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MC/14/96
Annual report of the Connexional Grants Committee for the Connexional Year ended 31 August 2014
1.0
Introduction

1.1 The Connexional Grants Committee (CGC) including its sub-committees and subsidiary streams is appointed annually by the Council in accordance with Standing Order 213B to manage the grant making process.
1.2
This report includes summary overviews of Mission in Britain and World Church grants budgets, applications received and awarded in the connexional year. The Mission in Britain Fund was under-spent by 44%; mainly because it includes a sum that is restricted for grants to Chinese-speaking communities within Britain. The process and criteria for awards in future years will be reviewed by the CGC.

1.3
A number of the CGC and its subordinate committees and stream members have completed their term of office, including the Chair of CGC.  Helen Woodall has been appointed as the next Chair of the CGC commencing 1 September 2014, for a three year term in the first instance. Helen takes over from Dr Ian Harrison, who has served the CGC well over the past years and has done much to shape it during its initial years, for which we are grateful. 
1.4
During the year the CGC considered several policy questions. One outcome of this was paper MC/14/6 suggesting a review of the Mission Alongside the Poor programme. The Council proposed this to the Conference, which adopted a resolution instructing the Council to undertake such a review and bring recommendations to the Conference by 2016. A proposal for the CGC to oversee such a review is contained elsewhere within the Council papers.

Under SO 971 the CGC administers the Connexional Priority Fund (CPF). During the year, at the request of the Officer for Legal and Constitutional Practice, it clarified the interpretation of certain aspects of the criteria by which churches and circuits can apply for levy refunds for replacement projects under SO973, assisting several trustee bodies in developing their properties for mission.
1.5
The Connexional Audit Committee which oversees the work of the CGC has received audit reports (external and internal) during the connexional year. Each of these makes reference to the grant-making process and policies and identifies further required developments. This is outlined in more detail below.

1.6  
SO 213B(6)(iv, vii and viii) requires the CGC to monitor and evaluate grants expenditure. A Monitoring, Evaluation, Learning and Dissemination Group (MELD) was established following a resolution at the Methodist Council in 2012. The group has been in place for one year and a list of the projects which were reviewed and the group’s findings are included in this report.
2.0
Grants budget allocation 2013-2014
2.1
Mission in Britain (MiB) Fund (including Mission Alongside the Poor) – the budget agreed by the Conference was £1,577,223 as follows:
	Mission and Ministry in Britain
	Budget  (£)

	Epworth Fund
	250,000

	MiB (inc Mission Alongside the Poor)
	582,223

	MiB Fund – Core Heritage: Curators
	280,000

	MiB Fund – Chinese Ministry (ring-fenced)
	465,000

	Total
	£1,577,223


2.2
Fund for Property – the budget agreed by the Conference was £774,250.
2.3
World Mission Fund – the budget agreed by the Conference was £1,975,000 as follows:

	World Mission Fund
	Budget  (£)

	General Grants
	332,400

	World Church Rolling Grants
	142,600

	Scholarship and Leadership Training
	500,000

	Nationals in Mission Appointments
	1,000,000

	Total
	£1,975,000


3.0
Mission and Ministry in Britain including fund for property

The table below shows the number and value of grants applications received and awarded in the connexional year:
	Funding Streams
	Budget


	Number of applications

received
	Total value of grant applications received


	Total value of grants awarded

	% of total available


	Total value of grants declined
	Total number of grants awarded

	
	£
	No.
	£
	£
	%
	£
	No.

	Mission in Britain Fund
	582,223
	24
	1,836,240
	325,529
	55.91
	1,325,774
	8

	Epworth
	250,000
	
	
	103,934
	41.57
	
	3

	Heritage Curators
	280,000
	4
	308,610
	280,000
	100
	0
	4

	Ring-fenced funds for Chinese Ministry
	463,000
	1
	21,000
	21,000
	4.52
	0
	1

	The fund for Property
	774,250
	25
	2,509,963
	763,500
	98.61
	829,805
	15

	Totals
	£2,349,473
	54
	£4,675,813
	£1,509,968
	
	£2,155,579
	30


3.1
The budget shows a significant under-spend of which £444,000 relates to the ring-fenced fund for Chinese Ministry. The balance of the grant to support Chinese Ministry rolls over from the previous year until it is expended or is no longer required. The expenditure shows that applications for funds from the budget have been limited and indicates a downward trend on the previous year.  The reasons require further investigation, but demonstrate that the CGC has quite correctly awarded grants based on their individual merits, rather than trying to match them to the money available.

Grants for mission and ministry in Britain include those made for Mission Alongside the Poor, Chaplaincy, and Methodist Heritage. This under spend amounts to £235,694 and together with an under spend on the Epworth Fund of £151,061 equates to circa 36% of the budget unallocated. When approving the Connexional Central Services Budget for 2014/15 the Conference passed a resolution determining that the heritage site curator grants will in future be met from the Connexional Priority Fund, with their use being monitored by the CGC. This removes them from the CGC’s discretionary budget, freeing up more money for other grants.

