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Team Focus 2005/2008
This paper brings together 3 outputs from the Team Focus process so far.

These outputs are not ‘polished’ papers.  They are papers which, we believe, are good enough to help the Council to focus on the key issues:

Are the basic principles enunciated here, or the steers in new directions for particular areas of work or organisation, sufficiently clear for the Council to make judgements on them?

These outputs are ‘work in progress’.  If the Council gives endorsement, they will require an immense amount of work to develop the detail and to implement in practical ways.

Much of the detailed implementation cannot be put in place immediately.  Other ground-clearing Projects, for example, will report soon and may impinge on what is presented here, or vice versa.  Furthermore, the overall bundle of outputs from the Team Focus process will eventually have to be woven together, ways of working will have to be evolved for various pieces of work which are efficient and as flexible as possible, and difficult judgements will have to be made about levels of resource allocation. All that is for the near future, but not for now.

These papers come to the Council from the Joint Secretaries Group (JSG) with the support of the Strategy & Resources Committee.

David Deeks, for JSG

11.10.06
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PROJECT 8 – Property and Money: Trustees for Methodist Church Purposes and the Connexional Team

Preamble from JSG and SRC

What follows is the report of the Project Management Group, with only the minutest of edits.  The heart of their recommendations is on pp 8-10, in the sections PROPOSALS FOR CHANGE and IMPLICATIONS OF CHANGES.
 

If you are unfamiliar with the world of 'property' in Methodist usage, the opening pages will give a helpful introduction.
 

When JSG looked at this report, we wanted to give it general endorsement.  We propose that the Council be asked to do the same.  But, stimulated by the report, we became conscious of many issues that now need further work.  Here is our raw list (which we would expect to present to the Council, for their information and endorsement): 
 

Clarify the role of TMCP as custodian trustee, distinct from Property Office

 

Develop ideas for resourcing TMCP (e.g. hypothecated assessment; levy on Schemes)

 

Develop a more rigorous accountability of TMCP to Conference (including, e.g. speed of response; clarity of information distributed to circuits); alongside, of course, a review of Property Office response times.

 

Examine what size of 'legal department' is needed in the Team, in the light of a review of the Church's relation to and use of firms of solicitors.

 

Clarify further what 'Approval' entails (i.e. what needs to be 'ticked off' to confirm compliance with an agreed mission policy and to limit/avoid greater liability later), and confirm where 'Approval' is best granted (once only) in most typical instances.

 

Clarify further the difference between 'advice', 'guidance' and 'regulation', so as to empower managing trustees to accept their responsibilities

 

Consider in detail the implications of merging 'General' and 'Model Trust' funds

 

Develop educational resources to make managing trustees aware of their responsibility for the investment of their resources/assets, and where to seek advice (e.g. Central Finance Board).

   

This report invites reflection on an important proposed cultural change.  Once the present levels of regulation are relaxed, the risk of things going wrong inevitably increases.  That need not be a dramatic change.  It is unlikely to be so, because the vast majority of managing trustee groups act responsibly and avail themselves of good advice.  But as a Church we need to contemplate now how we will deal with things when they do go wrong on occasions, and more so than at present – in spite of there being available useful guidelines for trustees.  (Guidelines are of course significantly different from enforceable rules!)  This might be a building scheme goes ahead in breach of public laws or regulations or cannot easily be finished because funds have dried up.  It might be what many would judge to be a reckless expenditure of historically accumulated money or the use of scarce resources to maintain a chapel where the vision of engaging worship and creative mission has long departed.  

Probably the Church will have to resolve not to fall into the temptation of increasing regulation again in order to say, ‘That (foolish or damaging outcome) must never happen again’.  

In practice we may have to ‘roll out’ in stages the reduction of regulations and multiple checking to give ourselves confidence about the process.

- - - - - - - - - -

A Report to Joint Secretaries Group from Team Focus Project 8 Project Management Group

 “A review of the working arrangements between

the Trustees for Methodist Church Purposes and the Connexional Team.”

Introduction

Appendix 1 ‘A Progress Report’ gives details of the Terms of Reference of this Project Management Group and the CPD Part 9 Review Group, and the work undertaken by them.

This report:

· Examines the building blocks of current regulations and procedures when dealing with church buildings and money.

· Questions whether they are relevant in 21st Century when the church needs to be more enterprising in pursuing God’s mission.

· Recommends a series of principles, which if applied, could be the building blocks of a simpler and less constraining set of regulations and procedures.

· States the possible implications of these changes

The report gives an overview and seeks to explore whether its outline proposal and the principles set out in it gain consent. Matters of detail are not dealt with here. Much further work remains to be done on them, but sufficient work has been done to suggest that the principles and outline proposal are a realistic option. 

For ease of reference, most of what follows is worked out in terms of local Church and Circuit property. Analogous statements can be made in most cases for District or Connexional property.

KEY DEFINITIONS AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

Model Trusts

All charities hold property ‘in trust’ for particular purposes (e.g. to provide guide dogs for the blind). The Trusts upon which the great majority of local church, circuit and district properties are held are set out in the 1976 Methodist Church Act and its Schedules. They are called the Model Trusts and give very wide purposes (as wide as the charitable purposes of the Methodist Church itself) and powers to managing trustees.

This term for the charitable trusts is used throughout the regulations and procedural documents.

The following are held on the Model Trusts

· Nearly all buildings used by the local churches, circuit and districts and most connexional property e.g. chapels and ancillary buildings, and manses.

· Money arising from sale of trust property or from bequests for the general purposes of e.g. a local Methodist Church. Circuit and District Advance Funds and the Connexional Advance and Priority Fund are also Model Trust Funds. 

Standing Orders

The Conference has power to limit how managing trustees can use their very wide powers under the Model Trusts and to specify which of the very wide purposes of the Church their particular property (building or money) can be used for. The Conference does this by passing Standing Orders. Many of the Standing Orders about Property are found in CPD Part 9 and the purposes of e.g. local churches are found in other Standing Orders.

