
37.
Connexional Team Report
1. The Connexional Team continues to fulfil its wide range of responsibilities while simultaneously work develops to envisage a new Team from 1 September 2008.  Team Focus 2005-08, which was endorsed by the 2005 Conference, sets out the overall vision for the review and reconfiguration of the Team, in order that the Team may make its best and unique contributions to Priorities for the Methodist Church and may also operate with a 30% reduction in annual income beyond September 2008.

2. This report does not attempt a summary or evaluation of all that the Team has done in 2005-06.  During the year the Team agreed with the Methodist Council that in future years a formal annual report will be produced in association with the annual accounts.

3. Some significant developments in the way the Team has been working are, however, to be noted.  These illustrate an important theme, that several of the changes in the ways of working that must become characteristic of the Team from 2008 onwards are being developed in an evolutionary way in the period of the Team Focus process, namely 2005-08.  Thus, for example:

3.1 A Policy Support and Research Unit (PSRU) was introduced into the Team, in accordance with the information given to the Conference last year (Agenda 2005, pp 377-379).  Seven staff members were seconded for one year to work in the first phase of PSRU.  Arrangements have been set in hand to learn from this initial experience and develop the PSRU for the period 2006-08. 

3.2 The Joint Secretaries’ Group (JSG) has been committed to developing good practice in the support of Team staff during an extended period of change.  Regular updates of progress in the Team Focus process are provided for staff.  ‘Managing Change’ workshops for all staff have been serviced by trainers from the YMCA Learning Zone.  Individual staff members and groups of staff are able to consult members of JSG among others, and receive advice and support from staff in the Personnel Office.

3.3 Some senior colleagues in the Team have been appointed this year as Team Leaders, giving them a wider management responsibility in the Team and a monthly meeting with JSG.  Among other benefits, this arrangement leaves members of JSG more free than they would otherwise be to develop the Team Focus process.  In some other parts of the Team, steps towards a Team Leader role have been initiated, in support of staff working collaboratively, by the appointment of Group Co-ordinators and the affirmation of Section Heads.  In addition, at a number of points in the Team, one-year interns have been recruited and have made excellent contributions.

4. The Connexional Team Work Plan 2006-07 is attached (Appendix 1).  It is an edited version of the Work Plan for 2005-06, to carry the Team through the continuing transitional period until the ground-clearing Project recommendations are appropriately endorsed (see section 7 below).  


JSG give notice that a major review of the Work Plan will need to be undertaken for 2007-08.

5. Preparing for the Budget

5.1 JSG is not at this stage ready to propose making significant changes to the areas of work undertaken or, therefore, the staff in the Team.  Such changes need to be part of a plan rather than ad hoc, and must therefore emerge from the ground-clearing Projects as they report over the coming months (more detail on this below).  Of course, after due approvals, some changes in the numbers and type of staff may begin during 2006-07, but what they will be and the scale of them cannot now be foreseen.  JSG want therefore a budget proposal at this stage which:

· limits radical staff changes now;

· meets our financial targets another way;

· does not unhelpfully reduce our options with regard to staffing during next year or in 2007-08; 

· introduces changes which are for one year only or can be reversed in the course of the year without threat to our medium-term planning, thus maximising flexibility.

5.2 JSG are exploring a number of options to reduce staffing costs, whilst not making major changes to the complement of staff.  (This does not preclude some staff redundancies next year, but we are hoping not to remove areas of work from our current programme.)  We have consulted senior colleagues in the Team and have instituted the following actions:

A voluntary redundancy scheme

Voluntary reduction of hours worked

Carrying over into 2006-07 some of the savings achieved in 2005-06 from secondment of some senior staff to the Policy Support and Research Unit (PSRU)

Developing more efficient ways of working (within staff groups and between groups of staff on the same floor of Methodist Church House) – aided by an external consultant

The JSG proposes to continue into 2006-07 their present policy on filling staff vacancies, i.e. vacancies are not automatically filled, but in each instance the situation is carefully reviewed, to explore a range of options (which may include leaving the vacancy but may also include the use of volunteers).

