Supporting Paper A: The Staff Clusters

1.  
This Paper complements Chapter 2 by giving more detail on the developments in thinking about the five staff clusters of the reconfigured Team. These were described initially in the January Core Report (MC/07/04 in Volume Two p. 20-24).

(i)
Christian Communication, Evangelism and Advocacy

2. The Christian Communication, Evangelism and Advocacy Cluster (CCE&A) draws together several existing work streams that are generally “outward facing” and relate to the wider world of public issues, the public at large, relationships with international partners, evangelism, spirituality and discipleship.  It includes all aspects of communication, including media and the website.

3. Incorporating these issues within a single cluster integrates their work and facilitates better opportunities for the close collaborative working style which will be a key feature of the reconfigured Team.  While this collaborative style is not to be limited within any cluster, but rather must be a general feature across the whole Team, it will nonetheless be an added advantage to hold these work streams in a single cluster as they particularly need to coordinate their activities to be fully effective.  This point was emphasised in the reports of Ground-clearing Project 1 on Evangelism and Speaking of God and Ground-clearing Project 4 in relation to advocacy work (see MC/07/04 in January Council papers Volume Two p. 59 and 91).

4. This cluster includes International Mission Relationships which is the subject of Chapter 5 of this report, as well as the Help Desk which is explored further under Chapter 14. 

5. The CCE&A cluster will have a unique role to play as the whole Team seeks to mobilise and facilitate the Connexion in delivering the Priorities.  It will be outward looking and able to use its communications expertise to back up the work of others in the Team and Connexion (including the Priorities Officers – see Chapter 10) to help raise awareness and motivation throughout the church.  At the same time the Help Desk will bring feedback and ideas as it deals with related enquiries and interacts with the Connexion or the public at large.

6. One of the five Priorities relates to evangelism and it has been questioned how the reconfigured Team can effectively engage in this work.  Chapter 11 explores this further. It needs to be continually borne in mind that all aspects of the Priorities need to be worked out within the Connexion, and that the role of Team staff is to enable this to happen rather than take on the specific activities themselves.  

7. Nevertheless, JSG are persuaded that the Team resources in support of evangelism and related work should be increased. To achieve this, it is proposed that the reconfigured Team has four staff assigned to the interlinked work stream of Evangelism, Spirituality and Discipleship.  These people will relate to others in Connexion with the same focus e.g. the District Evangelism Enablers.  

8. In this context ‘Spirituality’ is used as a shorthand for developing an understanding of the contemporary culture in which the Methodist Church is set, as that culture explores the spiritual dimension of life but not necessarily using any traditional Christian framework.  ‘Evangelism’ refers to the specific task of the Christian Church of making more disciples of Jesus Christ as expressed in ‘Our Calling’.  

9. Since the January Council some details of the structure of the CCE&A cluster have been revised to streamline the accountability lines within Communications, and indicate the potential for additional expertise (blues) in certain areas.  Which area of expertise is linked with the co-ordination role might vary according to the skill sets of the staff involved. The indicative diagram inevitably still has its limitations, and cannot reasonably show all the collaborative working relationships which clearly need to take place.  There will also need to be proper consideration given to full time or part time responsibilities for work streams like Events, which are particularly seasonal.  

10. The support and management of Chaplains is to be explored by one of the early Projects, which will focus particularly on the question of where the support for this important work can be delivered ecumenically, given that most of the chaplains operate in ecumenical settings.  Pending the outcome of that work, there is provision with the Discipleship and Ministries Cluster to provide some basic practical support to complement what is provided locally.  In addition the link into Public Issues has been retained to emphasise the vision that all chaplains are more than providers of pastoral care and all have a role to play in helping the Church shape its thinking on wider societal issues. As with other office holders, chaplains will in practice relate to various parts of the Team at different times.  

11. JMA is included in the diagram to recognise the fact that there is a distinct piece of work which has not yet had detailed attention.

12. This cluster may seem a complex sub-structure in the indicative diagram, but it is not intended to imply numerous layers of hierarchy.  The CCE&A manager (‘green’) would be responsible for the general management of the cluster, and one or more of the ‘yellow’ staff positions would have an important co-ordinating role in relation to particular groups of staff and in managing, for example, International Mission Relationships staff.



(ii) The Projects Cluster
13. The Projects Cluster contains a series of individual time-limited projects each focused on specific pieces of work.  Much of this will be innovative new work aimed at pressing forwards with the Priorities for the Methodist Church.  Some will take the shape of feasibility studies exploring the transition from the old to the new ways of working, while others will be defined pieces of work commissioned for a specific reason.

14. Under the responsibility of the Projects Manager, the cluster would have four permanent staff to oversee the work, and specific projects would draw widely on the expertise of various people in the Connexion.  Each project would be defined in terms of outcomes, timescale and budget, and would be managed professionally to deliver against these.  In some cases extra staff may be contracted-in for the project duration if necessary.

15. Such staff permanently working in the project cluster would be recruited on the basis of their project management skills.  Within the enhanced collaborative working style of the reconfigured Team they would interact with others to achieve the project objectives.  In doing so they would interact with others in the Team and with people of particular expertise drawn from both inside and outside the wider Connexion.

16. The thrust of projects is to enable innovative and creative work to be done which enables and encourages the Connexion to drive forward the Priorities.  While the Priorities agenda will continue over a long period of time, a project approach with defined objectives improves the effectiveness of such work

17. This project style of working will be distinctly different from the present Team approach.  A formal process will be defined to set up a project, and all projects will have a defined time period.  This will enable the Team to explore specific opportunities without entering into long-term commitments.  This in turn offers a useful budgetary constraint and avoids the situation whereby a work stream continues beyond its useful life.

18. While the nature of projects will vary, resources will only be allocated on the basis of a Conference decision, or the Team Leadership having determined that a particular project is the best way of responding to some aspect of the Priorities.  Therefore projects should not be confused with the ongoing research required within the Leadership Support and Research Unit.  The LSRU will undertake specific pieces of work, but these will be designed around the operational elements of leadership and strategy development.

19. The following projects have already been identified or commissioned:

Mapping the Way Forward: Regrouping for Mission

The need for a general review of connexional structure and other issues relating to circuits and districts was brought to the October 2006 Council, and would be undertaken as a project. 

Priorities Officers

The need for Priorities Officers was suggested by Project 2 with the task of promoting the vision and implementation of Our Calling and the Priorities in each district.  These staff would link in with the Mapping the Way Forward: Regrouping for Mission programme over the next five years: see also Chapter 10. 

Covenant Joint Implementation

The specific work relating to the Anglican-Methodist Covenant would be continued as a project.

The Nations and Jurisdictions

The Connexional Team serves all parts of the British Methodist Church irrespective of legal jurisdiction.  This project responds to the request of the Scotland District for further work on the longer-term support provided from the Connexional Team on Scottish matters, and will also consider parallel questions for other jurisdictions.

Equalities and Diversity

This is an existing project, which is bringing proposals to the 2008 Conference about how the work on Equalities and Diversity should be supported in the future. The brief includes work on Racial Justice.  The options for addressing the subject are not restricted to having it as a further project: see also Chapter 8.  
Children and Young People

The proposal to refocus energy on the large majority of children and young people who are not reached by the existing activities of the Church is a very direct response to the Church’s decline.  This project will explore the role of the Methodist Church in relating to children and young people in the 21st Century and then how best the Team can support the wider Connexion in this very important task: see also Chapter 6.

Missing Generation

The Conference has asked for a specific piece of work to be done on the Church’s relationship with the so-called ‘missing generation’ and this would be picked up here.

Chaplaincy

This project is to explore whether the support for the various sectors of Chaplaincy which the Methodist Church recognises could be moved on to an ecumenical basis, given that the chaplains themselves almost all work in ecumenical settings.  There is no suggestion that the work of the chaplains themselves is to be temporary or phased out. 

Education

This project arises from the recommendations of Ground-clearing Project 10 to set up an independent “commission” on formal education to radically review why and how the Church should engage in all aspects of education and training services, and consider how Methodist people involved can be supported.

Interfaith Relations

This project will explore how best to embed in the life of the whole Connexion understandings and good practice in relation to interfaith issues.

(iii)
Support Services Cluster 

20. The Support Services Cluster brings together under the Support Services Manager the functions of Office Administration, Finance, Personnel, IT, Database, Payroll, Property, and Grants Support.  Included within this cluster is the management of administrative support like PAs.  These staff would be centrally managed but would still work with regular attachments to particular parts of the Team.

21. Further work has been done since the last Council to consider the number of staff required in these roles, and to delineate between those which would be funded from the Team budget and those funded from the services they offer to the wider Connexion.

22. However it needs to be borne in mind that staff numbers used in these papers reflect current estimates.  There will inevitably be some uncertainty in the area of posts funded from services offered, and there will need to be some flexibility to expand these posts if demand so requires. Further work is also required to ascertain how quickly capital investment can generate efficiency savings. 

23. The total number of staff covering Finance and Payroll is very similar to present levels but would be expected to decline after 2008-9. Payroll staff are deemed to be funded externally through income derived from accumulated interest as funds flow through the payroll account.  In addition, three Finance staff would be funded from external sources derived from services offered to the Connexion.

24. This raises the question of how to differentiate between services provided by the Connexional Team as part of their remit, and specialist services which will be charged for. The general principle would be that generic advice would be part of the standard service provided by the Team, e.g. general explanations of charity law.  However, where there is a particular local project that needs specialist support, this form of tailored advice would be charged for.  This is analogous with a local church taking the initiative to obtain legal or financial advice locally, and paying for such services.

25. The number of staff covering Personnel would be increased which reflects the anticipated extra workload resulting from the inclusion of some aspects of Complaints and Discipline procedures; the support of Presbyteral and Diaconal Selection and Appointments; and support for the President’s Advisory Groups. There is also the growing complexity of employment legislation which may result in more general enquiries from the Connexion.

26. It is proposed that Database and Payroll will work in close collaboration with each other. The high level of security of this section is fully recognised, together with the need to continue to manage information in full compliance with the Data Protection Act.

27. Property Support reflects some of the work of the present Property Office and would offer advice and deal with the consent-giving processes in relation to property schemes, particularly complex or high value ones.  

28. Factors affecting the number of staff required to deal with these functions include the following:

a. Far fewer property schemes would require consent to be given by a connexion-wide body or by officers in the Team. Districts would handle the volume of 'Consents' on behalf of the Connexion and only some schemes would be dealt with by a connexion-wide body. This would allow the Team to concentrate expertise on the large, complicated schemes.

b. Consultations are being held with districts to identify exactly what can best be dealt with at district level and what at connexion-wide level.

c. Consultations are being held with the Trustees for Methodist Church Purposes about exactly what legal work needs to be done with reference to schemes, and whether this is best done by TMCP, the Team or others.

d. The distribution of Schedules (or any other materials relating to major administration processes) will be through the website or MPH.

e. Many of the current stream of queries would be handled by the Help Desk or the Legal and Constitutional parts of the Team.

f. There will be more hands-on involvement of Team members with larger and complex Schemes, including visits etc.

29. Grants Support reflects the work currently being done in the Resourcing Mission office concerning grants relating to property schemes, Mission and Ministry schemes and other projects. Such grants would be awarded either by or on behalf of a district body or a connexion-wide body, but not normally both. This form of Grants Support for grants at home would be linked to that for grants overseas to form the administration of the single mechanism for Connexional grants outlined in Ground-clearing Project 12 and agreed at the October Council. 

30. The location of the Property and Grants Support staff is still being considered and is part of a feasibility study being undertaken for JSG on the use of different premises.  If some work themes were to relocate, the options available to the existing staff would be fully explained.  

31. In line with the conclusion of the Filter Panel, no staff are included in connection with the Gift Aid recovery service.  While this service facility was important in the past when covenant agreements were the norm, modern Gift Aid reclaims are much simplified and can be reasonably handled at local level. Larger churches would mostly have people capable of handling this, and for smaller churches a circuit approach would probably be the most helpful. This will need to be explained carefully and facilitated to avoid the situation where smaller local churches become de-motivated in promoting the Gift Aid scheme, or unnecessarily lose resources by resorting to paying a local accountant.

32. Overall the total number of staff in this cluster charged as part of the Core Costs is significantly less than in the existing Team. Others may be paid for by their services being charged to users, or from other sources. This represents changes in approach in specific areas – especially the handling of property and mission grants. The impact on districts and circuits will relate mostly to understanding and working within the new systems of grant-making and property consents, and using the enhanced Personnel service.  

(iv)
Discipleship and Ministries Cluster

33. The title of this cluster has been adjusted since the January Council to reflect the close connection between discipleship and ministries within the Church.  Previously it was “Learning and Ministries”.