Trustees

Under the Methodist Church Act 1976, Model Trust property is held jointly by the Custodian (Trustees for Methodist Church Purposes) and the appropriate body of managing trustees. If a property is used by a local church then members of the Church Council are the managing trustees.

Main Responsibilities of Managing Trustees

Church Councils have many responsibilities such as leading the local congregation and Circuit to discern and pursue God’s mission wherever they are and the care of the membership and community. The Church Council (or Circuit Meeting) are in fact trustees of a charity ie their local Church or Circuit.  When the Church Council turns its attention to property matters it becomes a body of managing trustees.

In the case of local Churches and Circuit, the Church Councils and Circuit Meetings (whose members are regularly changing) act as Managing Trustees.  Their main responsibilities as Managing Trustees include:

· Responsible management of church buildings including proper upkeep and maintenance and also ensuring they are properly presented and equipped for worship and any other activities.

· Responsible use of church money which includes the spending of it subject to any restrictions, appropriate investment and proper accounting processes.

The Legal Duties of the Custodian Trustee

These derive from Statute (Public Trustee Act 1906) and Methodist Church Acts 1939 and 1976.  

The key duties are:

· To hold the Legal Title to all Model Trust Property. This obviates the need for deeds of appointment of new trustees in respect of that property to be made every time there is a death or change in the managing trusteeship of the property. 

· To concur in and perform all acts necessary to enable the managing trustees to exercise their powers of management unless the matter in which the Custodian Trustee is asked to concur, is a breach of trust.  

· Not to be proactive in any way in regard to the management of the trust property, buildings or money, vested in it as Custodian Trustee.

· TMCP also performs other functions as the Church’s ‘corporate legal person’ such as the holding of copyright, and also holds the legal title of funds and property for other Methodist bodies not on the Model Trusts.

CPD Part 9, Property

This is a set of Standing Orders that guides and sets limits upon what Managing Trustees may decide to do with buildings or money, and the procedures they must follow to obtain ‘Approval’ of their decisions.  There have been regular amendments to these SOs, some imposing more restrictions, but more recently attempting to relax the regulations so that Managing Trustees may exercise their responsibility for spending money more easily in certain circumstances.

The Standing Orders contain detailed procedures and include some key definitions, which are keystones around which much of our current administration and process is built. They have evolved over the years, are very technical and are necessarily written in a legalistic manner. This makes it hard for ordinary members of Church Councils and Circuit Meetings who do not have  a good background knowledge to understand and apply them, and that in turn makes it difficult for them to fulfil their duties as Managing Trustees effectively. 

The Standing Orders were first created at a time when the Church was intent on protecting its assets in order to support the Church’s mission in the world as it then was. This was an admirable commitment to the good stewardship under God of the resources God has entrusted to us. But the context of the Church’s mission has changed in a changing world, and good stewardship may now require a different attitude towards and use of our resources. The Standing Orders therefore need to be reviewed and, if necessary, renewed. 

Schemes

The term Scheme is used in a number of Standing Orders to apply those SOs to all transactions listed in SO 930.  This is particularly so in the SOs dealing with the use of money.

A Scheme must be submitted for approval by the appropriate body or bodies, usually by completing the appropriate Schedule which gives details of the requirements to be fulfilled prior to a particular type of transaction being approved.  

Approval

SO 930 describes in great detail the full range of dealings with land and buildings, for which Managing Trustees must get formal Approval before they can start to act, even though the decision and responsibility for completion of the transaction is theirs.  The approving body may be at Circuit or District level, or both, depending upon the nature of the transaction.

SO 931 then describes the transactions requiring Approval at connexional level and the steps necessary to achieve that.  This covers all dealings listed in SO 930 and so effectively adds an additional layer to the Approval process. Until the Conference of 2006 it was the responsibility of the connexional Property Committee to be the approving body, but that committee has now ceased to exist and the 2006 Conference resolved that all its functions, including that of giving or withholding approvals, are to be the responsibility of the Methodist Council, and exercised by such officers and bodies and according to such policies and guidelines as the Council decides. The members of the Connexional Team working in the Property Office in Manchester have an important role to play in this respect.

SO 932 then goes on to list matters about which the Approving Bodies must satisfy themselves (“Requirements”) before giving approval.  These include that the proposal fits within a mission policy statement by the circuit or church; that the managing trustees have taken account of all guidelines and general advice issued by the connexional team from time to time; and that there will be sufficient funds available to complete the transaction successfully.

These Requirements have meant that what is called the “Approval Process” has developed elements of both Approval and Process Audit.  Moreover most of the paperwork is pre approval and is to do with administration of the regulatory process, rather than gaining approval that the transaction itself is a proper and prudent thing to do.  By “process audit” we here mean the checking that Managing Trustees and their agents do what they have been authorised to do, and do it in an acceptable way and to an acceptable standard (in other words, it might be said to be a way of managing the Managing Trustees). The combination of these Standing Orders applies the rigour of process audit to every transaction requiring formal Approval, whether it be complex and would benefit from expert guidance, or simple and straightforward and within the every day experience of many Managing Trustees.  The recent innovation of the Minor Works Scheme has delegated some authority from Property Office to District Property Committees but still includes the element of process audit, and so has moved paperwork from one body to another, rather than eliminate some of that work.

A detailed list has been prepared of the current actions requiring Approval and from whom.  It also details areas where the CPD Part 9 Review Group consider that change might safely be made.

Money

There are many definitions for money, largely depending upon the origin of the funds, and they tend to have a different set of criteria attached to their uses.  

· General Funds are the most straightforward and are largely funds accumulated by circuits or churches through their ‘normal business’ including collections or lettings income for churches and assessment for circuits.  These are unrestricted and can therefore be used as managing trustees see fit, without outside approval and supervision.