5.3 Grants.  A significant sum in the budget is allocated to mission and ministry grants in Britain (which are dispensed, with Team advice and Team administrative support, by the Resourcing Mission Grants Committee [RMGC]).  The RMGC also makes grants from the Connexional Advance and Priority Fund (CAPF), whose purposes overlap but are not identical with the purposes of grant-making from Methodist Church Fund resources.  Currently the CAPF contains nearly £11M.  


Appendix 2 introduces the policy agreed by the Council this year for budgeting for grants, and makes proposals to the Conference for dealing with the historic gaps in funding which have been caused by a variety of conventions being used to budget and account for grants at various places in Team.

5.4 The JSG, to manage expenditure carefully and tightly, has brought into one budget head all staff training and staff recruitment costs previously distributed through the several sub-budgets – alongside other centralised budgets (e.g. publications, IT resources).  Each centralised budget is managed under the oversight of a particular Co-ordinating Secretary.

5.5 The JSG is encouraging a forthright review of the costs of conferences and committees connected to every part of the Team.  (It is helpful to know that the SRC and the Council will be able to achieve savings by meeting less and working smarter.)

6. The Team Budget for 2006-07 is attached, for approval by the Conference.  It is to be viewed in the context of the Financial Plan (2005-08) agreed by the 2005 Conference.  The Team is committed to meet the ‘bottom line’ of the Financial Plan. (See Appendix 3.)

7. Ground-clearing Projects/Team Focus process

7.1 Following the encouraging reception of the general report from Project 1 (Evangelism and Speaking of God and Faith) in the Methodist Council, the report has gone on the website and has been brought to the attention of all ministers and deacons.

7.2 Project 7 (mph and the Team) has reported.  Formal agreements and implementation will follow Conference approval.  (See Appendix 4.)

7.3 An initial report has been received from Project 4 (Advocacy) and a draft report from Project 6 (Partnership) is available for wider consultation.  The Project 3 (Children and Young People) Management Group is inviting Conference members to be part of the consultation process which will assist the Group to formulate its recommendations in due course; and the Project 12 (A New Way of Making Grants) Management Group has also produced material for consultation.

7.4 The outline timetable for reporting the ground-clearing Projects and major pieces of review currently under way is attached (Appendix 5).  It illustrates that each meeting of the Council next year will have to focus on important proposals emerging from the ground-clearing Projects.  The Project Management Groups have been asked to report to these deadlines.  There may, of course, be need to adjust this timetable as the process rolls forward, in the light of unforeseeable circumstances.  

7.5 The ‘shape’ of the Team beyond 2008.  

The JSG has started to consider the processes by which, beyond 2008, the Church can decide what the Team alone can do and what the Team can best do.  There will need to be a clear set of filters, made widely available in the Church, through which all proposals will need to be passed in order to settle:

What the Church has to do (to comply with the law of the land and with the core imperatives of our Methodist foundational documents – The Methodist Church Act, the Deed of Union, the Model Trusts and our core theological Statements);

What the Church needs to be doing in the contemporary situation to fulfil its vocation to share in God’s mission, in the light of Priorities for the Methodist Church;

With what degrees of importance and urgency the various suggestions of what needs to be done are assessed;

Where in the Church the things of greatest importance are best done;

What contribution, if any, the Team can and should make to these.

The Team will then be developed on a new model, with appropriate leadership and management in place, more clearly distinguishing the ongoing services it must provide for the whole Connexion, efficiently and effectively, from the resources and expertise it will provide, often of a project-based kind, to inspire and support others in pursuing aspects of the Church’s worship and mission.

The JSG’s provisional conclusions on the ‘shape’ of the Team have been shared with the Project Management Groups as a framework in which they may see their emerging recommendations fitting, though they will be at liberty to come back to JSG with suggestions of amendment to the shape of the Team.  

The outcome will be brought to the Council for endorsement; and the Council will determine what may need to come to the 2007 Conference.  Much of the key decision-making towards the formation of the new Connexional Team will take place at next year’s Conference, so that decisions can be implemented in time for September 2008.

8. In response to the suggestions from the Review of Conference group for using Conference differently, the JSG has organised 5 parallel workshops to be available to Conference members during a break in the formal business of the Conference.  Many of the topics touched on in paragraph 7 above will figure in these workshops, as part of the consultation with the wider Church which JSG believes is important for the development of good ideas and good practice for what the Team will be doing and how it will work beyond 2008.

