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DAILY RECORD No 7 
REPRESENTATIVE SESSION 
Wednesday, 29 June 2022 

 
 
7/1 The Conference assembled at 9.15. 

7/2 The Conference shared in a celebration of Holy Communion, in which the following, 
who have died in the last year, were remembered: 

(a) the presbyters remembered in the Presbyteral Session and listed at 2/9, with 
the addition of The Revd Brian R Jones. 
 

(b) the deacons who have died since the last Conference: 
 

Christina Gillian Atkinson 
Joan Margaret Jackson 

Eileen May Rogers 
 

 
(c) the following lay people especially remembered as servants of the Church: 

 
John Chastney 
Edith Coole 
John Hicks QC 
Judy Jarvis 
David Lindsay 
 

(d) those who have served as Mission Partners: 
 

The Revd Kenneth P Anderson 
The Revd Allan R Bailey 
The Revd Edward A Bishop 
Mrs Anne Blackburn 
Miss Muriel Chalkley 
The Revd Kenneth E Chorley 
Mr Frederick C Cloke 
Mrs Margaret Clutterbuck 
The Revd Neil A Drayton 
The Revd J Michael Franklin 
The Revd Joseph Goodridge 
Mr John Hicks QC 
The Revd Susan Hill 
Deacon Joan M Jackson 

The Revd Keith J Ledson 
The Revd H H Robin Mann 
The Revd Claude A Nurse 
Miss Mona I Pengelly 
The Revd John ‘Jack’ Robinson 
Mrs Margaret Rosalie ‘Greta’  
     Stedeford 
The Revd Brian Stocks 
The Revd Donald Urwin 
Mrs Margaret H Watson 
The Revd Philip D Williams 
The Revd R John Withington 
The Revd Eric Wright 
 

 
(e) 346 accredited Local Preachers whose names are recorded in a Book of 

Thanksgiving held at Methodist Church House; 
 

(f) many others whose service is known to others and to God. 
 

7/3 The Conference adjourned at 10.36. 

7/4 The Conference reassembled at 11.00. 

The Methodist Conference 
2022 
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7/5 FOURTH REPORT OF THE CONFERENCE BUSINESS COMMITTEE 

7/5/1 The Business Committee has a duty under SO 136(2)(ii) to recommend which Notices 
of Motion are debated in the Conference. The Committee therefore recommends that 
two Notices of Motion that have been submitted are not debated for the following 
reasons: 

The Business Committee has received a Notice of Motion concerning the provision of 
ordinands’ accommodation and the way in which it is arranged and paid for. The 
Committee notes that the arrangements of the Conference are within the remit of the 
Council rather than the Conference, and that the arrangements for the 2023 
Conference will necessarily be different because of the different venue. The 
Committee therefore assures the Conference that the concerns raised in the Notice 
of Motion are being addressed and the matter will be reviewed. 

The Committee has also received a Notice of Motion concerning the Supreme Court 
decision in the US concerning the Roe v Wade ruling. Whilst recognising the impact 
that this decision is having in the USA and wanting to support our Concordat partner 
in a complex and sensitive matter, the Committee recommends that the Conference 
write a letter to the United Methodist Church, in which it expresses its support and 
concern as the Church responds to the ruling and the implications of it. 

7/5/2 The Conference adopted as Resolution B/2: 

The Conference receives the Report. 

7/6 APPOINTMENT OF SCRUTINEERS 

The Conference appointed the following Scrutineers, in addition to those appointed 
at 3/4: 

The Revd David M Goodall 
Mr David Pickles 
 

7/7 DESIGNATION OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE CONFERENCE 

The Revd Gillian M Newton was designated for appointment as President of the 
Conference of 2023. 

7/8 DESIGNATION OF THE VICE-PRESIDENT OF THE CONFERENCE 

Deacon Kerry R Scarlett was designated for appointment as Vice-President of the 
Conference of 2023. 

7/9 44. OVERSIGHT AND TRUSTEESHIP, Sections A, B 

The Conference adopted Resolution 44/1. 

7/10 45. OVERSIGHT, TRUSTEESHIP AND LEADERSHIP 

The Conference adopted Resolution 45/1. 

7/11 44. OVERSIGHT AND TRUSTEESHIP, Sections C, D 

7/11/1 The Conference adopted Resolution 44/2, 

p 476, final column of the table: 
Total Ex-Officio: for ‘68 (30%)’ reading ‘67’ 
Synods: for ‘152’ reading ‘154’ 
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7/11/2 The Conference adopted Resolution 44/6. 