34. The Discipleship and Ministries Cluster groups together several work streams already represented in the present Team although with some changes of focus and new linkages: Formation in Ministry; training co-ordination; the Under-19s; Faith and Order; chaplaincy support; and Local Preachers. A key reason for linking these areas together is to underline and encourage the Methodist Church’s commitment to the deepening of discipleship of the whole people of God, whether ordained or not; whether exercising formally recognised ministries or not: the very word ‘disciple’ does of course mean ‘one who learns’. 

35. Since the January Council, the report from Ground-clearing Project 2 has been completed and this contains various recommendations which are relevant to this cluster: the full text is attached as a background paper (p 102).  These recommendations seek to better assist the Church in addressing the Priorities and Our Calling, and much of the work of this cluster relates directly to them. A second key input to JSG’s thinking has been the report of the Training Institutions Review Group, given that those institutions have a core role in delivering learning opportunities. 

36.
In reflecting on these reports, JSG has decided to propose the ending of the existing Training and Development Officer scheme and replace it with two new groups of staff: the Training Officers and the Priorities Officers. Details on this are given in Chapters 9 and 10.  This recommendation has consequences for the Cluster and produces the proposal that there should be a single Coordinator of Training to relate closely with the Training Officers located in the Regional Training Networks.  The complex central management arrangements for existing TDOs would not be replicated.  

37. The second major area of change within the Cluster relates to the Under 19s. As explained to the January Council, JSG are clear, in the light of the Filter Panels reports, that the existing support arrangements need a shift in focus. This is driven by the changing challenge as the appeal of children’s and youth work within the traditional mainstream denominations diminishes and alternative support opportunities for church-based groups continue to develop. The proposed new posts relating to Under 19s would draw on experience gained from Methodist contacts with schools and colleges as well as church activities. Further explanations of the current thinking are provided in Chapter 6. 

38. In addition and for the longer term, it needs to be remembered that a project will be initiated to explore the role of the Methodist Church in relating to children and young people in the 21st Century and how best the Team can support the wider Connexion in this very important task.  Discussions are continuing with the Youth Executive about how the proposals that the Youth Conference endorsed as their vision for the way forward are best brought into the overall Team Focus process. The Council will receive a separate report on these proposals (MC/07/39).  

39. The variety of forms of support given to Presbyters and Deacons from the Connexional Team will mostly continue, although JSG agree with the Filter Panels that some aspects of pastoral care for which some have looked to the centre would be better offered more locally. Another change is that much of the practical support for processes relating to the ordained, such as the administration of the candidating processes, will be provided from the Support Services Cluster. 

40. The value of Local Preachers in the Connexion was emphasised by the many comments after the January Council papers were made available about the lack of reference to them. This lacuna was simply because the report of Ground-clearing Project 2 was awaited and was to address the question of their support. In the light of the report, JSG wish to continue with a part time staff position in the Team dedicated to Local Preacher support. Some of the organisation of training is likely over time to move out into the Regional Training Networks.

41. While the total staffing of the Cluster looks small at around nine full-time equivalents, it is worth remembering that several will have close links with large numbers of office-holders in the Church outside the Team e.g. in training institutions, the Training Officers, the Faith and Order networks and the chaplains. The Cluster will also be managing a very substantial budget when grants are added to staff costs. 


(v)
Leadership Support and Research Unit 

42. The Leadership Support and Research Unit (LSRU) integrates into one place issues relating to legal and constitutional affairs; ecumenical relationships; Equalities and Diversity, and policy research.  The Unit reports directly to the General Secretary/Secretary of Conference, whose brief of course is much wider than just the Team, and the Unit is intended to provide a valuable support resource to the governance structures and to the Connexional leadership both within and beyond the Team.   

43. The Priorities for the Methodist Church states clearly that the church will pursue its objectives in partnership with others wherever possible.  There is a deep commitment to this as a way of working across the whole Team, both in terms of new ways of working, and by including the views of ecumenical partners when considering issues relating to reconfiguring the Team. The philosophy underlying this is articulated in Supporting Paper D (p. 73).  

44. Within the reconfigured Connexional Team the Secretary for External Relationships would become the Connexional Ecumenical Officer which would enable due emphasis and authority to be given to ecumenical relationships. For example the Secretary would have a key role to play in the Joint Implementation Commission for the Covenant process, which would continue as a project.  A staff member from within the LSRU would support the Secretary in all the varied aspects of this ecumenical work and relationships with ecumenical partners.


45. Chapter 8 provides more information about how Equalities and Diversity issues would be integrated within the reconfigured Team, and the responsibility placed on the Team leadership to set direction and ensure best practice.  The success of this will rely on the Team leadership being kept abreast of current thinking, and having robust input from specialist staff.  An effective way to ensure that this input is not inappropriately filtered is for this specialist staff member to be placed within this cluster, which relates directly to the General Secretary.

46. This cluster also includes legal and constitutional issues which is another issue that by its very nature needs direct links to the Team leadership – especially the Secretaries (reds), who have the major responsibility on behalf of the Conference for law and polity and general legal compliance.  The integration of Policy Research and Legal and Constitutional will bring better cohesion in developing and advising the leadership on governance issues, and in supporting the role of the Secretary of the Conference and acting on his or her behalf.  The paper included in the January Council papers Team Focus Process - Expectations of Various Groups (Volume Two p. 4) gives a useful overview of the various governance bodies and their interaction with the Team.


Supporting Paper B: Proposals for International Mission Relationships  

1.  Introduction 

1.1   This paper responds to the questions brought by the Methodist Council regarding International Mission Relationships in the reconfigured Connexional Team. It reaffirms the paper ‘Partnerships: Purpose and Practice’ and describes the process of continuing development from this paper to a reconfiguring of the current World Church Office (WCO) in the light of the overall developing Team Focus process.  It outlines in further detail how the reconfigured approach to International Mission Relationships will work in practice. It complements Chapter 5.

1.2  This further work has included further thinking emerging not only from ‘Partnerships: Purpose and Practice’ and the Team Focus process but also work undertaken by the staff of the World Church Office and conversations with Partner Churches, the Methodist Missionary Society (MMS) Secretary and Treasurer, MMS (Ireland), Church of Scotland, USPG and other ecumenical agency partners, other areas of the Connexional Team, Methodists for World Mission and Support Groups of work currently undertaken through WCO on behalf of the British Methodist Church.

1.3 
While the formal name of the British Connexion is “The Methodist Church”, in this paper, to avoid confusion, it will be referred to as the “British Methodist Church” or “BMC”.  

2.  Priorities for the Methodist Church 

2.1 The proposals for International Mission Relationships in the reconfigured Connexional Team should enable the BMC to achieve its Priorities by engaging with and learning from Partner Churches, institutions and ecumenical bodies throughout the world.  This involves:

· A sharing of experience and theological insight.

· People to people movement.

· Supporting community development and social justice by sharing resources.

· Working alongside partners to foster the proclamation of the Gospel of Christ, each in their own contexts.

2.2 These Priorities are for the BMC as it discerns God’s call in its 21st century context in Britain. Each Partner Church will have its own priorities, shaped by its perception of God’s will in its own context.  Part of the relationship between Partner Churches entails respect for, discussion of, and mutual illumination from their diverse priorities drawn from the one Gospel of Jesus Christ.

3.  Fulfilling the purposes of International Mission Relationships in the reconfigured Team

3.1 
The functions held across the range of work that comes under the overall heading of International Mission Relationships requires a model which will allow for: 

· the coherent line management of staff; 

· an easily recognised ‘Point of Entry’ for Partner Churches and other users; 

· a flexible cross-Team and cross-connexional way of working; 

· the enabling of strategic leaders to negotiate and enact IMR; 

· the practical outworking of the theology and principles in the Team Focus papers ‘Partnerships: Purpose and Practice’.

3.2 
The focal point for International Mission Relationships will be held in the group located in the Christian Communications, Evangelism and Advocacy cluster.  This group will be under the day-to-day management of a key member of staff who will carry the responsibility for specific management, liaison and coordination of all aspects of International Mission Relationships.  The key function identified as ‘diplomacy’ in the paper Partnerships: Purpose and Practice will be the responsibility of three Partnership Officers. Taken together, these officers carry much of the substantive work undertaken by the current area secretaries, retaining the expertise and breadth of knowledge and supported by specialist skills throughout the Team and beyond. The International Mission Relationships group will take the lead in facilitating other local church, circuit and district initiatives with Partner Churches, within consistent policy guidelines. 

3.3 
The development of the Partnership Officer role is directed towards providing overall strategic support to partnerships in defined areas of the world by: 

· co-ordinating BMC activity in certain parts of the world, working with, for example: 

· Connexional Leadership Team (CLT) strategic leaders; 

· former Presidents and Vice-Presidents and Chairs of District; 

· World Methodist Council (British Committee) members; 

· people with specific expertise for specific pieces of work. 

· developing the capacity of CLT and others to take more strategic roles in partnership relationships; 

· maintaining and developing a ‘consistency’ of approach in relationships with Partner Churches and groups of Partner Churches, especially when aspects of the ‘diplomacy’ role are to be held by others in leadership positions in the Connexion; 

· developing the sharing of information, mutuality and resources between Partner Churches and the BMC, including exchange visits where appropriate, using CLT and others. 

3.4 
Work in Europe, currently focussed in the role of the Area Secretary for Europe, will continue to be important and in some ways distinctive. On behalf of the BMC, the Connexional Team will need to be able to:

· engage in social, political and mission-oriented activities through Partner Churches and ecumenical institutions

· facilitate, and act as a conduit for, theological and adult learning programmes and processes

· enable a wide range of lay and ordained personnel to develop partnerships across Europe on bilateral and multilateral bases. 

Within the reconfigured Team these tasks touch on a variety of work areas, including  IMR, ecumenical, Public Issues and theological education. Further work is still required to identify where capacity needs to be built into the Team to manage these issues.

4.  Support for International Mission Relationships in the wider Team

4.1 
The International Mission Relationships group consisting of the Partnership Officers and the International Mission Relationships co-ordinator will be resourced from throughout the team in grant support, advocacy and communications, finance and personnel and vocational exploration and training. 

4.2    The following functions will be primarily held in the wider Connexional Team and need to be clearly identified in the detailed work planning for Team Focus.  The International Mission Relationships group will need to be able to draw upon such functions according to the priorities set by Conference and Council. The role of managing, liaising and coordination of this drawing together will be significant.

4.3 
Personnel Exchange: The key aspects of this work will be clearly embedded in job descriptions of people in the Team, such as in the Discipleship and Ministries Cluster and Personnel, who will provide specific expertise.  The overall function is accountable to IMR. This work is needed to:  

· operate the recruitment and selection procedures for overseas service in close conjunction with Personnel; 

· facilitate the movement of church workers to and from Britain and Ireland; 

· provide a ‘pastoral’ role for Mission Partners overseas and in UK; 

· take responsibility, with USPG and SOCMS (Selly Oak) colleagues, for all aspects of the Experience Exchange Programme (EEP); 

· operate ecumenical sending of personnel overseas on behalf of the BMC;

· provide a first point of contact for those offering for overseas service.

4.4  
Communications and Advocacy: This work will be primarily resourced from the Communications, Evangelism and Advocacy Cluster.   This work is needed to:  

· gather, reformulate, contextualise and help edit and disseminate information and stories from all those involved in international work, in strategic visits and from overseas ministers serving in Britain; 

· ensure that the work of IMR is adequately promoted through advocacy, education and fund-raising. 

4.5  
Finance Support: This work will be primarily delivered through the finance part of the Support Service Cluster in order to:  

· keep track of all transactions currently flowing to and from Partner Churches and from donors, including ‘conduit funds’; 

· ensure coherence between the flow of transactions and the strategic needs of both Partner Churches and BMC; 

· provide information for queries from UK donors and Partner Churches; 

· provide the necessary link between strategic leaders, diplomatic roles and Finance; 

· administer the payment and monitoring of grants.

4.6  
Admin Support: The IMR group will draw on  administrative support from the staff managed within the Support Services Cluster, including: 

· language support (at least Spanish and French); 

· travel administration and co-ordination; 

· Conference arrangements; 

· preparing agendas and minutes of meetings; 

· point of entry and Help Desk information and referral. 

4.7 
Grants Support: The work of the IMR group will be further supported through the International Grants Support officer, also located in the Support Services Cluster. This officer will be working within the grant-making processes arising from the decisions of the October 2006 Council, made following the report of Ground-clearing Project 12.

