The group’s recommendations will need to bear in mind the relationship between these different funding areas.

3. The need to look to future trends as far as possible, as well as gathering evidence to evaluate present performance

4. The diversity (social, income, age, academic etc.) of students in pre-ordination training

5. The variable relationship between ‘full-time’ and ‘residential’ training

6. The variety of ecumenical partners and relationships and the consequent ecumenical repercussions of decisions about training institutions

7. The integrated and situated nature of ‘academic’ study in pre-ordination training

8. The institutional partnerships in which training institutions are involved

9. The long-term needs of the church to provide for a wide variety of ministries

10. The need to allow for new developments in ministerial training in direct response to the church’s changing needs

11. The need for network structures to be compatible with connexional policies for the delivery of vocational exploration, continuing development in ministry and other forms of training for the whole people of God

5) Resources available to the review group

5.1 The review group should work in consultation with JSG, Formation in Ministry and the Finance Office, together with any other individuals and bodies that it wishes to consult.

5.2 The group should review the submissions made by the four institutions considered by the Methodist Council in May 2006. It should invite those institutions, and any other institution able to sustain a significant cohort of full-time students in pre-ordination training, to amplify or re-work the submission or (in the latter case) to make a submission. This work may best be done by means of and open, iterative process involving all these institutions. This process might best begin with a round-table conversation between them and a member of the review group. This would clarify:

· the relative importance of the different criteria

· where more information is needed within the existing submissions

· where new information would be useful

· if any summarizing is needed, and how it is to be provided

5.3 The group should evaluate data provided by the institutions and by Formation in Ministry in respect of:

· Numbers of students in full-time and part-time training (present and in recent years)

· Students’ availability to move for training

· Financial projections in accordance with the connexional training budget, and the different possible ways of distributing it

· Possible trends in student numbers including the impact of the ending of foundation training

· Present and possible future unit costs per student in each institution

· Institutions’ business plans

5.4 The group should visit all the institutions named in sections 4.4.1 and 4.5.2, such visits to include

· Meeting students, staff and governors

· Gathering statistical and financial information as deemed necessary
· Receiving input from the institution’s ecumenical partners
5.5 The overall aim of these visits should be
· To evaluate the institution as a learning community in respect of its ability to meet the outcomes given in the report Shaping the Future (CofE Ministry Division 2006), pp. 101-106 (‘Expected competencies for presbyters and deacons about to be stationed’). Full use must be made of inspection reports with due regard to their relationship to the present situation of the institution.
· To determine the institution’s place within the connexion’s overall future provision of part-time and full-time pre-ordination training  
· To determine the principles on which the relationships within networks should be based, including both those institutions with which the Methodist Church has a governance relationship and those where it is only a ‘user’.
Margaret Jones, 13.9.06