· Monies may arise from legacies which might be restricted to a specific purpose, or Model Trust Bequests created by legacies for the general benefit of a local church.  The latter can normally be used for ‘any Methodist purpose’ and are to all intents and purposes, regarded as unrestricted.

· The major part of Model Trust Funds arise from the disposal of Methodist property such as a manse or chapel.  

· Model Trust Funds such as Circuit Advance Funds comprise both Capital (commonly proceeds of sale of an asset), and Income (commonly interest earned by the capital).  There are different authorised purposes for which capital and income can be used, described in great detail in SOs 916 and 917.

· The approval of the use of money to fulfil a purpose is separate and in addition to the approval of the purpose itself.  Normally both approvals would be given at the same time.

This is a very complicated set of distinctions, regularly causing confusion amongst Managing Trustees who are more likely to be familiar with the accounting definitions of capital and income, which also apply to these funds when producing annual accounts.

The Role of  the Methodist Council and the Connexional Team in regard to Property

The phrase “Property Office” does not exist in Standing Orders. As stated above, until the Conference of 2006 Standing Orders gave many responsibilities to the connexional Property Committee, but these have now been transferred to the Methodist Council. The members of Connexional Team who deal with property matters have the task of serving the Council in these responsibilities under the direction of the Joint Secretaries’ Group. This includes a role in:  

· approving  all transactions to do with buildings and money as described within CPD Part 9.

·  checking and approving all legal documents before they are signed (Standing Order 931(3)).  However, this is more properly the duty of TMCP as custodian trustee.

The effect of this is that what has come to be known as the “Property Office” [PO] (i.e. the members of the Connexional Team dealing with propery matters)  has come to audit these processes, directly or through delegation, behind all transactions dealing with buildings and money and requiring formal Approval.  Additionally, the Approval by PO gives TMCP the confidence that a ‘Breach of Trust’, most likely to be a failure to follow Standing Orders, is not being committed when they play their part in many of the transactions that are authorised by Managing Trustees.   In these cases, TMCP then usually act without making further enquiry

Other duties and services performed by the “Property Office” include: 

· Using the developed expertise in a wide range of property related issues, such as dealing with Listed Buildings, technical design of chapels or helping to raise external grant funding for larger developments, for the benefit of churches and circuits.

· Giving guidance about buildings in general, such as keeping up to date with legislation to do with asbestos, electrical installations or Disability Discrimination Act etc.

· Administration of related connexional grants.

· Gathering annual data to do with buildings and money to ensure compliance throughout the church, with charitable law requirements.

The Cumulative Impact

The Church has developed a detailed set of regulations and procedures which are complex.  The accrued advantages of this include:

· A central pool of expertise has been developed, both about buildings matters and in understanding certain complex Standing Orders.

· Unconfident managing Trustees and/or Superintendents receive the step by step guidance they feel is necessary for them as they conclude any actions to do with buildings or money.

· Avoidance of disasters which might otherwise have happened in some building developments.

There are also disadvantages, including:

· The procedures originate from a different era and are often found to be constraining when the church needs to be liberated to fulfil its mission.

· Generate an enormous amount of work for managing trustees in churches and circuits, district and connexional officers.  There are about 1000 new Schemes being developed every year with up to 2800 schemes being current at any one time.

· The regulations are over-burdensome in many ‘simple’ transactions and actually generate a great deal of delay, cost and frustration to the managing trustees by applying the step by step guidance in the many situations where it is unnecessary

· Present a daunting prospect to managing trustees, sometimes adding complexity and bureaucracy in situations where none is needed.

PROPOSALS FOR CHANGE

Alongside the work of both Project Groups, there has been a consultation exercise with over 150 Superintendents.  This involved more than 25% of Superintendents in open discussion out of which emerged 5 key challenges for the Church and which the PMG have seen as central to their work.

· To provide easier access to legal support at a time of reducing overall resource.

· To reduce bureaucracy and simplify systems and yet maintain an appropriate level of regulation.

· To provide expert guidance to those who want it, when they want it, without imposing it upon everyone dealing with property.

· To make the regulations more understandable and accessible.

· To better equip ministers and Managing Trustees to enable them to act responsibly.

These challenges are not unrealistic or mutually exclusive, for there can be a new way of dealing with property.

Approvals

· There are already a number of actions detailed in Model Trusts that can be taken without seeking formal Approval.  This paper suggests that further actions which currently need to be Approved at District or Connexional level, should be the responsibility of the Circuit Meeting without additional Approval.   

· The principle of subsidiarity should apply and where Approval is still required, it should be given as close to the local situation as possible

· Transactions to do with buildings should require Approval beyond the Circuit Meeting, but by only one Approving Body.

· The application for Approval should follow a decision made by managing trustees who will need to demonstrate the feasibility of the Project.

· The Approval process should be a robust test that the decision of the managing trustees is prudent and can be seen to support an agreed church or circuit mission policy statement.*

*Some examples:

Purchase or sale of a manse; or agreeing a lease or tenancy:

Currently, approval needed from circuit, district and connexion

Proposed – approval from circuit and district

Organ repairs over £10K; or use of money to purchase a building:

Currently, approval from circuit, district and connexion

Proposed – no approval needed

Process Audit

· The audit of the regulatory process of building related schemes should be a separate process applied where it is deemed to be appropriate by the Approving Body.  This would be compulsory for schemes regarded as ‘complex’ and the audit would be undertaken by experienced connexional officers, much as they are now.  Work needs to be done to define ‘complex’, but it is likely to include schemes involving partnerships, ecumenical or otherwise, where there can be difficult conflicts to resolve.  The emphasis should be on complexity rather than value, for many high value projects have local, paid, professional experts and additional supervision or guidance is unnecessary.  

· In order to protect the Ecclesiastical Exemption, no changes are proposed in the treatment of work in Listed Buildings.

Money

· The separate approval process for the use of money should cease.  Approval of a project would automatically approve the spending of the money necessary to achieve the objective.