5.  Proposals for Management and Co-ordination 

5.1  
The functions of management and co-ordination for IMR will be held by the ‘International Mission Relationships Co-ordinator’, working under delegated authority from and within targets set by the Christian Communication, Evangelism and Advocacy manager in the wider policy framework established by the Secretaries, especially the Secretary for External Relationships.  The needs of IMR must be clearly held in the brief of the Secretaries and expressed in clear targets and proposed outcomes through the manager of Christian Communication, Evangelism and Advocacy.

5.2 
Overall management of this work is essential because of the extensive but strongly linked functions. IMR will be easily recognised as the specialist ‘Point of Entry’ for enquiries from: 

· Partner Churches; 

· partner organisations overseas;

· districts, circuits, local churches and individuals within and beyond BMC needing information, briefings, advice; 

· MMS(Ireland)

· Christian partners in UK, notably Church of Scotland and mission agencies such as USPG;

· partners, such as NCH, who share some of our specific aims.

5.3 
Further liaison responsibility includes: 

· leadership training, including scholarships; 

· recruitment and interviewing of candidates for overseas service; 

· training and placement of short and long term mission personnel; 

· liaison with Partner Churches etc concerning personnel coming to service in BMC; 

· National in Mission Appointments; 

· communication and advocacy; 

· finance. 

6.  How this proposal addresses the Council’s questions 

6.1 
The January Council logged a series of specific questions about the IMR proposals (draft Minute 07.1.10) and these are addressed in turn in the following paragraphs.

6.2  
Breadth of Knowledge: The proposals ensure the availability of ‘appropriate expertise and breadth of knowledge’ by clarifying the roles originally referred to as ‘diplomacy’ to reflect the range of responsibilities and specialist knowledge and now named as ‘Partnership Officers’. 

6.3 
Mission Partner Scheme: The report of Ground-clearing Project 6 recommended a review of the short and long term mission personnel programmes. Pending the completion of this review, responsibility for these programmes will be held in the job descriptions of those in the Team who have specific responsibility for the relevant functions. The opportunities for Methodists to explore overseas service as a vocation will in fact be enhanced through the added resources present in vocational development and support in the Discipleship and Ministries Cluster and the Personnel services in the Support Services Cluster.

6.4 
Transparency of Donor Gifts: The structure of the Christian Communication, Evangelism and Advocacy Cluster enables considerable expertise to be brought to bear in supporting the work of IMR, for example in advocacy, fundraising and the attractive communication of stories.  This additional expertise will help in identifying the links between the people who raise money and the people where it is being sent, as will the proposals for a different approach to financial flows generally, as described in Supporting Paper E (p. 79).  The proposal to have a wider network of ‘diplomats’ provides opportunities for detailed knowledge to be held throughout the Connexion and shared more effectively locally.

6.5 
Being Global: The proposed structure clearly articulates the Unity in Mission focus, both local and global, which has been an important theological presupposition for the BMC.  Further exposition of issues arising from our contemporary theological understanding of God’s mission in these broad contexts is available in Supporting Paper D (p. 73).

6.6 
Linking “Finance Rich” and “Faith Rich”: The proposal gives IMR the opportunity to work more strategically within policies set by the Methodist Conference and Council with greater support to maintain old relationships but also develop work in different parts of the world. The expression of what it means to be in partnership will be more widely owned throughout the British Methodist Church through the diplomatic function, and improved advocacy increases opportunities for expressing mutuality and the giving and receiving of support. 

6.7 
How IMR affects other areas of work: Through the development of the diplomacy role not only is capacity increased in nurturing relationships but a larger group of people are drawn into the work, extending expertise and ability to advocate throughout the Connexion. Within the Connexional Team itself, the new culture of working will enable far more opportunities to work across specialisms and areas of knowledge than at present, for example in developing material for children. 

6.8 
Co-ordination of Dispersed Work: This point has been addressed extensively in Section 5 above. Developing Team practice needs to ensure appropriate coordination, amongst the managers and also within roles such as the International Mission Relationships Coordinator to ensure outcomes are achieved that are shared across clusters.

6.9 
Terminology: The term ‘International Mission Relationships’ avoids the misleading and inflated connotations of the term ‘World Church’, but the practical implications of changing terminology need further discussion, consultation and education. This may be especially important for communications with our Partner Churches.

Supporting Paper C: Consent Procedures

This paper represents work done in the light of Ground-clearing Projects 8 and 12 and the Review of the Resourcing Mission Grants Committee (see Supporting Paper H p. 98) in preparation for the revision of Part 9 (Property) of Constitutional Practice and Discipline of the Methodist Church.
A.
PRINCIPLES

Consent

1. We need to use the term “consent” rather than “approval”

· in order to prompt people to develop a new mind-set,

· because “approval” suggests that the approving body has the final say and therefore takes the final responsibility, whereas “consent” implies that the proposing body takes final responsibility.

2. There are at two main aspects to this concept of “consent”: 

(a) Affirmation that the proposal is in line with mission policy, both locally and over a wider area.
(b) Endorsement that necessary steps have been taken to act properly and prudently (in terms of the law of the land, Charity Commissioners, Model Trusts, SO's etc.).
The results of consent being given are that
(c) the local managing trustees are encouraged to continue with the project
(d) Trustees for Methodist Church Purposes are assured that they can act according to the local managing trustees' instructions.

3. So far as 2(b) is concerned, the giving of consent shall in most cases be a simple check that credible assurances have been given that all appropriate steps have been taken by the local managing trustees. In some cases the consent-giving body shall only give consent when evidence has been provided that particular actions have been taken and appropriate professional advice followed (e.g. that a professional valuation has been obtained where a sale is proposed). 
Once consent has been given, the proposing body must manage the project without further supervision or management from other Church bodies, except in any matters for which consent was given conditionally. 
4. Locally, the Circuit Meeting rather than the Church Council shall be the formal proposing body when consent is being sought.

5. Generally, only one body beyond the Circuit Meeting or other proposing body needs to give consent on behalf of the Church, working according to a set of connexional criteria (see Section B below). This will normally be a district (or multi-district – see 21 below) body, to which a district officer will relate, and on whose account she or he will act. In some circumstances, however, (such as large and complex schemes), the district will deal with the aspect of consent to do with mission strategy [see 2(a) above] but refer the aspect outlined in 2 (b) above to officers working on behalf of and relating to a connexion-wide body [see 9, 10 and 22 below].

Processes

6. Whenever a building scheme is proposed by a church council, it has connexional significance, as it entails an investment of Methodist money in providing or adapting a built resource for the Methodist Church’s mission and worship.

Each building proposal must therefore be tested against:

· the strategic mission objectives of the circuit;

· the mission strategy of the district.

(Both the circuit and the district are obliged to develop their inter-related mission strategies in harmony with the mission strategy of the Conference, currently summarised in Our Calling and Priorities for the Methodist Church.)

Each building scheme proposal therefore has to be adopted by the circuit meeting and needs consent from the district – on this basis: Is this building proposal adding to and supporting the mission-strategy of the circuit/district? [See 2(a) above]

7. Each building scheme, once its mission-credentials have been affirmed by circuit and district, is to be enacted by the church council acting as managing trustees (or, if local arrangements have been varied, by the group formally identified as managing trustees of the assets of the local church or other body which is proposing the building scheme).

Before proceeding further, the managing trustees must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the appropriate body that it is willing and able to comply with the requirements of the law and the rules, for the time being, of the Conference [see 2(b) above]. In essence, the managing trustees must demonstrate against a check-list of connexional resources (available on the web) that they have fulfilled all preliminary regulatory and statutory requirements and have developed a plan for the implementation of the building scheme, with appropriate supervision of the building development factored in to it. 

8. The appropriate body for granting the aspect of consent outlined in 2(b) above shall be a district body in cases where the proposals:  

(a) relate to building works (new buildings or structural alterations to existing buildings) costing under £100,000

(b) involve the sale or purchase of a manse, chapel or land (other than at an undervalue)

(c) involve entering a lease or tenancy agreement

(d) involve borrowing monies without taking out a mortgage or equivalent legal charge.

The district body may also refer the matter to the connexion-wide body where it believes that the proposal is bigger than the average annual financial resources of the district can support, or beyond the knowledge or competence possessed by the people in the district who are charged with assessing it in order to give consent.

9. The appropriate body for granting the aspect of consent outlined in 2(b) above shall be a connexion-wide body in cases where the proposals:

(a) relate to building works (new buildings or structural alterations to existing buildings) costing over £100,000 
(b) involve the demolition of a building 

(c) involve the sale or purchase of a manse, chapel or land at an undervalue

(d) involve taking out a mortgage

(e) involve a partnership with a secular agency or agencies in which a part of the connexion will sign away some of the autonomy of the Methodist Church

(h) involve an agreement under the Sharing of Church Buildings Act 1969 (n.b. the connexion-wide body in these cases may be the connexional committee for Local Ecumenical Development acting under SO 334, which shall be advised by officers with appropriate expertise in property matters.) 
10. In cases where the proposal is in a special category (such as all work to do with listed buildings and external alterations to buildings in a conservation area) it shall be dealt with by separate, central processes irrespective of whether or not the cost of those works is under £100,000.
11. Where required, the completed plan of the managing trustees is then forwarded, with the appropriate consents (see paragraphs 6 to 10 above), to the custodian trustee (i.e. for all Model Trust property, the Trustees for Methodist Church Purposes or equivalent body [Trustees for Bailiwick of Guernsey Methodist Church Purposes, Trustees for Jersey Methodist Church Purposes, Trustees for Manx Methodist Church Purposes]) for formal permission and, where necessary, legal enactment.

Connexional support and the role of Staff

12. The Connexion wants to help managing trustees in their responsibilities.  So:

12.1 The aim of the Connexional Team, in providing information and guidance, is to empower and support managing trustees to fulfil their responsibilities as straightforwardly and effectively as possible.  It should be noted, however, that there are frequently complicated aspects of building schemes, which require detailed and careful attention.

12.2 Nothing the connexion supplies can alleviate the managing trustees of the responsibility for taking professional advice, as laid out in the connexional guidance, and acting responsibly in the light of it.

13. What sort of help can best help managing trustees?

13.1 In small and straightforward schemes (see 8 above), managing trustees receive comfort in fulfilling their responsibilities by not only adhering to the best of their ability to the guidance provided, but also by having an officer at district level who double checks, confirms and authorises the plan to enact a scheme.

13.2 In large and complex schemes (see 9 and 10 above), the district officer will be required to refer the scheme to Connexional Team staff (who in turn will be supported by professional advisers) before the district officer can authorise the scheme.

13.3 District (and, where appropriate, connexional) officers will be free to consult, negotiate, question and enquire into the detailed planning of the managing trustees as they prepare their scheme.  

14. The role of staff in relation to the consent-giving bodies (district or connexion-wide) should be as outlined in the RMGC Review, i.e.

(a) officers/staff shall provide services for the consent-giving bodies and scrutiny processes (see 19-24 below) as required

(b) officer/staff should not be voting members of consent-giving bodies, but should be present (or available by phone or electronically) to advise when requested by those bodies;
(c) officers should have executive authority to give consent in some types of case (e.g. in routine cases up to a particular limit, or in signing off the fulfilment of a particular condition) within agreed limits and according to agreed criteria, but the appropriate consent-giving body should ensure that the decisions are scrutinised in retrospect; 
(d) officers should be given authority within agreed policies and parameters to assess and make recommendations about other types of application, but should put the recommendations in outline to members of the appropriate consent-giving body by e-mail or telephone conference for a decision.
15. Connexional officers/staff shall be responsible for producing guidance notes (electronic or printed) about how to create a proposal, manage a scheme, apply for a grant from internal or external sources etc.

16. Officers/staff shall provide services for the administration of particular grants (e.g. Lottery, Landfill, and European) and Listed Buildings.

17. Officers/staff may also offer specialist consultancy or advice services upon request. Proper understanding of the terms on which such advice is offered, and of the professional liability of staff in doing so, needs to be established.