Applications to the Fund for Property exceeded the budget, so funds were awarded to those projects most closely matching the eligibility criteria. Churches across the Connexion appear to have a good understanding of the availability of property grants, which might be accounted for by the process being more clearly defined.

3.2
Mission in Britain Fund – Grants exceeding £100,000: None awarded over £100k.
3.3
Fund for Property

Allocation of property grants by project type:


	Type of project
	Grants Awarded £
	% of budget allocated

	New church buildings
	85,000 (2 projects)
	10.98

	Alterations, refurbishment and extensions to existing buildings
	678,500 (13 projects)
	87.63

	Total
	£763,500
	98.61



The maximum Connexional Property grant is £200,000. Two churches were awarded a grant exceeding £100,000, with 13 grants below £100,000. 
There are considerable variations in the amounts sought as property grants. Eg, a church may have raised funds locally, or obtained funding from other sources, or a large proportion of their development budget is funded from the rationalisation and disposal of surplus property assets.


A large number of the projects aim at improving facilities within their churches to provide flexible spaces, improved heating, lighting, sound, and reduce costs through energy efficient systems such as better insulation, double glazing.
Other facilities include accessible toilets suites and new kitchens. The improvements extend the scope for improving utilisation of the church throughout the week as a venue for the wider community in addition to the established worshipping community.
Analysis of property grants awarded by District:
	District
	Grant Award  £
	Nr. of projects funded
	Value of award as a % of the budget (rounded)
	Nr. of Applications submitted

	Synod Cymru
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Wales Synod
	20,000
	1
	3
	2

	Birmingham
	70,000
	2
	9
	2

	Bolton and Rochdale
	50,000
	1
	6
	2

	Bristol
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Cumbria
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Channel Islands
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Chester and Stoke
	173,000
	1
	22
	1

	Cornwall
	20,000
	1
	3
	1

	Darlington
	-
	-
	-
	-

	East Anglia
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Isle of Man
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Leeds
	-
	0
	-
	1

	Lincolnshire
	85,000
	2
	11
	3

	Liverpool
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Manchester and Stockport
	79,000
	1
	10
	2

	Newcastle
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Lancashire
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Nottingham and Derby
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Plymouth andExeter
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Northampton
	101,000
	2
	13
	4

	Sheffield
	25,000
	1
	3
	2

	Southampton
	100,000
	1
	13
	1

	West Yorkshire
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Wolverhampton and Shrewsbury
	-
	-
	-
	-

	York and Hull
	-
	0
	-
	1

	Scotland
	10,000
	1
	1
	1

	Shetland
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Bedfordshire, Essex, and Hertfordshire
	-
	-
	-
	-

	London
	-
	0
	-
	1

	South East
	30,000
	1
	4
	1



16 Districts did not submit any applications. The Northampton and Lincolnshire Districts submitted the most applications.
4.0     World Mission Fund 
The table below shows the number and value of grants applications received and awarded in the connexional year:

	Funding Streams
	Budget


	Total value of grant applications received


	Grants expenditure


	% of total available


	Total Value of Grants declined

	
	£
	£
	£
	%
	£

	General Grants
	332,400
	341,047
	324,147
	97.52
	16,900

	Annual Rolling Grants
	142,600
	203,000
	142,600
	100.00
	60,400

	Scholarship andLeadership Training
	500,000
	861,361
	417,451
	83.49
	443,910

	National Mission Appointments
	1,000,000
	1,578,763
	891,629
	89.16
	687,134

	Totals
	£1,975,000
	£2,984,171
	£1,775,827
	89.92
	£1,208,344


4.1
The overall trend in expenditure of grants from the World Mission Fund is fairly consistent across four connexional years (2010 – 2014), with the exception of the Annual Rolling Grants, which skew the figures every three years as new applications and budget is allocated for expenditure in the following years.  The next cycle will be in 2015-2016.
The World Mission Fund grants support the training of students from Partner Churches, the post of a national of the partner church to do strategic mission work for the church, the general functioning of the church or partner organisation, and respond to unexpected need such as disaster relief, purchasing medical equipment etc. 
The Conference has recognised 74 partner churches, with Rwanda being the most recent addition. The allocation of the grants relies on the World Church Partnership Coordinators to translate the needs of the churches into a project plan that will assist the Subcommittee and Connexional Grants Committee to gain better understanding of why the grant is needed and how it will be used.
5.0
Audit Reports – Connexional Grants
5.1
The Audit Committee has received external and internal audit reports during the year. The former makes particular note of the need to review the grants making criteria and processes generally associated with the World Church Grants.