7/11/3 The Conference, with the required majority, adopted Resolution 44/7. 

7/12 METHODIST INSURANCE 

The Conference received a presentation by Methodist Insurance on the occasion of 
its 150th anniversary. 

7/13 The Conference adjourned at 13.02. 

7/14 The Conference reassembled at 14.15. 

7/15 16. METHODIST FORCES BOARD 

7/15/1 The Conference was addressed by Mr Doug Swanney, Chair of the Methodist Forces 
Board, The Revd Michael D Parker, Chaplain General of the British Army and The Revd 
David J Barrett, Deputy Chaplain General of the British Army. 

7/15/2 The Conference adopted Resolution 16/1. 

7/16 44. OVERSIGHT AND TRUSTEESHIP, Sections C (continued), E, F 

7/16/1 The Conference adopted Resolution 44/3 in the form: 

1. The Conference resolves that, from the Conference of 2024, the total voting 
membership of the Conference shall be 225. 
 

2. The Conference directs the Methodist Council, in collaboration with the 
Justice, Dignity and Solidarity Committee, to determine the distribution of 
seats and directs the Law and Polity Committee to bring draft Standing 
Orders to the 2023 Conference. 
 

3. The Conference further directs that the proportion of members of the 
Conference elected by the Synods shall not be less than 70%. 
 

7/16/2 The Conference adopted Resolution 44/4. 

7/16/3 The Conference agreed to the withdrawal of Resolution 44/5. 

7/16/4 The Conference adopted Resolutions 44/8, 44/9 and 44/10. 

7/16/5 The Conference declined Resolution 44/11. 

7/16/6 The Conference agreed to the withdrawal of Resolutions 44/12, 44/13 and 44/14. 

7/17 45. OVERSIGHT, TRUSTEESHIP AND LEADERSHIP (continued) 

The Conference adopted Resolution 45/2. 

7/18 Memorial M21 

The Conference received Memorial M21 and adopted as its reply that recommended 
by the Memorials Committee, the Memorial and the reply appearing on pp 33-34 of 
the Agenda Supplement. 
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7/19 41. WALES SYNOD CYMRU 

7/19/1 The Conference adopted Resolution 41/1, 

p 436, replacing the text of Standing Order 498(4) with: 
(4) There shall be local negotiation to agree the details of how Standing 
Orders are to be applied, including agreements on whether the Cymru Circuit 
Cylchdaith Cymru or the other Circuit in Wales Synod Cymru the Wales Synod 
shall act in respect of local property schemes, the route through which 
pastoral discipline is to be exercised, how membership is to be returned and 
how the joint church is to contribute fairly to both assessments. 
 

7/19/2 The Conference adopted Resolution 41/2 in the form: 

The Conference, noting the adoption by Synod Cymru and the Wales Synod of 
the constitution of Wales Synod Cymru, a modified constitution within Standing 
Order 48A, directs for the purposes of clause 38 of the Deed of Union and in 
accordance with Standing Order 48A1(7) that the form in which the constitution 
and enumeration of the Districts required by Standing Order 400 are set out 
shall reflect the modified constitution so adopted. 

7/19/3 Noting the corrections to Standing Order 498(4) above, and the amendment to 
Standing Order 410(1)(xiv) agreed at 6/21/6, the Conference adopted Resolution 
41/3. 

7/19/4 The Conference, with the required majority, adopted Resolution 41/4. 

7/19/5 The Conference adopted Resolution 41/5. 

7/19/6 The Conference engaged in prayer for the newly established Wales Synod Cymru. 

7/20 The Conference adjourned at 16.22. 

7/21 The Conference reassembled at 16.45. 

7/22 DAILY RECORD 

The Daily Record for Tuesday 29 June was presented, taken as read, and adopted. 

7/23 44. OVERSIGHT AND TRUSTEESHIP, Section F (continued) 

7/23/1 Additional Report: Report on Regional Conversations about District Reviews 

Introduction 

The Methodist Council meeting in January 2022 received a report of the Task Group 
for Regional and District Structure Planning and adopted a resolution directing that 
group to do further work to bring proposals for a much smaller number of Districts. In 
making that decision, the Council was aware of the conversations in regional 
groupings, generally based on stationing regions. At its subsequent meeting, the Task 
Group for Regional and District Structure Planning decided to consult each District with 
three questions: 

1. Does your District see its future as being part of a larger unit based on the 
stationing region of which you are a part? 