18. Work undertaken by connexional officers or staff shall be charged as follows: 

(a) work under paragraphs 14 and 15 shall be at connexional expense

(b) work under paragraph 16 shall be at the expense of the grant-making agency [e.g. a charge against the grants received] or charged to the schemes for which grants are obtained

(c) work under paragraph 17 shall be charged to the scheme for which people are seeking advice (and such services shall only be provided for as long as the costs of them are covered by receipts.)
Consent-giving bodies and scrutiny processes

19. Consent procedures need to fit with grant-making procedures (and strategic stationing procedures) [as proposed in Ground-clearing Project 12 report and RMGC Review report].
20. To enable the above, the consent giving-body should be closely linked with the grant-making body in each part of the connexion (e.g. the district or “connexion-wide body), and preferably be the same body.  
21. So far as the districts are concerned, in some cases two or more districts might choose to pool resources and create a group of people who would deal with decisions about both grants and consents on behalf of each of the participating districts (and might even choose to appoint/employ an officer to serve them in that).  
22. So far as the connexion-wide body is concerned, this might be well be the same body as that which has been designated in the Ground-clearing Project 12 report/RMGC Review report as the Connexional Grants Committee (extended in membership?) or its “…. in Britain” Sub-Committee. 
23. There needs to be a connexional scrutiny process (conducted by sampling) of decisions made by the above district bodies and the connexional bodies. This scrutiny will have to be conducted by the SRC/Council, or (if the connexional body is the “…. in Britain sub-committee”) on their behalf by the Connexional Grants/Consent Committee.
24. Such a scrutiny process will ensure 
(a) accountability to the connexion (particularly since the bodies are acting by subsidiarity on behalf of the connexion and funds are apportioned to them so that they can fulfil that responsibility)
(b) that there is sufficient consistency in practice across the connexion to prevent there being an excessive diversity that leads to fragmentation.
Other matters

25. Ground-clearing Project 5 (Communications) argues that informal and formal communication between members of the Team needs to be improved. It suggests that to achieve this in a situation where an increasing number of members of the Team are dispersed or working from home, consideration needs to be given to the question of whether there should be a single focus for the offices of the Team rather than a dual one. The first question to be asked is whether this would be feasible. With regard to the offices in London, this scenario can be added to a feasibility study that is about to be undertaken about the use of space as part of conversations with the United Reformed Church about sharing offices. However, even if the bringing together of connexional offices should prove feasible, there will still be strategic questions to answer about how many staff could transfer location, and what loss of knowledge and expertise there might be. 

26. TMCP does not have to give consent to proposals in the consent-giving processes provided that the criteria for consent outlined above are fulfilled. The role of TMCP is twofold:

· to check as Custodian Trustees that adequate assurance has been given by the consent-giving processes of the Managing Trustees outlined above that any proposal is legal in terms both of the law of the land and of the Model Trusts etc.

· to undertake the legal actions (analogous to conveyancing) necessary to fulfil the proposals of the local Managing Trustees once consent has properly been granted on behalf of the connexion. 

27. A legal department needs to be established in the Connexional Team that is separate from TMCP.

B.
CONSENT PROCESS (Connexional)






The following criteria need to be established:

In all cases

· Does the proposal fit “local” mission policy?

· Does it fit with the mission strategy of a wider area? 

For schemes/projects

· Has a proper management structure been established?

· Have appropriate professionals (e.g. lawyers, architects) been engaged to deal  with local planning or other technical or legal matters?

· Has sufficient funding been acquired (locally; grants from wider church; external grants)?

· (if property) Has it been established that it is not a listed building?

For sales (and mortgages?)

· Has legal advice been sought and accepted?

· Is it in line with Model Trusts, SO’s etc?

· Is it legal re law of the land?

· Is it being offered at a proper valuation or, if not, has a proper case been made for selling at an undervaluation?
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Supporting Paper D: Ecumenical Perspectives 

This paper does not repeat what was said in the Ecumenical Perspectives Paper that was in the supporting material for the January Council (MC/O7/04 in Volume 2, p. 41). It does aim to do four things:

A
offer a wider framework of understanding about the ecumenical commitments of the connexion (Ecumenical Vision);

B
develop a sense of how the work of the reconfigured team will both work ecumenically and do ecumenical work (Embodying the Vision);

C
indicate what further work will be done before September 2008 about ecumenical ways of working in the reconfigured team and how these relate to the wider Connexion (Getting There);

D
fill in some gaps in the January Ecumenical Perspectives paper, notably in relation to the interface between the ecumenical responsibilities of the Faith and Order Committee and the work of the Connexional Team (Completing the Picture). 

A: Ecumenical Vision

1. ‘The Methodist Church claims and cherishes its place in the Holy Catholic Church which is the Body of Christ’ (Deed of Union, Clause 4).  The vision of the (one) holy catholic (and apostolic) Church is greater than the Christian movement all over the world at any particular point in time. It is a vision of all those who at all times and in all places join in praise of God. Humanly speaking, Methodists see the Church in the sum total of Christian people and Christian groups, organisations and institutions throughout the world today.  

2. There is no structural expression of this wide-ranging ecumenical family. In formal terms we catch a glimpse of the one Church of Jesus Christ in the sum of the World Council of Churches (and all it represents from Orthodox, Anglican, Protestant and Pentecostal traditions), many independent churches not organised into denominational structures, new and emerging churches all over the world, and the Roman Catholic Church.  But there are difficult issues about limits or boundaries (what about Quakers, Unitarians and Seventh Day Adventists?). When later this year a Global Christian Forum meets for the first time it will provide just a hint of the rich variety within the worldwide Church of Jesus Christ in 2007 but many small groups of Christians, as well as the vast numbers of protestant and catholic Christians in China who for political reasons are excluded from such gatherings, will be invisible.  

3. How does the Methodist Church of Great Britain see its place in this worldwide Church of Jesus Christ?  In recent years we have used the phrase ‘unity in mission’ as a partial re-working, from a Methodist perspective, of our sense of calling to share in the wider life of the ‘one holy catholic and apostolic Church’.  This phrase implies that the development of all inter-Church relationships will include the ‘unity’ questions (common worship and prayer; common witness; shared theological exploration; faith and order work together; the sharing of resources; the possibility of mutual recognition between Churches as each legitimately having a place in the Holy Catholic Church); but always the ‘unity’ questions are at the service of Churches sharing together in God’s mission (which embraces the whole created universe and is therefore, as far as Planet Earth is concerned, global in extent).

4. Our theological convictions therefore drive us to develop an integrated and holistic vision (‘the whole worldwide Church sharing in God’s mission to the whole planet’), in obedience to which the British Methodist Church contributes to international Christian organisations and inter-Church relationships across the board, all in the interests of ‘unity in mission’. A further consequence is that the calling of the Methodist Church in Britain – to respond to the gospel of God’s love in Christ and to live out its discipleship in worship and mission (1996) – is identical to its vision globally.  ‘Unity in (the one) mission’ is our theme, in Britain and worldwide.

5. It is natural for Methodists to embrace this vision of sharing unitedly and ecumenically in God’s mission, locally and globally (and at every level in between), because we are a connexional Church. In other words, it is integral to our understanding of the Church that it is a community which embodies networks of interdependence.  Every part of every Church, in our vision, relates to every other part in mutual respect, love and trust, so that mutual sharing is the order of the day; every voice must be heard in the theologically-informed process of conferring, which is a common search for God’s will.  Moreover, a connexional view of being Church is one where boundaries are flexible and porous in order that the networking, mutuality, interdependence and joint conferring may extend to as many ecclesial bodies (of whatever background) as possible – reaching out, indeed, to the whole human family. (This vision is spelt out in more detail and in more formally theological ways in Section 4 of the paper Partnerships: Purpose and Practice in January Council papers, Volume 2, p. 154.)

6. How is this theological vision reflected in the proposals for the reconfigured Team? Characteristically adult human beings are self-centred and then aware to a greater or lesser extent of others and of the wider environment in which they are set. For all sorts of reasons they may or may not get to the point where their perspective is global or even universal. The Christian gospel, not least in a Methodist articulation of it that emphasises God’s universal love, runs counter to that ‘natural’ order. So, starting with the widest geographical focus, the formal ecumenical commitments of British Methodism can be set out in a working list something like this:

7.1 The Global Context: the World Council of Churches, international dialogues between Methodists worldwide and other worldwide communions (through the World Methodist Council), the World Methodist Council itself (and its Executive and Standing Committees), and the 60 or so particular relationships and partnerships (mainly with Methodist and Methodist-related Churches) around the world which are the main focus of our international mission relationships currently focused through the work of the World Church Office of the Connexional Team. Many of those relationships arise from our history but we must not be imprisoned by that history. Relationships with Methodist Churches in Latin America are relatively recent. With large movements of peoples there is much more mingling of the 'British' and 'American' streams of the Wesleyan tradition.  

7.2  The European context: European Ecumenical Assemblies (bringing together the Conference of European Churches (CEC) and the Catholic Bishops’ Conferences of Europe), CEC itself and its committees and commissions, the Community of Protestant Churches in Europe (CPCE – formerly known as the Leuenberg Fellowship) and the European Methodist Council and its committees and commissions. A particular challenge presented by this set of relationships and commitments is about self-understanding and identity: being European and being British. This is a theological as well as a socio-economic and political issue. 

7.3  The particular context of ‘Britain and Ireland’: Churches Together in Britain and Ireland (an agency of the national ecumenical instruments of ‘four nations’ (England, Ireland, Wales and Scotland) and ‘two (main) jurisdictions’ (the United Kingdom and the Republic of Ireland) and the Methodist Church in Ireland  (who are also through the Methodist Missionary Society (Ireland) partners with us in the work currently done by the World Church Office).

7.4
The formal extent of the British Methodist Connexion (covering three nations and a number of jurisdictions): Churches Together in England, ACTS (Action of Churches Together in Scotland), CYTUN (the Welsh national ecumenical instrument) and more local ‘Churches Together’ groupings; the Covenant with the Church of England; the covenanted Churches in Wales; the Joint Pastoral Strategy with the United Reformed Church; Local Ecumenical Partnerships; a wide range of regional and local covenants and other formal partnerships, appointments and arrangements; innumerable informal relationships and co-operative ventures and finally the British Connexion pursuing its Calling in worship and mission.

B:  Embodying the Vision

8. Setting it out in this way does not imply any sense of priority in the ordering. It does, however, indicate the huge range of commitments of the British Methodist Connexion. Strictly speaking the Conference has oversight of them all. Taken together they flesh out its commitment to ‘unity in mission’.  (The Conference has not typically been helped to see the ‘big picture’ in this way although in 2001 it did adopt an ecumenical strategy made up of three elements: a vision of one Church for one World, a desire to share in a common life with all Christian people and a commitment to seeking the full visible unity of the Church [Conference Agenda 2001 or Over to You 2001].  This was intended to provide a framework for the process of discernment that led to entering into a covenant relationship with the Church of England and the adoption of a shared pastoral strategy with the United Reformed Church.)   

9. If the overview is the Conference’s business, it follows that all the strategic leaders that the Conference formally appoints must play a leading role in advocating the overarching vision and guiding the work implied in all the commitments and relationships indicated in paragraphs 7.1-4 above.  The proposals for reconfiguring of the Team place such importance on this responsibility (shared by all strategic leaders) that it is proposed that two of the strategic leaders in the Team, the Secretaries for External and Internal Relationships, working together, will provide a focus for all the strategic leaders in the Connexion in their advocacy of the vision of ‘unity in the one mission of the Church’, from the global to the local.

10. For the whole range of commitments and responsibilities set out in 7.1-4 the question must be asked: What can the Connexional Team uniquely contribute or best do to enable the whole Connexion to realise its vision of ‘unity in mission’?

11. The job descriptions for the Secretaries will reflect the commitment in every part of the life of the Team (as of the whole Church) to ‘working in partnership with others wherever possible’. One of the responsibilities of those strategic leaders will be to encourage the vision and expression of connexionalism both within and beyond the British Connexion. Part of the relationship between partner Churches entails respect for, discussion of and mutual illumination from their diverse priorities drawn from the one Gospel of Jesus Christ.

12. There will be particular ecumenical focus in certain posts within the reconfigured Team: for example within International Mission Relationships, part of the Christian Communication, Evangelism and Advocacy Cluster, as well as the staff member with ecumenical responsibilities in the Leadership Support and Research Unit. The development, holding and sharing of vision, the co-ordination and management of work and the creation and sustaining of relationships and partnerships require various skills. These will not be confined to those with formal ecumenical responsibility. The management structure is intended to ensure that all these varied skills are effectively deployed in the work of the clusters and the projects. 

13. The understanding of partnership expressed in Sections 5 and 6 of Partnerships: Purpose and Practice was developed in a project to do with international mission relationships but will characterise the work of the Team wherever it is relating to the wider Connexion and to partner churches and ecumenical agencies and instruments in as well as beyond Britain. So the values that makes for good partnership (listening to each other; mutuality wherever possible, valuing each other’s contributions; trust and respect; the willingness to learn from one another; speaking the truth in love; openness to challenge and change; appreciating difference and what it brings to the respective partners; working together to achieve more than can be achieved alone and joint decision-making) will be central to the Team’s values.