APPENDIX 1

Connexional Team Work Plan 2006-07
1. This Work Plan is set within the context of several key texts: Our Calling, Priorities for the Methodist Church and Team Focus 2005-08.  It is to be read in the light of these processes and documents, which are set out fully at the beginning of Team Focus.

2. This Work Plan, for the connexional year 2006-07, is the second stage in a three-year process of change, to implement Team Focus 2005-08. 

3. The Team will bring forward the remaining recommendations from continuing work on the dozen feasibility studies, or ground-clearing projects (the outcome of which will significantly shape the work of the Team).  The full list of such projects, as approved by the Methodist Council in February 2005, is the following:


(i)
Convene a think-tank to draw out a wide range of imaginative suggestions, appropriate to a diverse Church, of what could be entailed by evangelism and speaking of God and faith in ways that make sense to all involved.  And then discern what the Team can best contribute. 


(ii)
Re-visit Team support for and involvement in a range of local church, Circuit and District ministries (including local preachers, chaplaincy, children’s and youth workers, TDOs). 

(iii)
Work with the wider Church to re-vision work with children and young people (both those still linked to the Church and the vast majority right outside the Church). 

(iv)
Draw together the work of public issues staff, MRDF, World Action and Mission Education, with a view to improving advocacy and communication. 

(v)
Determine how to improve communication between the whole Team and the whole Church. 

(vi)
Reconfigure world church partnerships for the future.

(vii)
Review the relationship between mph and the Team.


(viii)
Review the working arrangements between TMCP and the Team. 


(ix)
Develop conversations with ecumenical partners: these are ongoing, but achieving outcomes that make a significant difference is not going to be easy or quick. 

(x)
Develop a 21st century response to education issues. 

(xi)
Improve the budget-making process, including a reduction in the number of budget-holders and a fresh look at accountability. 

(xii)
Put all grant-making (with the exception of ad hoc grants to individuals in emergency situations) in one ‘place’, operating under one co-ordinated range of procedures. 

The outcomes of the Projects which have not reported in 2005-06 will be reported to the Methodist Council via the Strategy and Resources Committee (SRC) and (when approved) will be enacted as soon as possible.  Recommendations approved in 2005-06 will be implemented.  This process will enable significant steps to be taken towards the Team Focus vision, and savings to be made.

4. The Team will begin the year largely with the range of services and activities which it has provided during 2005-06.

(i) There will, however, be some distinctive or one-off activities that will feature in the 2006-07 programme of work.  They include:

· Free? Mission Unchained – a conference at Swanwick, 2-4 February 2007
· Support for The Heart of Worship consultation at Llandudno, 4-7 May 2007
(ii) There will be a number of initiatives developed from within the ongoing life of the Team which will help the Church to develop its responses to Priorities for the Methodist Church.  These may include:

· Work on a new training resource for Pastoral Care;

· Formulating proposals for future policies and working in the area of equalities and diversity;

· Redesign of the connexional web-site;

· Development of the infrastructure for co-ordinated connexional databases.

(iii) There will be a number of pieces of work which will be completed during the year, including:

· A review of Formation in World Mission grants and initial grants and loans for students

· Review of Part 9 of CPD 

· Review of Complaints and Discipline procedures 

· Review of process when a ministerial marriage breaks down 

· Development of the detail of the outline ‘conditions of service’ proposals for ministers and deacons, from the Department for Trade and Industry

· Appointing processes for District Chairs and other senior ordained officers

· Participation in the implementation of the Hind process

· Implementation of new charities legislation in Scotland and monitoring of possible developments in England and Wales 

· Review of provision of permanent health insurance for lay employees and allied pensions changes 

· Discernment of the implications of Age Discrimination legislation (Oct 2006) on employment and stationing

· Assessment of the implications of the revised Charities SORP

· Implementation of the 2006 Conference decisions relating to Foundation Training and to the Use and Configuration of Training Institutions
· Further work on The Nature of Oversight and What sort of Bishops?, for Conference 2007 
· The Council’s work on the large non-Team items in the Team’s budget (the Conference and the stipends of the District Chairs)
5. Throughout the year, however, the Team will:

Operate within reduced financial resources, as agreed in the budget.