· The distinction between capital and income should  be abolished so far as it concerns the use of those funds.  Guidance may be required to avoid some capital being utilised to support unviable churches or circuits, or for such broad purposes as ‘the work of God’.

·  Managing Trustees should therefore be able to decide whether money should be spent on mission which might involve employment of people, or on property maintenance and development.

· Within the Model Trusts, Circuit funds and other special categories should be abolished so that there is only one category of Model Trust Money.  Work needs to be done on the practicalities of funding model trust funds at District level. 

Legal, Technical and other Support

· Once Approval has been given, the supervision of any project and its successful completion is the responsibility of the managing trustees.

· A full series of easy to read Aides Memoir should be developed to guide managing trustees through the necessary steps of common property transactions.  This should be available on the website so that it is easily kept up to date.  (The current Taxation Dictionary is an example of what might be needed.)

· Central expertise should be available to guide ‘complex’ transactions, particularly when dealing with Listed Buildings or perhaps multiple agencies.

· The same expertise should be made available to inexperienced managing trustees and others, through the district or neighbouring circuits, or from experienced connexional officers.

IMPLICATIONS OF CHANGES

· Dealings with buildings and money will be far simpler to achieve and the responsibility for the successful conclusion of projects will rest correctly, with managing trustees.

· In many cases, having received a simple Approval from the appropriate body, Managing Trustees will be empowered to proceed with the particular action, seeking further guidance only if they want it.

· The removal of some levels of the bureaucracy to do with process audit will enable ‘experts’ at district and connexional level to concentrate their expertise on the smaller number of transactions where it will be of greatest benefit.

· The nature of the Approval will be mission based and the roles of those Approving Bodies will change.

· The Process Audit procedures will be implemented for ‘complex’ transactions or where managing trustees want to use it, but will not be imposed upon every transaction.

· Significantly large volumes of work will be removed from the audit process.

· Standing Orders will be more simple, covering only the general principles whereas the details of which transactions are from time to time regarded as ‘complex’ will be Guidance Notes issued by Connexional Officers and amended periodically in line with experience.  

· It is likely that in time, a property development will go wrong and will need to be ‘bailed out’ by the Team.

September 2006 
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A Review of the working arrangements between The Trustees for

 Methodist Church Purposes (TMCP) and the Connexional Team.

Summary Progress Report July 2006

Those involved with this work


Main Project Management Group


Mr Andrew Moore, Chair

Member of Strategy and Resources Committee


The Revd David Gamble

Co-ordinating Secretary


The Revd William R Morrey

Chair of District


The Revd Kenneth E Street

TMCP Executive


The Revd Nichola G Jones

Circuit Minister


Mr Noel Rajaratnam


Former Director of Finance


Mrs Rosemarie Gates


Former District Property Secretary


CPD Part 9 Review Group


The Revd David Gamble, Chair
Co-ordinating Secretary


Mr John C Hicks QC


Law and Polity Committee


The Revd Kenneth E Street

TMCP Executive


The Revd Keith A Reed

Law and Polity Committee


The Revd Heather M Walker

Superintendent Minister

Mr Alan Pimlott, Property Secretary, has contributed to both groups.

Mr John Nelson, Policy Support and Research Unit, has facilitated both groups.

The Terms of Reference include ‘Areas of work to consider’ and these notes cover each in turn, summarising the work that has been achieved. 

The relevant text from the Terms of Reference is repeated in blue at the start of each section. 

1. Clarifying roles

To clarify the different roles of the Property Office and TMCP in sales, approvals, advertising, etc.  What is expected of the custodian trustee and what is expected of the Property Office?  

The key functions have been identified and responsibility for them is quite clear apart from Legal Work.  The Legal Team is employed by TMCP but undertake a range of responsibilities for the Property Office.  In practical terms, this close working relationship has advantages but can lead to situations where the Legal Officer faces a potential conflict of interest when acting for both ‘employers’ during one conversation.  The volume, complexity and range of queries from the wider church is undoubtedly growing, and the resource to handle them correctly and in reasonable time is insufficient.   

This is an area of concern for the Church and we must consider the correct level of resource and structure of the team available for this work. Once an agreed position is reached and documented, we shall have to revisit the financial arrangements currently in place.  

2. Management of Trust Money

The project group should also consider the problems for many ordinary managing trustees in understanding the relation between TMCP and CFB, especially in relation to investment advice, and the developing interest in requiring that all managing trustees take seriously the ethical dimension of their investment decisions.

As Custodian Trustee, TMCP hold many funds on behalf of churches, circuits and districts, the combined total of these funds is more than £160M.  These are usually either Circuit or District Advance Funds or General or Restricted Legacies.  TMCP have a duty NOT to be proactive in the management, including investment, of these funds and so in the absence of specific instructions from managing trustees, the funds are combined and placed on deposit with Central Finance Board.  Some individual funds are very substantial and could be invested more appropriately but many managing trustees leave TMCP to manage the money, thinking that this is their only option.  Some  do not understand their own responsibilities regarding proper investment of money, which includes such things as a Reserves Policy and an Investment Policy.

3. CPD Part 9 and Property

To consider carefully the implications of there no longer being a Connexional Property Committee.

This matter is largely resolved as Officers will continue to approve schemes as they always have and the Scrutiny Group, when appointed by the Council, will take the Property Committee’s place in having oversight and ensuring accountability.

A small group has been set up to rewrite the Standing Orders in CPD Part 9.  That small group will need to work closely with the Project Group and report back to it.  

The small group’s terms of reference call for Part 9 to be accessible, user friendly, with all internal rules and procedures thoroughly examined to remove unnecessary bureaucracy and develop greater trust in the connexion.  The procedures need to be simplified while ensuring the necessary checks and balances are in place.  

The review group considers that whilst it can rewrite Standing Orders, the Church must decide what level of regulation of its property and money is appropriate today.  Should that be different as leaders of the Church are encouraging the wider church to be liberating and to strive for new ideas and to be working in different groupings with new partners, which was not the case when the regulations were developed?  The group suggests a range of guiding principles which may be appropriate.