C:
Getting There

14. The tasks originally envisaged as part of the work of Ground-clearing Project 9 will be the basis of a review in the remainder of the calendar year 2007. The objective will be to arrive at a coherent and integrated approach to all ecumenical relationships within the Connexion. All this implies some kind of overall ecumenical strategy that will be reflected in relationships with partner churches in local situations and in and beyond the worldwide Methodist family and in the worldwide ecumenical community. The review will need to address specifically connexion-wide issues about ecumenical representation, conversations with other Churches and the way in which the vision of unity is shared.

15. The outcome of a review of how the connexional Team and other bodies, on behalf of the whole Methodist Church, relate to other denominations in Britain and to ecumenical instruments, commissions, agencies and other bodies in and beyond Britain must include some criteria for prioritising ecumenical relationships and partnerships. 

16.
One criterion will be concentration on relationships that will help the realisation of Priorities for the Methodist Church. One of the aspects of mission highlighted in the Statement of Purpose adopted by the Conference in 1996 was ‘building partnerships with other churches and other groups who share some of our mission aims.’ This was carried over into the very first words of Priorities for the Methodist Church: ‘In partnership with others wherever possible…’ This implies that working ecumenically is a possibility to be considered wherever the Priorities are being implemented.  

17.
There is potential for ecumenical partnership in each context and rich possibilities for learning from every ecumenical engagement which is underpinned with God-centred worship and prayer; which supports community development and action for justice, especially among the most deprived and poor - in Britain and worldwide; develops confidence in evangelism and in the capacity to speak of God and faith in ways that make sense to all involved; encourages fresh ways of being Church; and nurtures a culture in the Church which is people-centred and flexible. 

18.
How can it be ensured that ecumenical considerations are always taken into account in decision-making? There will need to be agreement about appropriate procedures and protocols when new partnerships of connexional significance are being considered.

19.  Much material is already to hand mapping what is already happening both in the things that the Connexional Team does ecumenically and in ongoing relationships with ecumenical partners that are on behalf of the whole Church as well as in particular relationships and partnerships locally and beyond Britain. This review will overlap with other work that is being done, for example reviewing (among other things) ecumenical arrangements in the different jurisdictions that make up the life of the Connexion. 

D:
Completing the Picture

20.
The Faith and Order Committee’s distinct ecumenical responsibilities are set out in Standing Order 330.5-7. This requires texts of a theological nature from other churches or ecumenical bodies which require a British Methodist response to be referred to the Faith and Order Committee and also texts generated within ecumenical ventures across the Connexion to which British Methodism contributes which require doctrinal scrutiny.

21.
In its new way of working, the Faith and Order Committee will be helped in its work by a network of specialist resource groups. The Ecumenism Resource Group will draft initial responses to ecumenical texts on behalf of the Core Committee, monitor ecumenical developments and texts and liaise with other groups responsible for ecumenical work in the Church. It will bring theological rigour to its work and, hopefully, represent the diversity of approaches in the Connexion to ecumenical issues.

22.
This work of theological scrutiny will complement what is possible through the network of District Ecumenical Officers (currently serviced by members of the Connexional Team) as well as the work of the present Committee for Local Ecumenical Development (SO 334) and the Four Nations Ecumenical Reference Group which meets each year.  The terms of reference and work of these last two groups will need to be reviewed, possibly as part of a review of the role of all the existing Connexional committees in the light of whatever the Conference decides this July. 

23. This links with a wider issue. The Methodist Council is charged with ensuring that ‘policies are considered and work is carried out in awareness of the church’s world-wide ecumenical relationships and commitments’ (SO 211(3)(v)). That responsibility has often gone by default because the Council (like the Conference itself) has understandably concentrated most of its attention on the way the Connexion pursues its Calling in worship and mission. Serious consideration therefore needs to be given to what resources would best help the Council develop and exercise its ecumenical awareness. 

Supporting Paper E: The Financial Framework  

I.  Introduction

1. This Supporting Paper is offered to the Council as a more detailed commentary on the connexional finance issues of the reconfigured Team outlined in Chapter 13.    

2. This paper is not accountancy and nor is it seeking to create detailed budgets.  The figures provided are essentially illustrative.  The purpose of the paper is to illuminate the broad strategic decisions.  A great deal of further detailed work will be required to develop detailed budgets for the reconfigured Team.

II.  The wider context

3. There are several aspects of the wider Church context which need to be borne in mind. 

(i)  Connexional Restricted and Designated Funds

4. The scope for change in the Connexional Team budget is limited by the fact that significant parts of the income are donations and legacies to restricted funds.  A summary of the major funds and their objects are given in the Appendix to this paper (p. 91).  Currently the expenditure from these funds is inter-woven in complex ways with the Connexional Team expenditure, most notably through the Fund for World Mission contributing substantially towards the costs of a number of Connexional Team staff posts on the basis of formulae that are difficult to calculate accurately.  This adds opaqueness to the flows of funds.  

5. There are also a large number of small restricted funds, some of which are administered by Connexional Team staff for purposes that overlap with Team objectives and are sometimes virtually interchangeable with expenditure from the Connexional Team budget itself.  Some work is in progress on clarifying how these monies will be integrated into the proposed new single grant-making process.

6. In addition to the restricted funds within the Connexional Team budget, there are substantial designated funds outside the Connexional Team budget.  The largest of these are the Connexional Advance and Priority Fund and the Epworth Fund.

(ii)  Districts and Circuits

7. The Connexional Team exists to serve the whole Church and it is clearly vital that all thinking about changes to the Connexional Team budget considers the direct and indirect impacts on the more local expressions of the Connexion.  

8. To the local congregation, the connexional element of their Assessment is only a small proportion of the total Assessment they are asked to contribute to fund circuit, district and central activities: Our sampling suggests typically around 12%.  Trends in the connexional portion of Assessments can therefore be relatively invisible unless they are paralleled by trends in the other portions.  In particular, trends in the connexional portion will be cancelled out if the funding of particular work is simply transferred from the Connexion to the districts.  

9. A further inter-connection between the centre and the districts is that the CAPF provides a very substantial share of the funds available in District Advance Funds.  There is therefore a proper debate about the extent to which CAPF money (which is currently growing) is used to support the mission of the Church through connexional processes, or redistributed and used within district processes.  

(iii)  Financial Discipleship

10. With well over three quarters of the income to the Connexional Team budget coming directly from Methodists in local churches, a crucial element in any longer term financial planning is the understanding amongst the Methodist people of the financial dimensions of discipleship and their understanding of connexionalism.    

(iv)  Legislative Framework

11. A final dimension of the wider context for Team Focus finances is the legislative framework and changes to SORP(, which can have major financial repercussions on the expenditure side without any necessary parallel change on the income side.  

III.  Current parallel processes

12. In addition to the work specifically on the Connexional Team budget, there are also three areas of related current work.

i. Ground-clearing Project 11B:  the report of this sub-group of Ground-clearing Project 11 looked at how best to present the overall financial challenge of discipleship, and also on how the Assessment is best constructed. It was considered by the SRC, including the results of a limited consultation on its ideas with Treasurers and others.

ii. Reserves policy: proposals are coming to Council from the SRC on reserves policy. They have major implications for the one-off sums available over the next few years as reserve levels in the various funds are rebalanced.

iii. User pays: the October 2006 Council supported the idea that in future circuits and districts wanting professional expertise from the Connexional Team to support their own projects should expect to pay for it.  More work is required on the detail of the financing and other arrangements for this. For the time being, the proposals for the reconfigured Team designate 91 of the 100 staff posts to be funded directly (i.e. from income drawn from the Assessment) through the Connexional Team budget (see Fig 3 p. 89). The current estimate is that work equivalent to the remaining nine staff posts might be funded by invoicing the beneficiaries of the work.    

IV.  The reconfigured Team after transition

13. The Council needs to bear in mind both (a) questions of transitional arrangements and (b) the structure of the Connexional Team budget when the reconfigured Team is fully in place.  To clarify the key policy options, this paper deals first with options for the funding of the permanent aspects of the reconfigured Team.  

14. As a general point, the SRC felt that as far as possible the current complexities of the Connexional Team budget should be disentangled so that it is very much clearer which income sources are funding which types of expenditure.  This should help both fund raising and monitoring.  

(i)  The Assessment

15. The first building block about which decisions are needed is the local church Assessment.  There is no policy yet agreed with local treasurers about the trend for Assessments from 2008/09 onwards.

16. Project 11B explored whether the present Assessment system should be replaced with a system of “charges” for circuit, district and connexional work.  The connexional charge would have rolled up into one both costs covered by the existing Assessment and donations to the major restricted funds, eg Fund for World Mission. The SRC felt that it was better to keep separate contributions to the costs to the Connexional Team and gifts to the Funds. The SRC further recommended keeping the name “Assessment” and supported the idea of the Assessment being presented to local churches with the shares attributable to Connexion, district and circuit work being clearly separated and identified. 

17. A policy is required for the level of the connexional component of Assessment from 2008/09 onwards.  Over recent years, the faithfulness of the Methodist people has resulted in a rise in this overall, in line with inflation, but against a backcloth of a diminishing membership. If the Assessment continues to increase in line with inflation, it would imply a commitment to keep the real resource consumption constant.  

18. However, if membership is accepted as a reasonable proxy of the number of donors, this approach implies a rise per capita in excess of 3% per annum.  SRC believe it would be a better signal to the wider Connexion, and an appropriate discipline for the Connexional Team, if the commitment for a three year period starting 2008/09 was to the effect that the aggregate Assessment should be held constant in real terms per capita.  Thus if membership continues to fall at 3% per annum, and inflation was also 3% per annum, the aggregate Assessment coming into the Connexional Team budget would be constant in cash terms.

19. While SRC favour establishing a policy for the triennium from September 2008, this would need to be on the understanding that if some totally unexpected and large challenge hit the Church a new negotiation with the districts could be undertaken. This would be highly exceptional as other ways are described below for handling most financial contingencies. It would also be sensible to review progress well before 2011 and start shaping plans for the following period. 
20. While the overall trends in denominational membership would set the aggregate Connexional Assessment, the SRC also encourages the Connexional Treasurer to review with the district treasurers the distribution of the aggregate Assessment between districts. It remains the responsibility of each district to agree the apportionment between the circuits of its share of the connexional Assessment. This of course is additional to the element of the Assessment for district costs.
(ii)  ‘Core’ Connexional Team Costs

21. To make it totally clear what the Assessment is paying for, SRC propose that in constructing the financial framework for a reconfigured Team, core permanent Team costs should be funded predominantly out of this money. However taking a realistic definition of “core permanent Team costs” includes some administrative work for the restricted funds and so this element should properly be a charge on the relevant fund.   

22. Presently some of the costs of running the Connexional Team are subsidised from FWM by a historic formula, but SRC believe that this now needs to be reconsidered.  Because the Team is responsible for administering several funds, it would be more just to take a small administrative levy from each fund.

23. The basic principle would be that the combination of the Assessment and these levies on funds would pay for the perennial ‘core’ costs the Team incurs in serving the Church.  

24. There is scope for debate about the precise boundaries of ‘core’ costs, but SRC propose that they should be taken to include all the staff functions and support costs of running the Team (except a few staff dedicated to new innovative projects), costs of administering the Conference and Council, and costs of maintaining the relationship with other bodies like CTBI and Ecumenical partners.  It would not include the innovative new work in support of the Priorities, various grants within Britain or to international partners, or overseas personnel.  Further detail is given in the glossary of terms at the end of this paper (p. 87).

25. It would be in line with the 2005 Conference brief if budgets were constructed to ensure that these core costs had been reduced by around 30%.  In other words, comparing the expenditure in 2005/06 on the elements within this core costs definition with the equivalent expenditure on those elements in 2008/09, it should be demonstrable that a reduction of around 30% has been achieved. The discipline the Conference sought would then have been achieved and it would be clear that any money beyond what is strictly required for the core costs would be available for other work within the Connexion’s life rather than lost in administration.   

26. The present proposals as presented to the January Council were prepared with this in mind; the model described below shows that it is plausible to expect this result to be achieved. 

(iii)  Restricted and Designated Funds

27. If the Assessment and small administrative levy covers the core costs# of the permanent parts of the Connexional Team, it then becomes possible for the income of the restricted funds to be used for clearly distinct purposes and particularly funding projects likely to capture the imagination of potential donors.  This will be in the spirit of the Ground-clearing Project on Advocacy.  

28. The Resourcing Mission Grants Committee (RMGC) Review proposed that the Fund for Home Mission should increasingly be focussed on the support of approved innovative projects  (referred to as E3 # work in various Team Focus presentations) and SRC would favour broadening this idea to suggest that the normal use for the various unpredictable income streams should be to provide funds for stimulating creative and experimental mission work throughout the Connexion.  