Continue to develop new ways of working as the year proceeds; in particular developing in the Team and the wider Church the potential of networking.  

Expect to develop new partnerships and to revisit existing partnerships for various parts of its work, so as to deliver its activities and objectives more effectively.  For example:

· Continued support of the Joint Implementation Commission for the Anglican-Methodist Covenant

· Developing work with the Fresh Expressions organisation
· From 1 September there will be a joint post of Safeguarding Adviser for the Church of England and the Methodist Church

Constantly review its activities in the light of what the Team must do or what the Team can best do in and for the Connexion.

Search for greater efficiency and effectiveness, including eliminating duplication of effort.

Reduce quantity of work in favour of quality.

6. To maximise flexibility during the year, the Team will:

Be exceptionally cautious about filling vacant posts.

Allocate detailed budgets to budget-holders only for a portion of the year at a time, reserving the right to re-allocate available resources within the Team as a whole in the light of emerging experience and new opportunities as the year unfolds.

Develop a revised shape for the Team beyond 2008 and a plan to implement it, with careful attention to the need for improved management.

Develop the use of part-time, agency and volunteer staff to be deployed for short periods, as required, to enable senior staff to give attention to particular projects where their expertise and experience is required or to respond to new opportunities or unforeseen needs.

Work with the SRC (and the Council) to authorise a rolling programme of staff change during the year.

Continue to develop some appropriate mechanisms for measuring the effectiveness of staff activities and projects, and gain initial experience in applying them. 

7. The Team will implement the resolutions of the 2006 Conference (and resolutions of earlier Conferences not yet implemented) as itemised in the separate Work in Progress list which will be appended to this Work Plan following the Conference.

APPENDIX 1A 


Memorial 11 (2004) – Connexional Team Strategy: Towards a renewed vision for work with children and young people


1.
The Conference of 2005 (Resolution 65/1 amended by Notice of Motion, see Daily Record 8/39) directed the Council to respond to Memorial M11 (2004) with a separate report to the Conference of 2006 “incorporating the vision and strategy for work with 11-25-year-olds and with the missing generations”.


Memorial 11 (2004) – Connexional Team Strategy reads: 


The Croydon (4/13) Circuit Meeting (present: 55. Vote: 36 for, 10 against), in the light of the Church Life Survey (2003) and with a view to the Methodist considerations ‘Where are we Heading?’, requests that the Conference directs the Connexional Team to refocus its strategy for work with young people:


I
To provide an opportunity for a strategic review of MAYC in which, as far as is practical, its connexional officers and staff are released from some present commitments in order to evaluate its current projects and resources, to produce a cohesive and realistic plan for its work in the immediate future; and specifically to address whether MAYC has an ‘events’ or an ‘enabling’ purpose.


II
To provide a further period in which the resources of MAYC are directly focused on the implementation of this plan in a small number of geographical areas, re-evaluating when necessary to produce a national scheme for youth work better equipped to facilitate local churches into renewal.


III
To assess the nature of administration within the Connexion and its impact upon the support provided to both the children’s and young people’s work within it.


IV
To facilitate a more efficient network for the communication of needs and ideas between youth, youth leaders and the Connexional Team.


V
To redefine the purpose of connexional support towards work with (children and) young people by Methodist churches, specifically addressing the ongoing imbalance of 11- to 25-year-olds and the wider issues of an under-population of those less than 40 years old within the community of the Church. 


Reply of the 2004 Conference


The Conference thanks the Croydon Circuit for its Memorial requesting that the Connexional Team be directed to refocus its strategy for work with younger people. The ‘Where are we Heading?’ process has generated many responses, some of which challenge the Methodist Church over its work with younger people. These responses are being considered by the Strategy Group formed to develop the connexional strategic plan for 2005-08.


In addition, as MAYC approaches its 60th anniversary, a simultaneous process of consultation has begun with youth workers and young people to determine the priorities for Methodist youth work support for the future. The results of both these processes, together with this Memorial, will be passed to the Council for Methodist Youth Work, which has responsibility for generating the corresponding development plan.