2. Does the District wish to consider a future as part of another Stationing 
region/ new district (and if so, which)? 
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3. Does the District believe that the mission of the Church is now best served 
by one or more Circuits being part of a different District (and if so, which 
Circuits and which District(s))? 
 

Any District that is yet to make a response is welcome to do so; this report includes all 
those replies received at the time of writing. The table below summarises the answers 
that were received (noting the points which most immediately answer the three 
questions) and the current position on regional conversations that will inform the future 
District map. Those questions were asked in the wake of the Council’s direction to the 
Task Group to move towards a plan for a smaller number of Districts and were to 
designed to help the Task Group to see what likely outcomes were being discussed 
and what further conversations might need to be supported. A number of Districts 
raised broader questions about the process and the thinking behind it; and the full 
responses from the Districts will be made available to those whom the Conference 
entrusts with developing the proposals further. 

It will be noted that the focus of these conversations is currently on the English Districts; 
the Task Group has been mindful of the particular situation of those Districts which 
exist in different jurisdictions and is not at this stage proposing any arrangement which 
merges any English District with one outside England. 

Summary of District Responses 

North West 
Conversations in the North West began not with the Stationing region but with the 
Learning Network region. Subsequently, the Chester and Stoke District 
determined that its future did not lie with the North West and therefore is now 
working with the other West Midlands Districts (in which, with Wales and Cymru it 
forms a stationing region). 
The Isle of Man District responded that it sees its future as a separate district, 
partly because of the complexity of being in a different jurisdiction and partly 
because it believed that there would be a detrimental environmental impact in 
being part of a larger district. Nevertheless, the District wishes actively to work 
with the NW region to consider where to benefit from pooled resources and joint 
working. 
The Lancashire District reported that it sees its future as being part of a larger unit 
based on the North West stationing region rather than any other region and does 
not believe that the mission of the Church is now best served by any Circuits being 
part of a different District. 
The Manchester and Stockport District sees itself as part of North-West England, 
fitting in with our stationing region. As far as Circuits, there are some questions to 
be explored about the southern edge of District and the District would value the 
freedom to make decisions about boundaries easily within a regional District, with 
due local consultation, and maybe without reference to the Conference. 
The Liverpool District reported that it sees its future as being part of a larger unit 
based on the North West stationing region rather than any other region and does 
not believe that the mission of the Church is now best served by any Circuits being 
part of a different District. 
The Cumbria District affirmed a commitment to exploring a larger District for the 
Northwest, on condition that, as an ecumenical county, Cumbria can remain a 
single sub-unit within it. Some in the north of the county feel links are better with 
the Northeast, but those in the south of Cumbria more naturally link with the 
Northwest (reflecting for example the areas covered by different NHS Trusts), so 
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which region the Circuits link to is not an easily answered or perfectly answerable 
question. On balance, the District probably needs to remain connected to the 
Northwest with the present Circuits within the Cumbria District remaining within 
the present boundaries of the District, given that they are co-terminus with the 
county of Cumbria, and, even more importantly, with the ecumenical county of 
Cumbria in which there operates an active and far reaching Covenanted 
Partnership in Extended Area. 

West Midlands 
In the West Midlands, conversations have been in train between Birmingham and 
Wolverhampton and Shrewsbury but there needs to be a rethink following the 
introduction of Chester and Stoke to the picture. The Conference will receive a 
separate proposal about Wales and Cymru. 
The Wolverhampton and Shrewsbury District does see its future as being part of a 
larger unit based on the stationing region of which it is a part though it still 
between positive and neutral towards that larger unit being a full merger with 
Birmingham.. 
Part of the District is in Wales which is something of an anomaly but there are no 
current plans for those Circuits to join Wales Synod Cymru (though such a move 
would not be resisted by the District). 