Dealing with money

· The separate approval process for the use of money would cease.  Approval of a project would automatically approve the spending of the money necessary to achieve the objective.

· The distinction between capital and income to be abolished so far as it concerns the use of those funds.  Guidance may be required to avoid some capital being utilised to support unviable churches or circuits, or to constrain broad purposes such as ‘the work of God’.
· Within the Model Trusts, CAFs and other special categories would be abolished so that there is only one category of model trust money.  Work needs to be done on the practicalities of the CAF Levy arrangements, which would continue but should not attach to certain funds currently outside the scope of the levy.
4. Dealing with property

· There are a number of actions detailed in Model Trusts that Standing Orders currently require to be Approved at District or Connexional level, which should be the responsibility of the Circuit Meeting without additional Approval.  See Appendix 2 for a list of these actions.

· Those transactions that are to do with buildings should require Approval beyond the Circuit Meeting, but by only one Approving Body.

The Project Group needs to look at the overall flow of approvals (where they are needed) in the future with no Property Committee.  This relates to finding a new way of the Team delivering the Church’s good practice in using resources for buildings (in pursuit of its task of facilitating opportunities for worship and mission).  

A major consultation exercise, which included more than 25% of all superintendents, has confirmed quite clearly that the points in the Terms of Reference are important to them as ‘users’ of the process. 

Summary of common themes

On each occasion the superintendents were fully engaged with the process, appreciating that they were being consulted and they certainly had some things to say.  It has been a very positive experience for those involved, with lessons to be learned by the Connexional Team and this Project Management Group.  Whilst no single clear message emerged, there were, perhaps unsurprisingly, similar messages from each event.  These included:

· Concern that superintendents are expected to manage this (and other) management processes with little or no training, and so there are times when expert support is essential.

· The quality and range of knowledge in boards of Managing Trustees is very mixed, usually very poor with many having little idea about their responsibilities.

· The Minor Works Scheme is appreciated as a step towards speeding certain issues up, but there is concern that workload for District Property Secretaries could become excessive.

· The bureaucracy and language attached to dealings with property is difficult to understand and needs to be greatly simplified but superintendents do not seek total deregulation. 

· The process of dealing with many issues through Schedules often include too many steps making it a long drawn out process which ought to be more direct and crisper.

· The ‘advice’ received from the Legal Team is appreciated but often takes too long because there is insufficient resource available.

· At a time when the Church is striving to be liberating, the process is constraining.

The consultation process has presented a number of challenges:

· To provide more legal resources at a time of reducing overall resource.

· To reduce bureaucracy and simplify systems but maintain a level of regulation.

· To provide expert advice to those who want it, when they want it, without inflicting it upon everyone dealing with property.

· To make the regulations more understandable and accessible.

· To better equip ministers and Managing Trustees to enable them to act responsibly. 

These challenges need not be unrealistic or mutually exclusive.  There can be a new way of dealing with property and this Project Management Group has the opportunity to develop new processes.

The Project Management Group agreed with the recommendations of the Review Group for relaxing the regulation governing the use of money and considered that the level of regulation should be ‘appropriate’ and should find a balance between allowing scarce capital to be used to make life easy and to sustain failing situations, and yet not freeze funds.  It should be easier to spend money on mission but not on survival.

The recommendations about property were also endorsed and additionally the PMG considered that the principle of subsidiarity should apply to the Approval process so that approval of the prudence of a proposed property scheme is given at District level where there is a better knowledge of local circumstances.  The Review Group and the PMG agree that any relaxation in the rules would exclude listed buildings.

The PMG is concerned about how to involve PO as ‘controller’ or ‘gatekeeper’ in appropriate cases where expert guidance would clearly be helpful to local trustees, but might also avoid potential disasters.  Whatever the regulations might be, some trustees will seek guidance anyway as they might be inexperienced or unconfident.  Therefore the services provided by PO should be available to those who want it on a voluntary basis, perhaps attracting a professional fee.  Should the cut off for when PO must be involved be to do with cost of project or its complexity?  High value projects are not necessarily complex and probably have paid experts already in place, but some small projects might be complex if partners are involved or there is a change of use of property.  

More work will need to be done to define ‘complex’ in this context.

Other practical parts of the Process have been examined as part of exploring potential new procedures.

The proposed changes to Approvals will not of themselves do much to reduce volumes of Schemes to be processed either by Property Office or through the current Minor Works process and so will not impact greatly on the current process.  Options for reducing volumes so that the whole process might operate more speedily include:

· Redefine ‘Scheme’ in Standing Orders to remove certain smaller issues. Agreed but will achieve only small scale savings because volumes are small.

· Enable Managing Trustees to deal with manses without further Approval other than checking of legal documentation to ensure that legal title of new manses is detailed correctly and that when selling, best value was obtained

Redefine what is meant by giving Approval.  The current process gives formal Approval once the Property Office is content that every aspect of the proposal is in order.  These include:

· Does the proposal fit the local Mission Plan ?

· Are all ‘legal’ issues resolved?

· Is funding in place or arranged?

· That all technical issues have been resolved.

The process needs to be questioned:

· Would confirmation that a proposal fits a local Mission Plan, be better given locally?

· The other processes are only relevant in a small minority of large and complex proposals, so how can we avoid them being applied in every case?

· Should guidance about legal, technical or funding issues be available to those who feel they need it, even for small or straightforward projects, on a fee-paying basis.

Possible answers to these questions might raise the following issues:

· If Approval is given locally, how do we ensure that Managing Trustees will be aware of  potential pitfalls and then be able to avoid them or seek professional help?  Property Office currently acts as ‘Gateway’ for all Schemes and so is able to point out potential minefields.

· The larger Schemes already have a team of architects, surveyors and perhaps solicitors to advise them, but colleagues in Property Office regularly identify and help to resolve additional problems, perhaps to do with ‘methodism’ or when potential conflicts emerge.