The Conference thus directs the Council for Methodist Youth Work to provide an interim report of its progress to the Conference of 2005 and substantive report for possible discussion to the Conference of 2006.


2.
During the past connexional year, work has begun on ‘Team Focus Project 3’, which has the following remit:


“To work with the wider Church to re-vision work with children and young people (both those still linked to the Church and the vast majority outside the Church).”


The Methodist Council believes that the work envisaged by Resolution 65/1 will be an outcome of this project.


3.
The Project Management Group has reviewed the considerable work already undertaken by MethodistChildren and MAYC, which can be seen in such documents as the MAYC Curriculum Journey (available for download at http://www.mayc.info/temp/curriculumspdocumentsp2.pdf), work on new training resources such as Core, Skills for Children’s Work and Spectrum for Youth Workers, and responses to the Government’s consultation papers ‘Every Child Matters’ and ‘Youth Matters’.  Tribute should be paid to the Connexional Team staff who have overseen this work, as well as to the many thousands of dedicated people who work with children and young people and in support roles.


4.
The Project Management Group believes that much of the material necessary to develop a new vision is already in existence.  However, in order to fulfil the remit to ‘work with the wider Church’ more time is needed to engage the local church with the debate, particularly in those places where work amongst children and young people is struggling or non-existent.  Therefore the Group has embarked upon a consultation exercise with local churches, Circuits and individual children, young people and workers.  The consultation paper ‘Future Present’ is available on request from futurepresent@methodistchurch.org.uk or write to: Future Present, Methodist Church House, 25 Marylebone Road, LONDON NW1 5JR. Members of the Conference will also have an opportunity to participate in the consultation through participation in Team Focus Forum C on the Tuesday afternoon of the Conference. Members of the Conference are also referred to paragraph 7.3 of the Connexional Team Report elsewhere in the Agenda.


5.
Further consultation will take place over the summer and early autumn of 2006 (closing date 5th November) and in the light of the responses, existing work and the Group’s further reflections, a report will be brought to the Methodist Council in January 2007. Therefore, with regret that the aspirations of the 2005 Conference have not been fulfilled as quickly as was hoped, the Council seeks the permission of the Conference to bring a full report in 2007.

APPENDIX  2

Grant Support 2006-07

Budgets for making grants through the Resourcing Mission Grants Committee

1.
The Resourcing Mission Grants Committee (RMGC) is responsible for administering the Connexional Advance and Priority Fund (CAPF), and makes grants from that Fund to Local Churches, Circuits and Districts for new work in mission and ministry that will be of connexional significance and for urgent and essential property schemes. The Committee also oversees the making of grants to Local Churches, Circuits and Districts from moneys allocated to it in the Team budget from funds administered by the Methodist Council. These funds include the Fund for Home Mission, Mission Alongside the Poor Fund and Fund for World Mission (used for mission and ministry grants) and the Fund for Property (used for property grants). The criteria for CAPF and these other funds have substantial areas of overlap. 

2.
Paragraph 2.2 of the Joint Secretaries’ Group (JSG) Report to the Methodist Council in April 2006 (MC/06/47) set out a request to RMGC, supported by the Strategy and Resources Committee (SRC Minute 06.2.16), that an additional £1 million be drawn from the CAPF as a one-off payment to cover a £1 million reduction in the amounts allocated in the Team budget towards grant-funding through the RMGC.    

3.
At its meeting on 30-31 March 2006, the RMGC received the request outlined above, and an invitation that it co-operate in effecting it. In response, the RMGC: 

(a) confirmed its current practice of undertaking careful scrutiny to enable it to meet grant applications made by Circuits and Districts from the whole range of funds available to it, as appropriate;

(b) resolved that in its report to the 2006 Conference it would state that it had exercised its latitude to negotiate support for particular grant applications from CAPF to the fullest extent in order to make it possible to pay grants in 2006-07, and would ask the Conference to confirm its decisions. 

4.
At the same meeting, the RMGC approved new Mission and Ministry grants to Circuits and Districts for 2006-07 and subsequent years. It was able to agree that almost all of these should be paid from CAPF, because in its judgement they matched the criteria for CAPF set out in Standing Orders.  When added to the grants approved at previous meetings, particularly that in November 2005, this meant that the RMGC had committed a total of £1.172M from CAPF to Mission and Ministry grants for 2006-07. This was within the budget of £1.25M from CAPF which RMGC had set itself (and for which it is directly accountable to the Conference) for that year, and did not require anything from the additional sum of £0.5M from CAPF which RMGC had allocated to deal with contingencies. 