29. This dedication of certain income streams to mission opportunities would honour the commitments made at every stage of presenting the evolving plans for the reconfigured Team that there should be a marked shift towards supporting innovation and priming creative responses to what the JSG Vision Paper called the ‘overriding challenge’ of being the Church in contemporary Britain.  In turn, this derived from a direct brief contained in the original Team Focus document.

30. The RMGC review also proposed that the CAPF should be used for supporting existing mission projects, perhaps particularly through providing additional resources for the districts to disburse.  After the small levy, the first call on the CAPF income would be the basic distribution to District Advance Funds, as directed by the Conference.  Remaining income would then be available to support the Church’s mission in cases of strategic significance which are beyond the resources of the local church, circuit district or other institution, and judged to be in line with the Priorities.

(iv)  Using other unpredictable income

31. Recognising the generosity of Methodists, there will almost certainly continue to be some donation income and significant legacy income.  Although individual legacies are necessarily on an uncertain timetable, SRC believe the Connexion should follow the pattern of many other large charities and include a realistic figure for legacies in the budget.  Legacy expenditure could be smoothed over three years, but in a typical year for the foreseeable future, legacies may be expected to contribute at least £1million a year to the Connexional Team budget.  The annual average for this type of legacy for the calendar years 2004-6 has been £1¼million.

32. Where such donations and legacies are earmarked for restricted funds, they clearly need to be used for the specified purposes.  However, to the extent possible, SRC recommend that all these unpredictable sources of income are added to the funds available for supporting innovative mission work either by direct grants or through funding personnel on a termed basis.  Given that there will be a rolling programme of grants and the nature of supporting innovation is that few projects would be funded indefinitely, the unpredictability of the income stream is not the problem it would be if it was funding permanent Team posts. 

33. This approach does of course assume that there is the energy and enterprise within the life of the districts and circuits to generate the projects requiring the substantial sums that could be available. Council may at some point wish to debate how the most effective leadership is achieved to inspire and galvanise the British Methodist Church in suitable ways. The more limited purpose of this paper is to demonstrate that the funds can be made available. 
(v)  Contingencies and Emergencies

34. The SRC have agreed that the Church should not create reserves of money against large unforeseen contingencies such as major subventions to the pension funds, and that there therefore needs to be an income stream capable of responding to emergencies.  SRC intend that the unpredictable income streams from donations and legacies should be the normal source to use first if such contingency costs arise.  Inevitably that would cause a temporary dip in the money available for the wider Connexion in servicing innovative mission, but it avoids the worse alternative of holding substantial sums of money idle, whilst simultaneously encouraging the Connexion to show a sense of urgency in mission.  

(vi)  Practical decision-making

35. SRC believe that the policy approaches suggested above are all entirely consistent with decisions the Council has made, particularly at its October 2006 meeting, about future grant-making processes and the governance of restricted funds.  

36. By designating income streams in the ways suggested, it would be much clearer what money is available in any given year for the disbursement processes overseen by the proposed Connexional Grants Committee and the governance bodies of the principal restricted funds.  This would allow the Connexional Grants Committee to allocate money appropriately to its sub-committees for work in Britain and work elsewhere and to agree the resources available to the distinct grant streams.  The governance bodies of the principal restricted funds would be able to identify what sums have been made available to the Connexional Grants Committee and to exercise their proper audit function in ensuring that the purposes to which they were finally devoted were consistent with the objects of the relevant restricted fund. Supporting Paper F (p. 93) explores some related issues in more depth.

V.  The Transition

37. SRC is aware that there will be significant transitional costs if the Conference adopts the proposed reconfigured Team.  Many of these are unavoidable but one off, such as payments related to redundancies.  While no detailed work has yet been done, these costs could be around £2million.  Direct redundancy costs look likely to be up to around £1million and money is also needed to fund assistance for staff retained and staff released to help them optimise their future career paths.  This could be a large further expense.  

(i)  Spending ‘surplus’ reserves

38. To the extent that the reserves policy indicates there is ‘surplus’ money in either the main restricted funds or the CAPF, a decision is required on the uses to which drawn down money is to be put and on the period over which the surplus is eliminated.  The initial and entirely appropriate call on this windfall money could be to finance the variety of transition costs.  This would imply a significant front-loading of the draw down as transition costs are likely to peak in 2007-8. 

39. Over and above those costs, SRC would suggest that the reserves are run down over a period of several years, with this money being used to boost the funds available for innovative work.  Spreading this money over several years would allow new systems to bed in but also even out the impact on the total sums available to the wider Connexion.  The size of the surplus reserves may be quite large and so a period as long as five years might be appropriate. It would nonetheless be important to keep the period sufficiently clear and short that it is well understood this is a windfall boost to the connexional funds available and not a permanent income stream.  In particular, the availability of this money should not be used to justify additional permanent costs in the Connexional Team.  

40. SRC concluded that a different approach would be required for different funds.  Each should develop a strategy for using surplus reserves. 

(ii)  2005 SORP#
41. The latest accounting requirements oblige the Church to have reserves available to cover certain categories of future grant commitments rather than simply rely on future income to cover those future commitments.  The accounting for the Connexional Team has been adjusted appropriately, but this requirement presents a considerable financial challenge to some of the districts (see MC/07/33).  In the light of this, SRC favours a one-off payment out of surplus reserves to the districts to rebalance their own accounts. This would be based on their future commitments as at 31 August 2007 and on a basis to be agreed.   

(iii)  Funding Connexional Officers in the Districts

42. At present, the stipends of the District Chairs, reflecting the connexional nature of their office, are funded from the Connexional Team budget, not from district budgets.  Similarly the TDOs are a central charge.  

43. In considering how the present work of the TDOs should be represented in the reconfigured Team, JSG has accepted the recommendation of Ground-clearing Project 2 to include some staff having a particular relationship with districts (‘Priorities Officers’) for an initial five-year period, and also having other staff (‘Training Officers’) linked to Regional Training Networks. These Training Officers would be permanent posts.

44. SRC consider it might be an appropriate medium term goal to move the funding of district-based staff to the districts. If the principle were accepted, logic suggests it should apply both to the Chairs and to Priorities Officers, if such posts continue after the initial period. This would be for clarity of financial arrangements and without any implication that the office holders were any more or less ‘Connexional’ than hitherto. 

45. If this proposal were adopted, it would be reasonable to phase in the change over a significant period and the transitional costs incorporated in Connexional Team budgets over the relevant years would need to reflect this. Given the timescale for rethinking the pattern of districts in Mapping the Way Forward: Regrouping for Mission, however, these transitional years would be later than 2011-12.   

VI.  Drawing the Strands Together

46. This paper is designed to explore the thinking behind the main policy options for developing a financial framework over the coming years.  The following model is recommended by SRC, and demonstrates a possible way forward for the Connexional Team budget.  

47. This model gives financial income and expenditure projections for the reconfigured Connexional Team beyond 2008.  It recognises the impact on income of reducing Church membership, and the reduced staff levels of the new Team.  This model is on the basis that:

· The core costs# of the Team would generally be covered by the predictable income from Assessments and the funds levy.

· The less predictable component of income from donations, legacies and investments would be used for funding innovative new work.  This gives more flexibility to adjust the work plan to match available resources. It would also provide contingency to meet unforeseen any financial needs.

· The transition process to the reconfigured Team would be funded from reserves.

48. Fig 1 (p. 88) shows summary income and expenditure projections based on the following assumptions:

1. For clarity no inflation is included in income or expenditure figures

2. Income from Assessments available for the Team is held at a fixed average real rate per capita, and thus reduces at 3% p.a. consistent with recent decline in overall membership.

3. Income from donations and fundraising is similarly reduced by 3% p.a.

4. Projected income from investments reflects the actual income in recent years and is reduced in line with a substantial draw down on reserves.  (This gives a significantly more optimistic picture than the previously published budgets.)

5. Income from legacies has been included here, even though it has not in the past been included in the published budget.  The figure is conservative compared with actual legacy income in 2005-06.

6. 91 full time equivalent staff positions are included in the basic Team as follows:

Secretaries (Reds)


4

Managers (Greens)
5

Officers & Advisers (Yellows)
26

Specialists and Support (Blues)
41

PAs and administrative staff
15

See Fig.3 (p. 89) for more details.

VII.  Outcome of the Model

49. This model demonstrates that the Team Focus financial targets are attainable with the proposed reconfigured Team on the basis of detailed work derived from existing staff cost budgets. 

50. However this projection also shows that reasonable extra resources are available over and above this basic expenditure figure, and could be deployed for new innovative mission work.

51. The complication of some income being earmarked for restricted funds also needs to be assessed.  44% of the income received in 2005-06 was restricted to various funds and nearly 60% of this restricted amount was for the Fund for World Mission.  Fig 2 (p. 88), which is based on the latest financial statements, shows a total unrestricted income of £13million.   

52. This paper focuses on projections and not budgets.  These projections are realistic estimates based on currently known staffing levels for the reconfigured Team and budget information for 2006-07.  Ongoing work continues on Team Focus, which may change some of these assumptions.

53. Budgeting for the reconfigured Team needs to develop out of realistic work plans for each staff cluster, and presumably would be based on detailed work done by the line managers (greens).  This model of financial projections has been developed to explore the possibilities within the currently known constraints, and at most should be understood as a general framework within which the detailed budget work could fit.

Glossary of Terms

Restricted Funds     are funds like the Fund for World Mission for which money is given for a specific purpose.  Once such funds are received, by law they must be used for the purpose for which they were given.

Core costs   
means the functions of running the Connexional Team’s core services to the Church and principally includes the following:

Managed by the Connexional Team:

· the cost of the permanent Team staff (currently estimated at 91)

· the costs associated with enabling core staff to do their work including office accommodation, travel etc.

· Discipleship and Ministries grants eg bursaries for ministerial formation

· costs arising from formal relationships eg with the World Methodist Council and CTBI

Other connexional core costs:

· the costs of administering Conference and Council 

· stipends of District Chairs

· full costs of the Training Officers 

Designated Funds   are funds which Conference has decided should be set aside or designated for a specific purpose.  This decision can also be revoked by Conference and the funds used for a different purpose.

E3
has been used in Team Focus documents to refer to new areas of work which are “exciting experimental enterprises“.

SORP
The “Statement of Recommended Practice” for the presentation of charity accounts.
Figure 1.  Connexional Team Financial Projection
	
	ACTUALS 2005/06
	Projection
2008/09
	Projection
2009/10
	Projection
2010/11

	Income
	£mil
	£mil
	£mil
	£mil

	Connexional Assessment Element
	10.6
	11.1
	10.8
	10.5

	Donations and Fundraising
	5.6
	4.9
	4.8
	4.6

	Investment Income
	4.4
	4.3
	4.2
	4.2

	Legacy
	1.7
	0.9
	0.9
	0.9

	Sundry Income
	0.7
	0.7
	0.7
	0.7

	CAPF
	6.4
	3.2
	3.2
	3.2

	Total Projected Incoming Resources
	29.5
	25.2
	24.6
	24.1

	
	
	
	
	

	Expenditure
	
	
	
	

	Connexional Team Core Costs
	
	9.5
	9.5
	9.5

	Other Connexional Core Costs
	
	2.3
	2.3
	2.3

	Other General Work
	
	5.0
	5.0
	5.0

	Innovative Work Already Anticipated
	
	0.9
	0.9
	0.9

	Basic expenditure sub-total  
	
	17.7
	17.7
	17.7

	CAPF
	
	3.5
	3.5
	3.5

	Priorities Officers
	
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0

	Scope for New Innovative Work plus contingencies
	
	3.0
	2.4
	1.9

	Total Projected Expenditure
	24.7
	25.2
	24.6
	24.1


For clarity no inflation has been included in these projected figures

 Figure 2.  Unrestricted and Restricted Income

	
	Unrestricted
	Restricted
	Endowment
	  Total

	Actual Income 2005/06
	
£mil
	
£mil
	
£mil
	
£mil

	Connexional Assessment Element
	
10.5
	
0.1
	
	
10.6

	Donations and Fundraising
	
0.4
	
5.2
	
	
5.6

	Investment Income
	
1.4
	
2.8
	
0.2
	
4.4

	Legacy
	
0.3
	
1.5
	
	
1.7

	Sundry Income
	
0.4
	
0.3
	
	
0.7

	Total Income
	
13.0
	
9.9
	
0.2
	
23.1


	 Figure 3 Reconfigured Team - projected staff numbers


	Team funded 
	Externally funded

	Strategic Leadership
	
	

	General Secretary and 3 other Secretaries + admin support
	7
	

	 
 