East Midlands 
Three of the East Midlands Districts are moving towards becoming a larger unit 
with a single Chair for two Districts (Northampton and Nottingham & Derby) from 
September 2022 and three (with Lincolnshire) from September 2023. East Anglia 
(EA) has been part of conversations; a next stage of discussion needs to identify 
whether Bedfordshire, Essex & Hertfordshire (BEH) should be included in new East 
Midlands District, as the Learning Region now includes all five districts. 
Alternatively, if BEH is not part of this region’s future, should East Anglia see its 
future with BEH. 
The Northampton District is very positive about the conversations in the East 
Midlands and do not think any circuit moves are helpful at present. However, 
there might be questions about the High Wycombe and Amersham Circuits at 
some point in the future. 
The Nottingham and Derby District sees its future as being part of a larger unit 
based on the stationing region of which you are a part and is committed to the 
current process but have some concerns around which of the present districts 
involved in our conversations will form a viable larger unit. At present, the District 
does not see any value in moving and circuit into another District, but is aware 
that the effects of the pandemic on viability and mission plans of some circuits 
have yet to be fully considered.  
The East Anglia District Policy Committee has reached a consensus that for 
relational and strategic reasons it needs to look south to the Bedfordshire, Essex 
and Hertfordshire District particularly if the Conference requires EA to be part of a 
larger entity. The DPC therefore concludes that the possibility of two or three 
larger units formed from the current five Districts in the Eastern Learning Region 
should be explored. Such an arrangement does not preclude the possibility of 
shared working across the five Districts where that is strategic and in the interests 
of critical mass and whether there might still be a mixed economy for various 
streams of work. However, there are also concerns about any larger unit being 
form when some feel that the District is already too big and uncertainty about the 
rationale for any new arrangement. 
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South West 
The conversations in the South West were based on the stationing region which 
includes the Channel Islands District. 
The Plymouth and Exeter (P&E) District is pleased to be part of the South West 
conversations and sees its future as part of a larger entity but not one as large as 
the current stationing region which it thinks is too big for effective communication 
and engagement and reasonable travel expectations. Therefore, the DPC 
proposes a District comprising the current P&E plus Cornwall & IoS and parts of 
Southampton and possibly of Bristol (which are in the Bath & Wells Anglican 
Diocese). 
The Cornwall and Isles of Scilly District see its future as being part of a larger unit 
based on the stationing region. There is a particular willingness to join with 
Plymouth & Exeter, as we share many different functions with them already but 
would not want that to be a staging post to a wider amalgamation and on balance 
supports a wider grouping. The District is concerned that in a large geographical 
area, deputy chairs should be able to exercise pastoral care at a local level and 
ask that serious consideration be given to Deputies being non-separated with 50% 
circuit commitment. 
The Bristol District asked if a range of options might be presented for wider 
consultation than is currently taking place as a simple binary response to the 
questions posed is inadequate to reflect the range of opinions or possible options 
for re-structuring and wondered about external consultancy to help the Connexion 
look objectively at alternative options rather than trying to reform from within. The 
District feels that the current stationing region works well, in relation to its current 
set of objectives but there is some hesitation about whether this is the right 
geographical area to fulfil all the current objectives of a District as laid out in 
Standing Orders. Wider conversation with ecumenical partners would be helpful as 
would exploration of an alternative option might be around a fairer distribution 
nationally, whether that be based on population or membership. An alternative 
might be to look at the areas used by the Government to divide the country. No 
entire Circuit felt the desire at this time to move geographically in an alternative 
direction. However, it was noted that there may be individual churches within 
Circuits for whom it might be more beneficial for them to move into an adjacent 
District.  
The Southampton District remains concerned about the proposed direction of 
travel in re-configuring Districts as it is still challenging to see what the benefits 
will be for the mission of the Church and could well fragment the Church if there is 
not a connexional focus on such changes. There will be financial implications for 
the Districts as costs will increase, even if there is a reduction in central budgets, 
and such increases will be difficult to communicate to the wider membership in 
Circuits and Local Churches if there is no sense of what is being gained. The DPC 
members are keen to ensure that whatever structure is introduced, both in the SW 
Region or across the Connexion, that the Chairs’ pastoral responsibilities, for both 
ordained and lay members, are adequately resourced and maintained. 
The District sees the future of the Southampton District as continuing to be in 
conversation with the South-West Stationing Region and does not wish to consider 
a future as part of another stationing Region. However, two or three Circuits might 
eventually look more towards the London/South-East Region or an 
Oxford/Northampton Region and therefore the District asks if an observer from 
Southampton could be present at discussions those regions are having. 
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Yorkshire 
The three districts in the Yorkshire region noted that there was a significant 
restructuring exercise five years ago. 
The Sheffield District is fully aware that ongoing review is always appropriate and 
is not averse to re-shaping per se but does not feel that now is the time to do so. It 
remains unconvinced that the objectives outlined in your communication will be 
achieved by the proposed reconfigurations and considers that they could in fact 
be detrimental to the missional objectives of the districts in their current form and 
to relationships which are key to the local work. The team would prefer to see the 
valuable work that is already being done across district boundaries in the region 
develop and evolve naturally in ways that are helpful and supportive to the work of 
each district. 
The Yorkshire North and East District is not persuaded that there is sufficient 
evidence as to how the proposed reconfiguration would achieve the stated aims of 
more effective governance, more responsive mission, and better use of resources. 
The Team agreed to postpone further conversation until more detailed proposals 
are received. 
The Yorkshire West District recognises that declining membership, and church 
closures, mean that the Connexion needs to reconfigure Districts, but argues that 
simply joining existing bodies does not consider the geographical and cultural 
links that need to be recognised. There is a worry that some of the proposed 
districts are large and unworkable and will create an unrealistic workload for 
chairs and district officers. In relation to particular circuits, some in the north of 
the District may have more in common with the Cumbria and/or Darlington 
Districts than with the Yorkshire Districts; the District also suggests that there may 
be a place for some new circuits linked by work and culture rather than by 
geography. 