The internal audit report made a critical examination of elements of Mission in Britain and World Church grant making and reiterated the recommendations of the External audit report with regard to international grant-making and Charity Commission guidelines. Of particular note was the recommendation that all types of grant funding should have clearly identified criteria for evaluating the grants and clearer methods of assessment.

It was also recommended that a benchmarking exercise is undertaken to identify best practice in other grant making organisations including All We Can. This would assist in developing systems and processes from application through to project completion, and to ensure probity, transparency and to reduce the opportunity for fraud or inappropriate use of funds

A project is underway to address the recommendations including site reference visits to a number of grant making organisations within the charity sector, and in particular those who award grants both nationally and internationally.

6.0 
Monitoring, Evaluation, Learning and Dissemination (MELD)
6.1
During the year, MELD has examined the progress made by a range of grant recipients chosen via a random sampling. In several cases this included significant conversations with trustees and in each case a full report was made to the CGC. These are listed below:
	DESCRIPTION
	REPORT

	Living in 3 dimensions, Berkshire Surrey Borders
	6 May 2014

	Applecart, London District
	5 May 2014

	YMCA, Edinburgh
	16 May 2014

	SJI Fresh Training Programme, London
	19 May 2014

	Project Outreach Programme, Newcastle upon Tyne
	24 April 2014

	University Chaplaincy, Leeds
	24 April 2014

	Ecumenical church planter/worker, Devon
	Still to complete

	Synod enabler ethnic congregations, Wales
	7 April 2014

	The Mission Cafe, Kirklees
	6 May 2014

	Alston Moor Methodist Circuit
	24 April 2014

	Wreyfield Drive MC, Scarborough
	22 April 2014

	Lancashire Chaplaincy Development
	28 May 2014

	Southampton Chaplaincy Development
	28 May 2014

	Wolverhampton and Shrewsbury Chaplaincy Development
	28 May 2014

	Manchester and Stockport – Chaplaincy Development
	28 May 2014

	Sheffield Chaplaincy Development 
	28 May 2014

	Cumbria Chaplaincy Development
	28 May 2014

	Bristol University
	28 May 2014

	Wesley’s Chapel, London
	24 September 2013

	New Room, Bristol
	24 September 2014

	Englesea Brook Chapel and Museum
	24 September 2014

	Epworth Old Rectory
	24 September 2014


The work of the MELD group is generally undertaken at the completion on site of property projects. The projects generally are evaluated at the end of their construction phase. From a monitoring perspective, this should take place across the project life from inception to completion to ensure that the grant is used in a timely manner and is put to effective use as outlined in either the business case or project plan. As the MELD group processes starts to become embedded, new procedures can be developed to incorporate monitoring procedures.
Learning and Dissemination are areas which rely on outcomes of the project being realised. Where a property project is being evaluated, the building works are quite often an enabler to mission and discipleship activities. Whilst some learning can be sought about the effectiveness of the project, the beneficial learning must come from the objectives being achieved. Dissemination as an example of effective use of resources can be shared with the wider Connexion and used to inform any changes necessary to the grants making process. 

The Chaplaincy Development grants reviews have been mixed. The summary report indicates that lack of continuity within the district structure may have a bearing on this. To commence the project at the start of the connexional year means that a project has to be planned and ready to proceed beforehand, therefore timing could be an issue and a cycle of one year preparation followed by a year when the project is delivered is the preferred model. Some positive outcomes have been identified in the reports and the Wolverhampton andShrewsbury District project is highlighted as being one of the better examples of the projects reviewed.
The Heritage Grants are three year grants, and the purpose was to help them to become more financially stable, maintain museum accreditation, and to generate a mixed economy approach to increasing incomes. MELD group found that the year one reports did not demonstrate how the original objectives had been implemented, and in some instances supporting information was not provided.  A standard form of accounts consistent with Methodist Church and Charity Commission requirements is recommended, to enable performance to be evaluated.
MELD found that leadership at the Heritage sites is evident. However, they concluded that if the development of the Heritage sites is to continue, they will require an on-going financial commitment until they can become self funding. Publicity and websites could be enhanced.
Three of the sites rely on donations and Epworth Old Rectory charges an admission fee, which can be gift aided. Englesea Brook make a charge for group visits. MELD group concluded that charging an entrance fee may be a way forward for each of the sites in the future.

The work of MELD group is in its infancy and will be refined and honed under the guidance of the CGC in the future to include milestone reviews of Mission in Britain grants. As a move towards this, the Connexional Property Coordinator role now includes audits of property projects, which will be undertaken as directed by the CGC. 

7.2
As stated above, some of the key findings of the internal audit report related to the way this process is undertaken, so work is underway to review this. The majority of Mission and Ministry in Britain grants are made against criteria relating to connexional significance, but the audit has highlighted a lack of clarity in the way this is defined, particularly in relation to demonstrable plans to disseminate learning across the Connexion.

***RESOLUTION
96/1. The Council receives the report.
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