· The property Office feels very much part of The Connexion and is serving the connexion in a collegiate way, would there be a problem in creating a service sector culture for this range of advice?

Increase scope of Minor Works Scheme.

· Currently, Property Office has delegated the Approval process to District Property Secretaries for a limited range of schemes up to £20,000.  This does not in theory increase work at the local level because they should already be scrutinising the proposals before sending them to Property Office.  Under this scheme, they actually Approve the work, rather than add the recommendation of the District.  They are able to contact Property Office for advice as necessary.

· The scheme is well received by Superintendents and perhaps the limit could be increased to £50,000.

· There is anecdotal evidence that DPSs are content with the general scheme but early indications from the review that is under way, suggest that some are overburdened and an increase in value or volume would be unwelcome.

There are a number of options that could be developed in an effort to reduce bureaucracy and increase efficiency and hopefully free up some resource to assist in the pressure areas.  

5. Work of other groups

Use of Methodist property by other faiths

Another section of Connexional Team now has responsibility for this work.

Charity Law Reform

There have been further meetings since our last PMG and the general issues are now known although the detail is yet to be worked out.  The changes take place in Scotland later this year and detailed procedures adopted there will inform the administrative process for England and Wales.

An update is being produced for Property Points and will be issued this summer.

Service Agreement

Once the areas of responsibility and possible new processes have been considered and implemented, a much more formal agreement between TMCP and Connexional Team will be necessary.  This is not yet possible.

6. Legal Matters
Legal Officer.

To clarify the relationship of the TMCP’s Legal Officer to other people with legal and similar responsibilities within the Team (e.g. the Co-ordinating Secretary for Legal and Constitutional Affairs, the Personnel Office, the Secretary for Parliamentary Affairs).  

Some work is in hand through the Legal Issues Group. 

External Legal Advice.

To consider the situations in which we obtain external legal advice, who is involved, and how best use is made of it. 

We are aware that Pothecary and Barrett are working to widen their team with specific knowledge of ‘Methodist affairs’.

Additionally, the Personnel Office has built up a relationship with a firm of solicitors with expertise in personnel law.

 Legal Advice to Local Churches, Circuits and Districts.

To consider in what circumstances, if any, legal advice is provided by TMCP or the Team to local churches, circuits and districts or is sought locally by managing trustees in the light of an agreed brief description of our constitutional arrangements which becomes a briefing note for local solicitors.
Many of these issues will be considered as part of the examination of the current split of functions and responsibilities between TMCP and the Property Office.

Disability Discrimination Act
Much work has been done and guidance given over the last 10 years.

7. Other Matters

To consider how best to undertake the governance and management of Central Hall, Manchester?

This is under review and in the hands of the Council’s Scrutiny Group (Barry Natton).

TMCP Grant Making 

This is now to be considered by a different project group, alongside other grantmaking.

JN

July 2006 
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Leadership and Management
At the Council meeting a diagram will be developed by a PowerPoint presentation to summarise the substance of the following note.  Paper copies of the diagram will be available for each Council member to take away with them.  And supplementary information about the nature and roles of strategic leaders and senior managers will be supplied in summary form.

In May initial thoughts on the shape of the Team beyond 2008, and a diagram, were shared with the Connexional Leadership Team, the Strategy and Resources Committee and the staff, and a revised version offered to one of the Conference workshops. Further development work has focused so far on the “Strategic Leaders” (red in the diagram) and the “Senior Managers” (green); this also has been shared with Team staff, the SRC and the CLT.  The Council is now asked to give general approval to the proposed provisional pattern of leadership and senior management for the Team. 
Strategic Leadership

The Conference appoints ‘connexional’ leaders, i.e. leaders whose leadership extends right across the Church and each of whom also is appointed to focus that leadership in a particular part of the connexion or in a special and specified manner.  In today’s Church such ‘connexional’ leaders are the President and Vice President of the Conference (with the two ex’s and designates), the General Secretary/Secretary of the Conference, the Co-ordinating Secretaries, District Chairs, the Warden of the Methodist Diaconal Order and the Chair of the Strategy and Resources Committee.  ‘Connexional’ leaders are encouraged to work collaboratively and collegially.  Hence the Connexional Leadership Team (SO 302).

Instead of the current Joint Secretaries Group (the General Secretary/Secretary of the Conference and the Co-ordinating Secretaries), the proposal now following identifies the General Secretary/Secretary of the Conference and three other ‘strategic leaders’ (all of whom will be colleagues with other ‘connexional’ leaders in the Connexional Leadership Team) to lead the reconfigured Connexional Team.  The four will work closely together as the Strategic Leadership Group of the Connexional Team. 

Some provisional job titles have been allocated

· The General Secretary/Secretary of the Conference would be as agreed by the forthcoming review of those posts.
· An ‘Internal Relations’ post would focus on the Team’s relationship with the wider Connexion, networking with all members of the Connexional Leadership Team, developing communications between the Conference and the whole Church and facilitating policy development relating to the Church’s diverse ministries (lay and ordained).  [‘Internal’ here, then, means internal to the British Methodist Church as a whole].
· An ‘External Relations’ post would focus on networks with other Christian bodies (in Britain and worldwide) and a wide range of non-Church organisations and groups; and share in leading the Church’s prophetic witness to wider society.  
· An Operations Director would have responsibility for the day-to-day operations of the Connexional Team, especially the infrastructure and technical functions.
These four strategic leaders of the Team would share a strong commitment to working collaboratively with the wider connnexion, especially the districts, under the direction of the Conference and the Council.  

The focus of their shared task would be leadership, for the Team and in the wider Church, i.e. 

to enable a widely-owned vision to emerge to guide the mission of the Church; 

to help the Church identify priorities and strategic objectives towards implementing the vision; 

to ensure synergies between the contributions of the districts, the Connexional Team and other partners; and
to inspire policy-development in support of good practice and to ensure delivery of the Church’s objectives. 