5.
An outstanding problem, however, was that although the grants approved by RMGC at its meeting on 30-31 March 2006 had been taken almost exclusively from CAPF, the Committee had made commitments at its previous meetings to pay grants in 2006-07 from the funds in the control of the Methodist Council [Fund for Home Mission; Mission Alongside the Poor Fund; Fund for World Mission] totalling £0.683M. Of this, some £0.572M falls to the Fund for Home Mission, which in recent years has had to provide around 60% of the moneys paid in grants to Mission Alongside the Poor programmes. But the criteria for the Fund for Home Mission mean that it has not just provided money to RMGC for Mission and Ministry grants to Circuits and Districts. Moreover, for many years its expenditure has been in excess of its income. In 2003-04 the figures were:

Income

Expenditure

Donations from individuals 

Grants distributed through

    and circuits
£0.691M
   RMGC 
£0.932M (38%)

Legacies 
£0.113M
Mission & Evangelism 

Investments
£0.034M
    (inc Cliff College)
£0.347M (14%)

Other sources
£0.023M
Education & Advocacy
£0.104M (4%)

JMA
£0.097M
Public Life and Social Justice 
£0.495M (20%)

Transfer from other restricted

Youth and Children’s work 

    funds
£0.113M
    (inc JMA)
£0.164M (7%)



Media and Creative Arts
£0.048M (2%)



Connexional Manses
£0.025M (1%)



Other costs and projects
£0.331M (13%)

Total Income
£1.071M
Total Expenditure
£2.446M

The shortfall was made up from the reserves of the Fund. Those reserves were exhausted in April 2005.

The figures for both income and expenditure in 2004-05 were generally comparable, except that with regard to income there was no transfer from other restricted funds (as this has been a one-off payment in the previous year), investment income fell to £0.020M (because the reserves were exhausted during the year), other income fell to £0.005M, but legacies rose to £0.300M. 

The figures for 2005-06 other than for legacies for the first half of the year suggest that the final outcomes will be similar to those for 2004-05. It looks as if income to the Fund will be about £0.812M plus legacies. If we were to continue to make grants on the same system as in previous years (but see paragraphs 6 and 7 below) and according to the percentages noted above, this would make a maximum of £0.308M available for grants through RMGC in 2006-07. 

In any event, there are insufficient resources available to the Fund for Home Mission to provide for the grants that have already been approved by RMGC, and for the other proper claims on the Fund. 

Commitment or Approval Budgets

6.
A way of avoiding the type of situation outlined above would be to move immediately to satisfy the requirements of the Charities Statement of Recommended Practice (SORP) 2005 and institute a system of commitment or approval accounting and budgeting. In such a system:

a)
when any commitment is made, the appropriate amounts need to be identified in the funds held in that year’s budgets and accounts to cover the whole of the commitment. If the commitment is for a grant to be made in instalments over a number of years, funds need to identified in the year in which the commitment is first made to cover all the years for which the commitment is made [i.e. if a decision is made in 2005-06 to approve a grant to a particular Circuit of £5,000 a year for each of five years from 2006-07 onwards, a total of £25,000 has to be put aside in 2005-06 to cover the whole of the commitment].

b)
when funds have been identified in a particular year to cover the whole of the commitment as in a) above, the following year’s “accounting budgets” only need to deal with new commitments and not with instalments of grants that were approved in a previous year.

c)
the amount available in a Fund for making new commitments or approving new grants in a particular year is calculated as follows:


Current year’s balance in the Fund
£XX

less
Existing grant commitments 
(£YY)

less
Requirements (if any) to replenish reserves
(£ZZ)

equals
Amount available for new grants etc
 £AA

d)
as well as the form of “accounting budgets” mentioned above, those responsible for ensuring that grants are paid (officers and committees) will need to maintain separate records showing all the amounts to be paid in a particular year, whether they are instalments committed in that year or in a previous year.