North East 
Districts in the north east of England share a stationing region with Scotland and 
Shetland. 
In 2016 the Scotland District and the Shetland District moved to sharing a Chair 
and report that the current ways of working have proved beneficial and that they 
see their future in the continued development of sharing and wait to see what 
changes take place to those Districts we currently relate to in the North of England 
in relation to regional stationing, regional probationers’ support, regional 
complaints team. Neither District wishes to consider a future as part of another 
stationing region nor do they that the mission of the Church is now best served by 
one or more Circuits being part of a different District. 
The Darlington District reported that it saw some positive reasons for change and 
noted that the present Learning Network region is Newcastle and Darlington. It 
also noted that that there is some correspondence between that and the URC 
Synod and the Baptist Union region although there are more Methodist churches. 
However, there was also a feeling that the timing is wrong and that the focus 
should be on God for All to which Darlington and Newcastle have different 
approaches. The District believes that merging Districts is fraught with problems 
and that things work better from the bottom up rather than imposed from the top 
down.  
Whilst there are obvious links with Newcastle District and parts of North Cumbria 
– a possible conversation with North Cumbria – South Cumbria has more links 
with Lancashire and there could be problems with the ecumenical set up in 
Cumbria. In terms of particular circuits, the District believes that some changes 
could be made with the Circuits in North Yorkshire but that border issues need to 
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be looked at in the future once the district process has settled down. 
The Newcastle upon Tyne District recognises its healthy and fruitful collaboration 
with the Darlington District in some shared resources and committees, and it is 
grateful for the working partnership which efficiently achieves parts of our mutual 
mission and ministry. However, the pandemic has exacerbated the ongoing 
challenges of our changing context, requiring greater District investment of time 
and relationship to the local churches and circuits. To change our structures at 
this time would be substantially detrimental to the support for pressured 
Superintendents and Circuit Stewards in their mission and ministry to fulfil Our 
Calling, and particularly the work invested in the God for All strategy, which is 
showing early signs of fruitfulness. The District also wishes to note their significant 
concern for the wellbeing of the District Officers who are already working beyond 
acceptable capacities, should the Conference choose this direction of travel to 
regionalise the Districts. 