Senior Management

Working essentially as a collaborative group but also closely interwoven with the Strategic Leadership quartet would be the five Senior Managers. One of these would lead a unit dedicated to providing research and other forms of support to the Strategic Leaders and through them the wider Connexion, and report to the General Secretary. The other four Senior Managers would report to the Operations Director.  
· Christian Communication and Advocacy would place at the heart of the Team the need both for excellent internal communications within the Connexion but also the need to find ways of developing evangelism and speaking of God in ways the wider society can understand
· Resources for Mission would oversee the imaginative use and release of resources, including finance, personnel, property and technology, for the Church’s engagement in God’s mission.
· Learning and Ministries would hold together what the Connexion wants done centrally to facilitate the provision and work of authorised ministries, and the learning of the whole people of God.   
· Project Manager would guide the multiplicity of ways in which central resources or contacts can help facilitate project groups on specific pieces of work needed by the Connexion.
These suggestions are all provisional. The conclusions of the 12 Projects and the filters panels will confirm or challenge them and also shape the areas of work of other Team members working to these senior staff.    
NOTE

The introduction of the diagram to the Council is designed to concentrate on the four strategic leaders and the five senior managers.  Other details on the diagram are extremely sketchy.  More work will be done on them as the recommendations of the Filter Process and the ground-clearing Projects come into focus.  What is important at this stage are the categories which indicate new ways of working that will become typical:
Developing networks
Project-based activity
A limited number of Specialist Resource People
An essential set of central support functions (working in new ways)
A dedicated Help Desk
A majoring on electronic forms of communication (e.g. web, emails), alongside a few, carefully targeted, high quality publications
Partnerships and the use of, or creation of, agencies
Outsourcing
DGD, for JSG, 13.10.06
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PROJECT 12

Preamble from JSG and SRC

This is an abbreviated version of the Project 12 Management Group.  The diagram at the end gives a visual summary of the proposals.

The Council is asked to give general endorsement to the principles (section 3) and the model for future grant-making (section 4) that are proposed here.  If the Council give encouragement for the details to be worked through, the aim will be to enable as many as possible of the funds from which grants are dispersed and which are under the control of the Council to be brought within the process 

and framework sketched here. 

- - - - - - -

A NEW WAY OF MAKING GRANTS
The Essence of the Project 12 Final Report 
Summary
· Project 12 has submitted its final report to JSG, who welcomed its thrust.
· Section 1 sets out the process the Project Management Group (PMG) used.
· Section 2 is a reminder of the need for rigour in seeking Connexional money for a project.
· Section 3 sets out the proposed principles for a new process. 
· Section 4, with its accompanying diagram in Appendix 1, sets out the core of the Group’s proposed model for a single grant-making process.    
· In Section 5, the Council is invited to endorse the broad framework proposed.
1. The Work of the Project Management Group

1.1. The task of Team Focus project 12 was to “put all grant-making (with the exception of ad hoc grants to individuals in emergency situations) in one ‘place’, operating under one co-ordinated range of procedures.”

1.2. After initial conversations with key Connexional Team staff members, a mapping exercise of grant making activities both within the Team and the Districts was undertaken.  This in turn led to the production of a consultation paper circulated to all Connexional team budget holders with grants elements in their budgets and all District Grants Secretaries.  In the light of the responses, a detailed report was prepared.

1.3. It became clear early on in the project that it needed to focus on those aspects of grant-making which are handled at Connexional level, managed by the Connexional Team.  This inter-relates with District grant-making but significant work on the latter is being done by the Resourcing Mission Office and, recognising the quality of this work, the PMG did not feel it needed to do more on this.  

1.4. Good practice and ongoing developments in grant-making is not limited to the Resourcing Mission Office and can be found in many areas of Connexional grant making.  Therefore the project’s recommendations are designed to build upon this with the overall aim of delivering a co-ordinated, transparent and flexible framework for all Connexional grant making.  This is best illustrated by the incorporation of much of the current practice into the new unified model this paper is proposing, rather than recommending wholesale change.

1.5. The PMG also considered the presumption within its task that putting all grants in one place, operating under one co-ordinated range of procedures, is desirable.  Clearly there are arguments for and against this but on balance the PMG felt the advantages of this approach outweighed the advantages of the current way of working.

1.6. The fundamental difficulty with the current system arises from the number of different committees and bodies responsible for creating policy and making decisions about grants, each of which has different reporting routes and different ways of doing things.  This leads in effect to the Connexion having several grants policies and an overall lack of transparency about how we make grants (although for many individual types of grant this is very clear).  Therefore one “place” has the following advantages:

1.6.1. The one place will create a single, publishable, Connexional grants policy.

1.6.2. The one place will be more flexible in handling the reducing Connexional resource for grant making as it has access to all the available Funds rather individual committees working with the amounts the budget process allocated to them.

1.6.3. The one place will provide a better co-ordinated approach to grant making and offers a quicker system for responding to changing Connexional priorities.  This is particularly true where in the past these might have required funding from a number of different committees or fallen through unintended holes, as the criteria for the various types of grants offered by the Connexion had no one place in which they could be considered in total.  

1.6.4. The one place and co-ordinated procedures offer a more transparent approach to the totality of Connexional grant making than at present.  

1.6.5. The one place offers a clearer audit trail.

1.7. The PMG believes these points will lead to a more effective grant-making system and, while not necessarily producing a large immediate cost saving, it will provide an essential tool through which to manage future changes in income.

1.8. It should be noted that the proposed model aims to achieve unified policy making and a co-ordinated approach to making decisions about individual grants but is not suggesting a single or standardised process for dealing with all grant applications.  The PMG recognises that within a range of general principles and a unified grants policy the precise way of working with particular types of grants needs to be different.