	Christian Communication, Evangelism & Advocacy Cluster
	 
	-

	CC,E&A Manager + admin support
	5
	

	Communications Coordinator/Publications/Media
	3
	

	Public Issues
	4
	

	Help Desk
	3
	

	International Mission Relationships 
	4
	

	Evangelism, Spirituality & Discipleship
	4
	

	Editor/Design/Web Site
	5
	1

	Fundraiser/Campaign Officer/Events
	2
	

	
Cluster Total
	30
	1

	

	Projects Cluster
	 
	

	Projects Manager + admin support
	2
	

	Project Officer
	2
	

	Project Staff
	2
	

	
Cluster Total
	6
	-

	

	Support Services Cluster
	 
	

	Support Services Manager + admin support
	6
	

	Personnel
	8
	

	Finance
	11
	3

	Property 
	2+
	3+

	Grants Support
	1
	

	IT, Database & Payroll
	3
	2

	
Cluster Total
	31
	8

	

	Discipleship and Ministries Cluster
	 
	

	D&M Manager + admin support
	3
	

	Faith and Order
	0.5
	

	Under 19s 
	2
	

	Presbyters /Diaconal Order/Chaplains/Local Preachers
	2.5
	

	Training Coordination
	1
	

	
Cluster Total
	9
	-

	

	Leadership Support & Research Unit
	 
	

	LSRU Manager + admin support
	2
	

	Policy and Research; Ecumenical; Equalities & Diversity
	3
	

	Legal and Constitutional 
	3
	

	
Cluster Total
	8
	-

	 
 

	
TOTAL core Team staff
	91
	9

	 
 

	Regional and District staff
	 
	

	Training Officers
	11.5
	

	Priorities Officers
	14.5
	

	
Total 
	26
	-

	  
Grand Total
	126


Appendix

Summary of the major funds

(as described in Standing Orders)

Connexional Advance and Priority Fund

This fund is to distribute annually to some or all of the district Advance Funds a sum equal to 25% of the total received in the previous year through the levy charged under Standing Order 970(1), the amount (if any) payable to each such fund being determined by the Resourcing Mission Grants Committee; 

Subject to the above, to make grants out of income or capital to Local Churches, circuits and districts in cases which are within one or more of the following categories and are beyond the normal resources of the circuit and district, namely when: 

(i) new work is to be undertaken which will constitute an advance and be of connexional significance;

(ii) [deleted]

(iii) an urgent and essential property scheme is to be carried out.

(iv) Subject to (i) above, to make payments out of capital to the Fund for Home Mission when so directed by resolution of Conference to support the payment of grants from that Fund to local churches and circuits for the furtherance of the church’s mission in cases which are beyond the normal resources of the local church or circuit and are judged to be a priority.

If the requirements of Standing Order 973(1)
 are satisfied a grant may be made for ecumenical work within the purposes of the relevant local church, circuit or district or for the Mission Alongside the Poor Programme.

Methodist Church Fund.  

This fund shall be maintained by an Assessment and used for: 

i. expenses necessary to give effect to the decisions of the Conference;

ii. expenses of the President, Vice-President and Secretary of the Conference;

iii. costs incurred in guarding the rights and privileges of the Conference, not chargeable to another fund;

iv. grants, not otherwise provided for, to districts, circuits and local churches;

v. grants in support of ecumenical work and dues and subscriptions to ecumenical bodies;

vi. payments in accordance with Standing Orders 365 and 366;

vii. allocations or grants as required by Standing Order or determined by the Methodist Council for any connexional purpose;

viii. the cost of the work of the Connexional Team;

ix. all other connexional expenses not chargeable to other funds.

Provision shall be made for grants from the fund for the Mission Alongside the Poor Programme.

Fund for World Mission

The purposes of the Methodist Fund for World Mission shall be the purposes of the Methodist Missionary Society, which are:

i. to initiate, maintain and encourage Christian mission in other countries;

ii. to encourage the establishment of churches overseas which will themselves undertake that mission within and beyond their own borders;

iii. to engage in a continuing relationship of mutual help and enrichment with churches (including united churches) in the life of which Methodist missions have played a part;

iv. to foster and take part in ecumenical relationships in the field of world mission, including the work of the World Council of Churches and the Churches’ Commission on Mission;

v. to bear witness to the global character of Christian mission by supporting work with and among ethnic minority communities in Britain and Ireland which have had their origin in other countries;

vi. in furtherance of these purposes to engage in education, advocacy, recruitment and fund-raising.

Fund for Home Mission

The purposes of the Methodist Fund for Home Mission shall be the support of work in furtherance of the Church’s mission, including grants to local churches and circuits, in the home districts. Provision shall be made for grants from the fund for the Mission Alongside the Poor Programme.

Fund for Training

The purposes of the Methodist Fund for Training shall be:

i. the provision of initial and further training for ministers, deacons, lay workers and other lay persons;

ii. the provision of maintenance grants for persons undergoing such training and their dependants;

iii. the maintenance, management and staffing of the Methodist theological colleges, and the Methodist contribution to the cost of joint theological colleges;

iv. the examination of candidates for the ministry and the diaconate and of ministerial and diaconal probationers.

Fund for Property

The purposes of the Methodist Fund for Property shall be:

i. the support of work in aid or on behalf of trustees of Methodist property;

ii. grants and loans for property purposes to trustees of Methodist property in the home districts.

Subject to the above, provision shall be made for grants from the fund for the Mission Alongside the Poor Programme.

Auxiliary Fund

The Methodist Council shall raise and administer the Auxiliary Fund, the objects of which shall be to provide assistance at the discretion of the council, or of any committee or officer to whom it may delegate its powers in this behalf, to: 

i. supernumeraries; 

ii. persons who have been permitted or directed to become supernumerary; 

iii. ministers’, deacons’ and probationers’ widows or widowers who are in need; 

iv. ministers and deacons who are in need as a result of illness or impairment, for the purpose of enabling them to continue in or resume the active work; and

v. probationers who are in need as a result of illness or impairment for the purpose of enabling them to continue on or resume probation or to complete probation and enter the active work and to make grants to the Methodist Ministers’ Housing Society.

Supporting Paper F: Purposes of the Main Funds

Principal Restricted Funds, Connexional Advance and Priority Fund, etc.

1. The Methodist Council exercises the trustee responsibility for raising and administering the principal restricted funds, namely the Fund for World Mission, Fund for Home Mission, Fund for Training, and Fund for Property (SO 362), and the Auxiliary Fund (SO 364(1)). The Resourcing Mission Grants Committee currently exercises trustee responsibility for administering the Connexional Advance and Priority Fund (SO 971, 974). 

The Review of the Resourcing Mission Grants Committee (see Supporting Paper H p. 98) has recommended that the Council become the body exercising trustee responsibility for CAPF as well as the other principal funds (FWM, FHM, FTrg and FProp); and that monies from it and the other funds be made available to an integrated connexional grant-making process (as recommended in Ground-clearing Project 12) through unified budget-making procedures.


2. There are a number of secondary restricted funds. Of these, the Necessitous Local Preachers Fund and the Sabbatical Fund provide funds to deal with specific areas of work (SO 364(6) and (2) respectively). The Mission Alongside the Poor Fund was raised in a particular era, and most grants for projects that match the criteria of the Mission Alongside the Poor Programme (as opposed to the Fund) are now provided by the Fund for Home Mission and Fund for Property, or even the Methodist Church Fund. There is therefore little sense in raising money for it as a separate fund in future, since the criteria for the larger funds include its criteria. A similar case can be made for ceasing to raise money for a separate Fund for Training and Fund for Property, leaving the Fund for World Mission, Fund for Home Mission, Connexional Advance and Priority Fund and Auxiliary Fund as the principal funds (in addition to the Methodist Church Fund). 


3. A governance group is being established under the Council for FWM and FHM. Similar groups would need to be established for the Auxiliary Fund and CAPF. The purpose of such groups would be:

(a) to formulate recommendations for the Council about strategic priorities for the use of the monies in the Fund

(b) to sample the grants made from the Fund by the appropriate grant-making bodies and scrutinise whether they are within the purposes of the Fund.

The governance group for each Fund would make its recommendation to the Council through the SRC in sufficient time for the Council to decide how much money shall be made available from each of the Funds (and from other sources including the Methodist Church Fund) in a particular year as a working budget for the Connexional Grants Committee proposed by Ground-clearing Project 12. The Connexional Grants Committee (and its subsidiary connexion-wide bodies and subsidiary district bodies) would then be responsible for managing that budget and for making the decisions about individual grants.  

So far as the Auxiliary Fund is concerned, the above would involve removing the Auxiliary Fund from the responsibility of the Connexional Allowances Committee, and establishing processes under the Connexional Grants Committee for officers and appointed bodies to make grants from a budget drawn from the Fund. 

4. The report of the Resourcing Mission Grants Committee Review Group states that the criteria for the various connexional funds currently overlap and are not clearly enough defined to be fit for purpose in an integrated connexional grant-making process and an integrated connexional advocacy process (as proposed by Ground-clearing Project 4). It therefore recommends that the purposes of the various funds be reviewed. In particular it would suggest that 

· CAPF (as a fund sustained by the sale of property rather than advocacy) become a Connexional Priority Fund which is used to sustain the Church’s mission in cases which are beyond the resources of a local church, circuit, district or other institution and are judged to be a priority in line with the Priorities for the Methodist Church; 

· FHM (as a fund sustained by advocacy rather than the sale of property) become a Fund for New Mission (in Britain) and is used for exploratory projects, start-up projects etc.

We can now add to this that:

· FWM (as a fund sustained by advocacy) remain a fund to fulfil the purposes of the Methodist Missionary Society (see CPD Book IVB Part 3 p. 721ff) and is renamed the Fund for International Mission. These purposes currently include mission in other countries, work in Britain and Ireland with ethnic communities which have their origin overseas, and fostering ecumenical relationships in the field of world mission through such as the World Council of Churches, the Churches’ Commission on Mission, and the World Methodist Council. In response to Ground-clearing Project 6 a commitment has been made to conduct a review of the purposes of MMS. Without prejudice to the outcomes of such a review, however, FWM can be characterised as a fund to be used:

(a) to sustain the Church’s mission in cases which are beyond the resources of a partner Church or which are judged to be a priority in line with the Priorities for the Methodist Church and, where appropriate, the relevant partner Church; and

(b) for exploratory projects, start-up projects etc. which are judged to be a priority in line with the Priorities for the Methodist Church and, where appropriate, the relevant partner Church.

· the Auxiliary Fund (as a fund sustained by advocacy) become a Fund for the Support of Presbyters and Deacons and be used as a discretionary fund for those in personal need, and to enable those with particular requirements (as a result of illness or impairment etc.) or particular gifts to exercise their ministry to the fullest possible extent. 

5. The above principles would need to be fleshed out in Standing Orders. Legal advice might have to be taken as to whether such amendments are in line with or contradict the criteria for which existing funds were donated. If they are in line then existing monies can be spent under the new heads. If they are not, care would have to be taken to ensure that only new monies are spent on purposes which fall outside the original criteria. 


6. The above proposals would allow the Fund for New Mission to provide for the innovative projects proposed in Team Focus so far as short-term, limited scale projects are concerned. CAPF would provide for larger scale or medium-term connexion-wide programmes (which might include multi-project programmes).  They apply in particular to the use of monies raised for the Funds in the normal course of events. If there is to be any release of general reserves for funding innovative projects in the Connexion as suggested in Supporting Paper G (p. 96), there might be sense in routing these monies through the Fund for New Mission. 

7. SRC approved the principles in paragraphs 1 to 6 above at its February meeting.        

Supporting Paper G: Reserves Within Connexional Funds

This paper reviews the current reserve policy for Connexional funds and proposes significant changes.

1. Reserves are moneys that are freely available for the purposes of a charity once it has met its commitments and covered its other planned expenditure. As such they exclude restricted funds, endowments, designated funds. And any funds already tied up in fixed assets including properties occupied by the charity or its staff.  However, it is appropriate that these restricted and designated funds should, in turn, have their own reserves policies.

2. The approach of the Charity Commission is that charity trustees should apply income for its intended purpose within a reasonable period of its receipt. Money should only be retained as part of a well thought out reserves policy.

3. The current reserves policy of the Methodist Council Consolidated Accounts is to hold the equivalent of the relevant annual expenditure plus an estimate of any known likely fluctuations. This was agreed in 2000. The implication is that this should apply to all the consolidated entities but, in practice, we have only looked at it in the context of that part of the accounts which is applicable to the Connexional Team and this paper continues that approach. Each of the consolidated entities needs, however, to have its own reserves policy set by its own trustees.

4. Since 2000 a lot has changed with regards to our financial management:

a. A major consolidation of funds has been achieved within the restricted funds;

b. We now have details of our grant commitments which are provided for explicitly within the funds;

c. Our investment management process is improving and takes into account our commitments;

d. The pension funds and potential claims relating to child protection have emerged as our major financial risks;

e. We have undertaken a review of the financial (and other) risks to which connexional funds are exposed.