South East 
The South East stationing region comprises the London District, the South East 
(SE) District and the Bedfordshire, Essex and Hertfordshire (BEH) District. The 
Chairs consider that the current southeast stationing region is far too large in 
terms of geography, Methodist membership and ministerial complement to 
constitute a single district. Based on current figures, a district comprising the 
current southeast stationing region would have a combined Methodist 
membership of 31,071 and a ministerial complement (including Authorised 
Presbyters) of 250. This represents 18.9% of the current total Methodist 
membership and not far short of 20% of the current total number of circuit 
ministerial appointments. 
The present London District, Southeast District and Bedfordshire, Essex and 
Hertfordshire District result from a reconfiguration of Districts nearly 20 years ago; 
the Chairs believe that the strategic reasons for that reconfiguration remain just 
as valid now and should not be overlooked and that the case for a London District 
remains compelling. Therefore, there need to be conversations between the 
South-East District and South-West region and BEH and the East Midlands region 
(where the BEH DPC has observer status). 
The Bedfordshire, Essex and Hertfordshire District DPC considers that creating a 
regional district based on the present stationing region (comprising the London 
and Southeast Districts together with this district) would be a regressive 
development with a negative impact on the mission of circuits and local churches 
in each of the Districts concerned but the DPC recognises the potential benefits of 
being part of a larger District. With regard to particular circuits, the DPC considers 
that there are logical reasons for the 12 circuits in this District to remain together 
within whatever new structure is eventually established as the circuit boundaries 
are mostly aligned with the county boundaries or other unitary authorities. 
The South East District already feels itself to be large – taking in parts of 
Berkshire, north Hampshire, non-London Surrey, Sussex and non-London Kent, as 
well as Malta and Gibraltar. We also recognise that our geography means that we 
are surrounded on 2 sides by the Channel, and by the Thames and Medway rivers. 
This means logically that we either disappear, remain the same, or could expand 
westwards (which would mean engaging with Circuits in the eastern part of the 
Southampton District). There would be some logic to this as the eastern side of 
Hampshire, Basingstoke and Reading, for example do have strong commuting 
links towards London. However, whilst there could be modest changes, given the 
significant size of the District already, and might not lead to economies of scale. 
Linking to London would be more feasible than to Southampton, given that SE is 
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better connected to London. There is a sound logic for remaining in the present 
South-East stationing region. The only other option would be the South-West 
stationing region and, with the exception of the eastern side of the Southampton 
District, our synergy is with the London and BEH Districts for stationing. 
With regard to particular Circuits, it is on the edges of the District where the 
possibilities emerge. There could be a missional case for Reading and 
Basingstoke being in the same District given the significance of the Thames Valley 
corridor. Equally, the East Solent and Downs Circuit is our neighbour alongside our 
western border with Hampshire, and includes the only church in Surrey and West 
Sussex not in the South-East District. 
The London District expresses its strong preference to continue as the London 
District in its current form and with its present boundaries. Despite wishing to 
retain this status the District is keen to explore with neighbouring Districts how 
they can work together on mutually beneficial areas of mission and service. 

 
7/23/2 The Conference adopted as Resolution 44/11A: 

The Conference receives the Report. 

7/24 10. 3GENERATE 2021 – METHODIST CHILDREN AND YOUTH ASSEMBLY 

7/24/1 Notice of Motion 2022/111: 3Generate 

The Conference recognises the importance of hearing the voice of children and young 
people and expresses its concern at the direction of travel of 3Generate. 

Present and past youth representatives and presidents fear that the event itself has 
ceased to be effective in hearing the voices of young people and rather is evolving 
into a place for young people simply to get together, a function that, while important, 
is not how 3Generate is presented to the Conference. 

Upon hearing the worries of these key stakeholders, the Conference amends 
Resolution 10/1 to read: 

10.1 The Conference receives the Report, and directs the Council to form a 
working party made up of Current and Former Youth Representatives, 
Current and Former Youth Presidents, as well as young people connected 
and unconnected to 3Generate. To report back to the Conference of 2024 
via the Council. 

 
7/24/2 The Conference agreed that the Motion be not put. 

7/24/3 The Conference adopted Resolutions 10/1, 10/2, 10/3 and 10/4. 

7/24/4 Memorial M1 

The Conference received Memorial M1 and adopted as its reply that recommended 
by the Memorials Committee, the Memorial and the reply appearing on pp 3-4 of the 
Agenda Supplement. 

7/25 3. METHODIST COUNCIL, PART 1, Section F 

The Conference adopted Resolutions 3/8 and 3/9. 

7/26 30. REPORT FROM THE JDS SHADOW COMMITTEE 

7/26/1 The Conference adopted Resolution 30/1, 
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p 381, paragraph 30, deleting the fourth to sixth bullet points. 

7/26/2 The Conference adopted as Resolution 30/2: 

The Conference amends Standing Orders as follows: 

336  Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Justice, Dignity and Solidarity. 

(1)  The Methodist Church seeks to become a church in which God’s unconditional 
love is expressed in word and actions, and where all are fully able to play their part 
in the church’s life.  In working to achieve that aim it follows the principles of justice, 
dignity and solidarity, which require that: 

(i) diversity is reflected in all aspects of leadership in the church through the 
adoption of policies and procedures which avoid all unjust discrimination 
and enable all people to use their gifts in God’s service through their service 
to the church; 

(ii) the church treats all people with respect, recognising them as made in the 
image of God and avoiding any form of conduct which might undermine 
their dignity and worth; 

(iii) the church is committed to the support of those who have suffered or may 
suffer any form of unjust discrimination and to standing in solidarity with 
them in asserting and maintaining their rights to be treated with justice and 
respect for their dignity. 