7.
The Council agreed to recommend to the Conference that a system of commitment or approval basis for grant-making be instituted for connexional funds. The Council recognised that this general principle would be implemented first for the grants which are the subject of the earlier paragraphs of this report, but that further work would need to be done about how it could be implemented for the other grants (such as grants to partner Churches) made from the Fund for World Mission.

Potential sources of funds for a one-off provision

8.
In order to make the move to a system of commitment/approval budgets, the means will have to be found of setting aside a one-off provision to cover all the commitments to pay future instalments in respect of grants that have already been approved. The Resourcing Mission Grants Committee and the Methodist Council recognised that the governance in these matters varied. Both CAPF and the free reserves of the Methodist Church Fund are ultimately matters for the Conference, but RMGC is directly accountable to the Conference for CAPF and the Methodist Council is directly accountable to the Conference for the Methodist Church Fund. The RMGC therefore suggested that a coherent and integrated proposal covering all aspects be put to the Conference in both its name and the name of the Council. The Methodist Council concurred, and at its meeting in April 2006 delegated to the Strategy and Resources Committee the responsibility for making a proposal about how provision could be made to cover the future commitments. 

9.
The two principal funds requiring attention are the Fund for Home Mission and Mission Alongside the Poor Fund (CAPF already works on a commitment/approval basis). The projected commitments for these funds as at 31st August 2006 are:

FHM
£683,465

MAPF 
£258,000


£941,465

The RMGC has also committed £316,000 in respect of the Fund for World Mission, but it is assumed this commitment will be met from the reserves of the FWM.

10.
The available options for providing a one-off payment to cover these commitments are as follows:

a) CAPF

This now has a capital balance of £11.5M, its highest ever level. That figure needs to be adjusted to allow for some grants which have been committed but not yet paid, and for the projected refunds of some levies to churches and Circuits where there are due to be replacement building schemes. This still, however, leaves sufficient to make funds available for the purpose outlined in 9 above. To do so might require a widening of the criteria for CAPF.  Since CAPF comes from levies on property sales and much of it is then distributed to Districts for them to use in District Advance Funds, Districts may perceive any one-off payment from the Fund as reducing the money which would eventually have been distributed to them. On the other hand, the money would be used to enable future commitments of grants to Circuits and Districts to be made, and therefore recycle the money to them in another way.  

b) Free Reserves in the Methodist Church Fund (MCF)

The reserves policy of the Council sets a target of holding in reserve one year’s expenditure.  The current free reserves of the MCF are £9.88M, which does not meet that target.  (This figure does not include reserves held in the Fund for World Mission; it does not include designated funds such as the Fund for Training; nor does it include reserves in the Fund for Home Mission - though, as noted above, the free reserves of the FHM are now exhausted.)  These are the free reserves in the MCF, which means they are available for the general purposes of the MCF.  In principle, therefore, they could be used to meet the deficit in paragraph 9.  However, doing so would invariably reduce the ability of the Council to support other important connexional work elsewhere.
c) Property Assets 
This would involve identifying property as the means of underwriting the budgets. Existing property holdings consist of Methodist International Centre, the Methodist Training Colleges and manses occupied by ministers within the Connexional Team.  These properties would become available for disposal if and only if a decision is made either to discontinue the work or relocate.  They are not investment properties and cannot be viewed in the same way as investments in shares and bonds. 

11.
When the Resourcing Mission Grants Committee discussed the options, it offered the view that to make the payment from a mixture of sources would be best. One suggestion made at its meeting was that there should be a half and half share between the CAPF on the one hand and the other sources on the other. After due consideration, the Strategy and Resources Committee agreed with that suggestion. It is therefore recommended that half of the liabilities for future commitments from the Fund for Home Mission and Mission Alongside the Poor Programme be met from CAPF and half from the free reserves of the Methodist Church Fund. Resolutions to this effect, including an amendment to the criteria for CAPF as noted in 10 a) above, are brought below.

12.
In addition, in return for meeting part of the liability of the Fund for Home Mission from the free reserves of the Methodist Church Fund, it is recommended that properties of similar value held within the Fund for Home Mission be transferred into the unrestricted funds of the MCF.