5. Apart from the pension scheme and potential claims relating to child protection, the financial risks faced by the funds which cannot reasonably be foreseen are very limited. Two which can be identified are the costs of reducing staff numbers (redundancy and related payments) and a need for major expenditure on the MCH building. With the former we can make explicit provision for expectations over the next two or three years; for the latter we do have significant funds set aside for long term renewal and these need to be kept under review.

6. There are significant financial risks with the pension funds although we should not allow ourselves to be overly influenced by recent experiences. Generally any emerging deficits can be met over a period of ten years or more and the risk is therefore mainly in terms of a priority call on our regular income. The use of reserves is a choice open to us but does not need to be allowed for in terms of our reserves policy. In any event I would not recommend forgoing access to capital to provide for this risk.

A Reserving Philosophy
7. The question to be answered is “How comfortable do we wish to be?”  Money kept in reserve is not being used for the mission of the Church and that is our priority.   Whilst we do not want to be knocked off course with every unexpected call on our finances, neither should we wish to provide for a totally unexpected major call on them. That would be a situation to be dealt with at the time and could, for example, justify a contribution from CAPF and/or the Epworth Fund. Beyond that we need to recognize that we are an asset rich Church and there are a number of ways of raising substantial sums on the security of those assets. Against this background I believe we should be adopting a somewhat higher risk strategy than at present but nevertheless one in which the risk of financial embarrassment is still very small.

Proposed Policy

8. My proposals are as follows:

A. We consider separately the operations account and the grant making funds.

B. For the operations account (the core activities in Team Focus terminology) we set our free reserves at six months assessments income (£5 - £6million). They could be allowed to drop below this level but we would then need a plan to restore them.

C. For the Fund for World Mission we retain the current figure of 12 months expenditure pending agreement on a future strategy for this fund. With this fund there is probably a wide gap between our formal commitments and the expectation of our grant recipients. There also needs to be a debate on how we best deal with longer term financial demands.

D. The Connexional Advance and Priority Fund has substantial contingent liabilities (possibly £3 - £4million at present). These arise out of the obligation to refund levies if a replacement scheme is undertaken. Since these refunds arise out of past levies it is appropriate to relate the amount put aside to these levies. I propose a figure of one quarter of the total levies received over the previous three years. (This would currently amount to £3.5m). There is great uncertainty over this figure but we have the ability to manage unexpected calls by reducing our grant making activity and therefore I propose no further reserves.

E. The Epworth Fund was reviewed at Conference last year and we should retain the agreed policy of having sufficient reserves to generate a yearly income of £200,000.

F. For all other restricted funds I recommend that there is no need for any freely available reserves. 

9. Although it should be recognised that in a number of our funds the current levels of reserve fall well short of the sums required by our current policy, these proposals represent a substantial reduction in our reserving requirements and would release substantial sums for wider ministry as well as covering the transitional costs of Team Focus.  A responsibility within the new grant making procedures will be to manage the transition to the new reserving policy. If, as part of that process, it is felt that changes need to be made to some of these proposals then these will be brought back to Council for its agreement.

Ron Calver  

Connexional Treasurer

Supporting Paper H: Resourcing Mission Grants Committee Review 

Introduction
1. The Methodist Council meeting in February 2006 appointed a group to review the Resourcing Mission Grants Committee (RMGC) in fulfilment of resolution 37/2 of the 2002 Conference and resolution 53/5 of the 2004 Conference, and in the light of work being undertaken in the Team Focus process. In particular the group was to review

· the remit, work and membership of the Resourcing Mission Grants Committee, and how it fits into the governance arrangements of the Connexion 
· the responsibilities held by the Committee under Standing Orders in respect of the Connexional Advance and Priority Fund (CAPF), and how they might relate to Ground-clearing Project 12 on Grant-Making
· the relation of RMGC to the policies and staff of the connexional Team.

The group consisted of the Revd. Geoff Reid (member of the Methodist Council), the Revd. Graham Thompson (District Chair), Mr Allan Dyer (District Grants Officer), and the Revd. Ken Howcroft and Ms Anthea Cox (Co-ordinating Secretaries).

2. At its early meetings the RMGC Review Group decided that the proposals being explored in Ground-clearing Project 12 on grant making were consonant with its own preliminary analysis. It therefore received the papers of that project and interacted with its project management group. When the Methodist Council agreed at its meeting 31.10 - 1.11.06 to endorse the principles for a connexional system of grant-making proposed by Ground-clearing Project 12, the RMGC Review Group met to consider the implications of those principles for its work. A draft of its final report which developed and, in some cases, amended the detailed suggestions of Ground-clearing Project 12 was presented to the Resourcing Mission Grants Committee at its meeting on 13-14.11.06, where the thinking was further developed. 

3. The following report has been revised in the light of the discussion at the RMGC, and is presented with the support of that Committee. It is presented to fulfil the brief given to the Review Group that is outlined above, but is also offered as a contribution to the process of implementing the principles of Ground-clearing Project 12. As such it has implications not just for the areas of grant making currently within the remit of RMGC.  

The Report 

The Methodist Council is responsible for the Methodist Church Consolidated Accounts (MCCA), which includes the Fund for Property (FProp), Fund for Home Mission (FHM) and Fund for World Mission (FWM).  The RMGC spends money from the MCCA but is not linked with or accountable to the Methodist Council.  RMGC therefore commits significant grant expenditure from Funds for which it has no responsibility and the lack of links makes proper governance of those Funds difficult.  

On the other hand, RMGC is responsible under SO’s for administering CAPF. 

4. CURRENT GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS












5. The Review Group notes that, in future, CAPF is to be included with the Methodist Church Consolidated Accounts. Therefore it believes that it would be good to draw together the oversight of Funds used in making grants and place them all under the purview of the Council. It also believes that accountability for the processes of grant making should also be to the Council.  
It therefore recommends that in future the work currently undertaken by RMGC should be directly accountable to the Council.
6. The Review Group notes that the Council has approved the general principles presented in the Ground-clearing Project 12 report on grant making. It believes that the creation of a Connexional Grants Committee will extend to all areas of grant making, the principle which lay behind the creation of RMGC (which brought together various grant making processes which had previously been separate). 

In responding to the Ground-clearing Project 12 proposals the Review Group recommends that:

· the Council should annually indicate to the new Connexional Grants Committee (CGC) how much is available from the various funds and budgets for the Committee to commit in grants during a particular year (noting that in a commitments-budgeting process this total amount must include not just grants to be paid in the year in question, but also any instalments to be paid in future years); and the CGC should decide how much of that budget is distributed to each of its sub-committees (directly or through their constituent streams)

· the CGC should consist of seven members (including its Chair)

· each of the two sub-committees should consist of seven members (including their Chairs)

· the CGC should review annually the levels of grants and the nature of the constituent streams

PROPOSED GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS














7. The Review Group believes that the arrangements for the two sub-committees of the CGC (i.e. the Mission & Ministry in the World Church Grants Sub-Committee and the Mission & Ministry in Britain Grants Sub-Committee) should be analogous.

It recommends that each of the sub-committees should have a number of processes (termed “streams” in the Ground-clearing Project 12 Report) working under it with delegated authority to deal with particular types or sizes of grants (e.g. small ones); and that the nature and number of these processes should be reviewed and agreed annually by the CGC.

8. The Review Group believes that the role of officers in the new procedures needs to be clarified. 

It recommends that: 

· officers should not be voting members of sub-committees or the CGC (not least because of their role in giving advice to those applying for grants), but should be present (or available by phone or electronically) to advise when requested by those bodies;

· officers should have executive authority to make certain types of grant within agreed limits and according to agreed criteria (e.g. emergency grants or routine property grants up to a particular limit), 

· but the appropriate sub-committee should ensure that the decisions are scrutinised in retrospect; 

· officers should be given authority within agreed policies and parameters to assess applications and make recommendations about other types of grant, but should check the recommendations in outline with members of the appropriate sub-committee before acting (this might be by e-mail or telephone conference).

9. The Review Group believes that the current criteria for the various connexional funds currently overlap and are not clearly enough defined to be fit for purpose in an integrated connexional grant making process and an integrated connexional advocacy process (as proposed by Ground-clearing Project 4). 
It therefore recommends that the purposes of the various funds be reviewed. 

In particular it would suggest that:

· CAPF (as a fund sustained by the sale of property rather than advocacy) becomes a Connexional Priority Fund which is used to sustain the Church’s mission in cases which are beyond the resources of a local church, circuit, district or other institution and are judged to be a priority in line with the Priorities for the Methodist Church; 

· FHM (as a fund sustained by advocacy rather than the sale of property) becomes a Fund for New Mission (in Britain) and is used for exploratory projects, start-up projects etc.

10. The Review Group recognises that the grants distributed by the Connexional Grants Committee, its relevant sub-committee and the various procedures falling under that sub-committee for property matters, often have implications for whether consent or approval can be given for a property scheme to proceed. Similarly, grants given for mission and ministry projects often have implications for strategic decisions in the stationing of ministers and deacons and the deployment of lay workers and other resources. The Review Group therefore recommends that the procedures for grant making should be linked strategically with those for giving consent or approval for Property Schemes (which are in the remit of Ground-clearing Project 8) and those for stationing (which are the remit of the Stationing Review). In particular, in each of these processes the principle should generally apply so that in every case there should only be one major body other than the body proposing a project or scheme that makes a decision about it. This in turn will require that integrated timetables for the various processes and clear lines of communication between the decision-making bodies in them be established.

11. The Review Group similarly believes that the language of “grants” and that of “assessment” (which is the remit of Ground-clearing Project 11) need to be more closely linked. Neither involve the handing over of resources to an external body. Rather through subsidiarity all resources are held on trust by particular bodies on behalf of the whole Connexion. Both “grants” and “assessments” are therefore contributions from one part of the body of the Connexion to another.
12. The Review Group further believes that Mission & Ministry in Britain grants (including property grants) should be categorised under three headings:
a. Connexional priority projects – i.e. those projects that the Connexion really wants to back as a whole church;
b. Local projects that require, for some reason, redistributed income from elsewhere;
c. Local projects that can be funded by local funds, Circuit Advance Funds & District Advance Funds, and which do not need any Connexional or redistributed income. 
13. In the light of the above, the Review Group believes that wherever possible there should only be one place beyond the proposing body where decisions about grant-aid are made, rather than a multi-layered, repetitive process. This will require a sharper distinction between the type and purposes of grants made at a “central” level and those made at a district level of the Connexion. In each case the body making the decision will be acting not just for itself but also on behalf of the whole Connexion. There will therefore have to be the means of ensuring the various bodies act consistently and are accountable for their decisions. It will also be necessary for each body that makes grants has adequate resources for doing so. 

The Review Group therefore recommends that:

· the portion of the income from the renamed Connexional Priority Fund made available to District Advance Funds be increased from 25% to 50%, to be distributed to the districts (as at present) according to an equalisation formula that takes into account the amounts levied by the district from circuit advance funds;

· connexional criteria be drawn up for making grants towards generic appointments (e.g. youth workers) and schemes, and responsibility for deciding whether to make those grants given to districts (up to a limit of £50,000, whether that is to be paid in a single instalment in one year or, say, instalments of £10,000 each over five years);

· the decisions made by districts should be scrutinised on behalf of the Connexional Grants Committee or its Mission & Ministry in Britain Grants Sub-Committee in retrospect annually (e.g. by sampling);

· the CGC and its Mission & Ministry in Britain Grants Sub-Committee should make grants towards local purposes that are over £50,000, and all grants for purposes that meet connexional more than local priorities (e.g. institutions which serve the whole connexion or projects which are part of a strategic response across the whole connexion to such as the Faithful Cities report, Rural Presence, Fresh Expressions). 

14. The Review Group believes that, with the points outlined above taken into account, the Mission & Ministry in Britain Grants Sub-Committee as proposed by Ground-clearing Project 12 would be a revised, reconfigured and renewed successor to the Resourcing Mission Grants Committee. It has therefore invited RMGC to consider and offer any advice it wishes about:

· how the various types of grant in this area of the work could best be categorised (e.g. Property; Personnel; Projects); and

· what the monetary limits of small, medium and large grants might be.

13.
The RMGC wishes to indicate to the Methodist Council and Conference its support for the proposals outlined above.   
RMGC Review Group -- 09.11.06; 23.11.06 (revised)
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� 973(1) This Standing Order applies when the proceeds of one or more dispositions are to be employed in or towards a replacement scheme approved as such by the connexional Property Committee.
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