(1A)  The Methodist Council shall annually appoint an Equality, Diversity and Inclusion 
a Justice, Dignity and Solidarity Committee, to discharge the following duties: 

(i) supporting the work of making strategic recommendations and giving 
support and guidance to the council in all matters relating to equality, 
diversity and inclusion by providing expert resources, advice and guidance; 

(ii) assisting the council by scrutinising reports and policies which have regard 
to equality, diversity and inclusion maintaining an overview of policies and 
procedures to ensure that matters of justice, dignity and solidarity are 
addressed; 

(iii) assisting the council in identifying and responding to emerging risks, 
challenges and opportunities in relation to matters of justice, dignity and 
solidarityareas of activities that require improved awareness and 
understanding of inclusion; 

(iv) supporting the council in the promotion of taking steps to implement any 
policies adopted by the Conference in relation to matters of justice, dignity 
and solidarity, and in promoting and embedding equality, diversity and 
inclusion across the Connexion; 

(v) developing learning and development programmes and any other resources 
as directed by the council nominating one of the committee’s co-Chairs to 
act as adviser to the Conference on matters of justice, dignity and solidarity, 
and the other co-Chair may act as an alternate. 

(2)  The committee shall report annually to the Methodist Council. 
(3)(a)  The committee shall consist of; 

(i) the two co-chairs appointed in accordance with sub-clause (c) below; 
(ii) a member of the Senior Leadership Group of the Connexional Team; 
(iii) a person aged 18 or over nominated by the Methodist Children and Youth 

Assembly; 
(iv) a two members of the Methodist Council; 
(v) up to five eight other persons chosen to ensure that the committee has 

expert knowledge, experience and skills in matters relating to equality, 
diversity and inclusion, one of whom shall be a Chair of District. 
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 (b)  A member of the Connexional Team shall be the convener of the committee 
but not a voting member. Other members of the Connexional Team with responsibility 
for matters of equality, diversity and inclusion may attend committee meetings by 
invitation of the co-Chairs, and shall have a right to speak but not to vote. 
 (c)  The co-chairs shall be appointed by the Methodist Council to serve for six years. 
 (d)  The other members of the committee shall be appointed by the council and 
shall not normally serve for more than six years in succession. 
(4)  The committee shall be responsible for making nominations to the council for 
persons to fulfil Standing Order 102(1)(i)(g). 
 

7/26/3 SUMMARY REPORT OF THE JUSTICE, DIGNITY AND SOLIDARITY SCRUTINY GROUP 

In its acceptance of Notice of Motion 2020/103, the Conference agreed to the 
establishment of a small independent scrutiny group to provide scrutiny and 
assurance on the implementation of the EDI strategy (now JDS strategy) which is 
overseen by the JDS Committee. In October 2021 the Methodist Council appointed 
the JDS Scrutiny Group as follows: Ruby Beech, Bala Gnanapragasam and John 
Robinson. The group have met together a number of times on zoom. They have also 
met with Jonathan Hustler, the Secretary of the Conference on zoom on 3 occasions 
and with Doug Swanney, the Connexional Secretary, and with Jill Marsh, the Inclusive 
Church Implementation Officer, and Bevan Powell, the EDI Adviser, and been in 
contact with the Chairs of the JDS Committee Charity Nzegwu and Sam McBratney. 
We are very grateful to Jill and Bevan and the support staff for keeping us copied in 
to relevant papers during the year. Each member of the scrutiny Group has attended 
at least two of the meetings of the JDS Committee, most of which have been held on 
zoom. It has been agreed that the Scrutiny Group will meet with the Secretary of 
Conference after each Methodist Council meeting. 

The Scrutiny Group has been pleased to see the progress which has been made this 
year and looks forward to scrutinising the implementation of the strategy as the plan 
becomes more detailed for the sustaining and embedding of the work going forward. 

We are very aware that the first of the recommendations of the strategy that “The 
Conference commits itself to systemic, structural and cultural change” will be the 
most difficult to achieve and will be addressed by a variety of groups with particular 
tasks. One of the key challenges we have identified for this next year will be to ensure 
that consultation on different areas includes consultation with the Committee as well 
as the staff members to ensure that the Committee is able to give the strategic 
direction, support, coordination and guidance which it is tasked with doing (see para 
29 of the Report from the JDS Shadow Committee on Pg 381 of the Conference 
Agenda). From what we have seen this year we would offer the comment that wide-
reaching reports such as that on Oversight and Trusteeship including the changes of 
the constitution of the Conference would helpfully be seen by the JDS Committee at 
an earlier stage if they are to be able to offer strategic guidance and support in any 
meaningful way. This will also be the case for other major pieces of work such as that 
on Stationing Review and the review of CPD part 11. 