1.9. This paper contains sufficient detail for judgements to be made about the PMG’s proposed model.  It does not however cover detailed areas of implementation or a number of subsidiary questions which the model raises for other ongoing work, such as that on budget making and the future shape of the Connexional Team and these have been logged with JSG.


2. Why Connexional Grants at all?
2.1 Although not necessarily within the PMG’s direct brief, it is important to be clear why grants are given via the central Connexional structures at all.  As the Church implements Priorities and simultaneously reduces markedly the overall Connexional Team budget, there should be no presumption that all grants which have traditionally come from the centre will continue to be available.
2.2 The decisions of Conference to devolve substantial financial resources to Districts means there is now much greater scope than in the past for people close to projects to be assessing their mission potential and deciding on their priority for grants.  It would be natural if most smaller grants were dealt with entirely at District level rather than coming to Connexional processes.
2.3 Under the proposals below, further work would need to be done on the criteria for considering grants in the various streams.  A general presumption, however, would be that there would have to be a clear reason why the grant needed to be from the centre rather than from Districts.  Possible reasons might be that the work had Connexion-wide scope or that a Connexional contribution was crucial to attract matched funding or that the project had the potential to lead to important new lessons being learned for the Connexion as a whole. 
3. Proposed Principles

3.1. Grant-making must reflect the priorities of the Methodist Church.

3.2. There should be simple, clear and published criteria for all grant-making.

3.3. Staff making applications for grants, even when on behalf of others, should not be able to vote on those applications.  However, a committee should still be able to delegate to a staff member decision-making on small grants within specified criteria. 

3.4. Modern technology should be used to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of all grants processes eg through virtual meetings.

4. Proposed Model

4.1
Within the Connexional budget there are three distinct types of grant: 
4.1.1. Application grants, for which there is a clear published application process and decisions are made on individual grants against set criteria e.g. mission and ministry grants

4.1.2. Service grants, where a grant is made to another body in return for a particular service or membership e.g. block grants to training institutions.

4.1.3. Expense grants, where an individual or body receives money in relation to meeting additional expenses arising from particular circumstances e.g. student grants or island travel 


4.2. A new Connexional Grants Committee will be responsible for all grant making by the Connexion for application and service grants.  Subject to the outcome of the current review, this committee will replace the RMGC and assume the grant-making policy functions of all other Connexional committees and groups. It will be appointed by, and report to, the Methodist Council.
4.3. The Connexional Grants Committee will work through two subcommittees, one responsible for making decisions about grant applications for work in Britain and one for grants to Overseas Partners, to whom authority will be delegated for smaller grants.  A diagram illustrating this is attached.

4.4. There will be a cascading system of grant criteria with some overall criteria which must be met by all grants, then additional ones which must be met by one area of grant-making (i.e. grants in Britain and grants to overseas Partners) and finally specific criteria for each grant stream.
4.5. The functions of the Connexional Grants Committee will be:
· To formulate and implement grants policy in line with the decisions of the Methodist Council and Conference.

· To monitor an annual budget for all grant-making, taking into account current priorities and all relevant sources of income e.g. MCF, CAPF, the four restricted funds specified in SO 362 and other restricted funds (e.g. the Luton Fund).

· To set clear criteria for all grant-making processes.

· To ensure appropriate monitoring of all grants.

· To approve all large grants (eg over £100,000) and to monitor the grants made by the committee’s two subgroups and the various grant streams.

· To set limits on decisions which may be delegated to Officer Action.
4.6. The membership of the committee will be:

· A chair who will be an existing member of the Methodist Council. 
· One member of the Strategy and Resources Committee. 

· One representative from each of the two subcommittees. 

4.7. The Mission and Ministry in Britain Grants Subcommittee will focus on making grants in various streams relating to the work and witness of the Church in Great Britain.  The membership of the subcommittee will be one representative from each of its grant streams (see 4.8).

4.8. The Mission and Ministry in Britain subcommittee will have a number of separate grant streams reporting to it.  Initially these will be combinations of existing grant making processes.  For example, there might be a stream for property grants and another for chaplaincy support.  The purpose of the stream is to provide a mechanism for making decisions on small application grants.
Each grant stream will be made up of three volunteers appointed by the Methodist Council with particular knowledge or experience of the area covered by the stream.

4.8.1. Specialist Team staff may advise the stream volunteers but not be voting members of the stream.  Administration of all stream processes will be centralised.

4.8.2. As well as allocating grants from money available via the budgeting process from the main Funds, each stream will also be able to access other smaller restricted funds within the control of the Connexion where the purposes for which the grant is being made fall within the restrictions of that fund.  
4.9. The Mission and Ministry in the World Church Grants Subcommittee will focus on making grants in various streams relating to the work and witness of our partner churches overseas.  The subcommittee will comprise the World Mission Group (or its successor) supplemented by two non-staff members.   

4.10. The grant-making process will require an effective Information Management System, which does not currently exist, and a level of administrative support yet to be determined. The view of the PMG is that a significant reduction in the overall Team time commitment can be achieved. 

4.11. The grants identified as Expense Grants within the current system are better regarded as expenses, bursaries or allowances and should be dealt with separately by whichever part(s) of the Connexional Team is in future responsible.  Where matters of policy are involved, such as the setting of rates for specific grants, these should be determined by the Connexional Allowances Committee.  
4.12. Currently the Property Office gives considerable support to churches and circuits through both running the Landfill Tax recovery scheme and offering specific advice on particular packages.  These functions lie outside the scheme proposed above and if continued will involve additional staff time.  

5. RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1.    The model proposed in section 4 is adopted.

5.2.    The following tasks remain within the Connexional Team:
1. Processing all the grant applications received.
2. Servicing the Connexional Grants Committee, the subcommittees and streams.
3. Monitoring grants made.
4. Offering advice to applicants relating to the applications process.
5. Offering help to applicants in developing schemes that lead to specific grant applications.
6. Maintaining links with external funders e.g. Landfill Communities Fund.
Appendix 1

Diagram of Proposed Structure
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