A particular concern going forward is that it is not clear to us how the oversight of the 
JDS strategy would be undertaken in the revised proposals for Connexional 
Committees. It is disappointing that in a paper on such major structural change the 
issues around JDS are not clearly stated. We hope that the Oversight and Trustee 
Task Group will ensure that proper consultation will take place on JDS implications of 
all of the proposed changes. 

We are heartened by the work that has been done so far but recognise that for us to 
really become an inclusive Church we need every body of the Church to have 
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continued awareness of the JDS implications of all that it does and that, of course, 
includes the Conference, which is the responsibility of us all.   The JDS Scrutiny Group 

7/26/4 The Conference adopted as Resolution 30/3: 

The Conference receives the Report. 

7/27 Notice of Motion 2022/201: Healing Ministry and Neurodiverse Conditions 

7/27/1 The Conference recognises the importance of hearing the voice of children and young 
people and expresses its concern at the direction of travel of 3Generate. 

Building on the success of the Justice, Dignity, and Solidarity strategies, the God for 
All initiative, and the Church’s significant work on inclusivity, the Conference calls 
attention to the nature of healing ministry in relation to specific experiences of 
neurodiverse conditions. 

Throughout all Christian denominations there are instances where individuals are 
offered (or churches are requested by family and friends of the individual) to conduct 
prayers aimed at curing them of many conditions including Autism or Attention Deficit 
[Hyperactive] Disorder (ADHD/ADD). It is acknowledged that this practice can be 
harmful to the individual and does not recognise the reality of the condition they live 
with. The last significant report on the nature of healing ministry is dated 1977 and 
the Conference acknowledges that fresh guidance on healing ministry would be 
welcome. 

This request is informed by experiences of neurodiverse conditions, which commonly 
increase the individual's chances of social and mental ill health, and these can often 
affect the individuals' opportunities. By contrast, many individuals with neurodiverse 
conditions have positive skillsets such as creative thinking, problem solving and, 
mathematical skills. Prayers that a person be “healed” of their neurodiversity denies 
the value of these gifts and graces. 

Therefore, the Conference asks for further work that can explore the nature of healing 
ministry in the life of the church. Particularly: 

1. The Conference directs the Faith and Order Committee (in consultation with 
the Justice, Dignity, and Solidarity Committee) to consider new guidance on 
healing ministry, ensuring that the experiences of those who may joyfully 
embrace the gifts that their condition brings to their lives are heard. 
 

2. The Conference directs the Faith and Order Committee (in consultation with 
the Justice, Dignity, and Solidarity Committee) specifically to consider 
whether prayers for healing for certain conditions should be prohibited. 
 

3. The Conference calls on the Methodist people to continue to offer prayers for 
those living with any condition that impacts on their wellbeing, and to be 
aware that such prayers may be particularly relevant for those living with any 
diagnosable lifelong neurodivergent characteristic, or those exploring 
diagnosis, or their families, noting especially that the process of referral, 
diagnosis and treatment is often measured in years, and requires 
considerable resilience. 
 

4. Within the continuing JDS work, the Conference asks Church Councils, 
Circuit Meetings, and District Synods to reflect collectively on a) how they 
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can create supportive and accommodating environments for individuals with 
neurodiverse conditions and b) how their local situation can be improved 
with the particular gifts which individuals with neurodiverse conditions bring. 
 

7/27/2 The Conference adopted the Motion. 

7/28 The Conference shared in worship, led by the representatives of the Methodist Youth 
Assembly and adjourned at 18.42. 

7/29 LETTERS 

7/29/1 Letters of support were sent to Bishop Thomas J Bickerton, President of the Council 
of Bishops of the United Methodist Church and The Revd Dr Susan Henry-Crowe, 
General Secretary of the General Board of Church and Society of the United Methodist 
Church. 

7/29/2 A letter of thanks was sent in the name of the Conference to The Revd Dr Donna 
Fowler-Marchant for facilitating an activity while the Presbyteral Session was in 
closed session. 

7/29/3 Letters of thanks were sent in the name of the Conference to The Revds Michael D 
Parker, David J Barrett, John Mbayo, Janice C Honey Morgan, Paul Mellor and Amy 
Walker for representing Methodist forces chaplains to the Conference. 

 