Concluding comments

13.
These matters raise a number of underlying issues, which are being looked at in a number of the ground-clearing projects. One of these is an overall look at how connexional budgets are made. There is a review of the RMGC, including its governance relationships and financial relationships with the Conference and the Council. There is also a group looking at the possibility of devising a unified system of grant-making. In addition a group is looking at Advocacy (including the appropriateness for the purposes of advocacy of the criteria for the various funds). Steps are being taken to ensure that all these reviews are integrated. 

APPENDIX 3

Methodist Council Connexional Team Budget – 2006-07

1. The following sheets show:

· The Three-year Outline Financial Plan 2005-08 approved by the 2005 Conference;

· The state of the 2006-07 budget showing income and expenditure, and the projected shortfall in it;

· The current state of the 2006-07 budget showing the resource allocation for the total budget.

2. Please note that the shortfall on the sheet “Resource Allocation – Total Budget” is higher than that on the “Budget Overview” page: this is because of the higher income predicted for next year.

3. As in previous years, the following funds and their related expenditure have been excluded from the attached budget figures:

a) D Griffiths

b) Annesley House

c) Welfare Fund

d) Forces Board

e) London Committee

f) Auxiliary Fund

g) Special Auxiliary Fund

h) Invalid Ministers Relief Fund

i) Lefroy Yorke

j) Ministers’ Children Relief Fund

k) Sabbatical Levy 

l) Trinity Hall Trust

m) Connexional Travel

n) Connect/Flame 

o) Centenary Hall Trust (where part of admin costs have been transferred)

p) A number of miscellaneous funds including Luton and Epworth Funds


Discussions are under way about whether any more of the expenditure in the budgets can legitimately be charged to some of the funds in p) above.

4. Grants accounting under the New Charities SORP

Appendix 2 of this report refers to a change in the method of accounting for grants, and a proposal for making a one-off payment from reserves to meet existing commitments for payments in future years. The budget has been laid out to take account of this. In the Methodist Church Fund accounts for 2006-07 care will be taken to show where the liability lies for funding future commitments to be paid after August 2007.

APPENDIX 3A

Epworth Fund Allocations 2006-2007

The estimated amount available for dispersal (after deducting the amount to be allocated by the Resourcing Mission Grants Committee) is £140,000.

The following allocations are recommended:


£

Epworth Review
10,000

A reduced subsidy agreed at this amount for 

2006-2007, with further review for the following years.

Evangelism and fresh expressions of Church 
40,000

Joint initiative with the Church of England to support 

traditional and fresh expressions of Church in the Church’s

mission to contemporary society 

(1st of 2 further grants)

Faith to Faith resource provision
2,500

To enable resources from the Faith to Faith trust to be

available over a 3 year period to District Inter-Faith 

Advisors and Training and Development Officers

(3rd of 3 grants)

Equal Opportunities Project Officer
25,000

To appoint a Project Officer for a fixed term to co-ordinate 

the Church’s responses to issues of equal opportunities

and diversity and produce appropriate informational, 

educational and developmental resources and proposals

for future ways of working

(3rd of 3 grants)

Ecumenical training programme for youth leaders
10,000

To support developments in the “Spectrum” training 

programme for youth leaders.

(2nd of 3 grants each of £10,000)

Initiatives related to the Priorities
12,500

To contribute to a range of initiatives related to the forwarding 

of the Priorities of the Methodist Church, particularly in the 

areas of Evangelism and helping people to talk about their faith

Oxford Institute for Methodist Theological Studies 2007
40,000

To support the participation of scholars from developing

countries and to provide bursaries for British scholars.

TOTAL
140,000

APPENDIX 4

mph and the Connexional Team - a way forward

This paper has been discussed and approved by the Joint Secretaries’ Group, the Strategy and Resources Committee, the Methodist Council and the mph Board.

1.
mph is the successor to the Book Room and as such is responsible to the Conference for the production and distribution, in the name of the Church, of such books and other publications as the Conference may from time to time direct. [For the constitutional underpinning of this and of what follows, see Deed of Union Clause 21(ii) and (iii) and Standing Orders 242 and 243.] It has a Board that is appointed by the Conference and is directly accountable to the Conference. 

The Board is also charged with making adequate provision in its budget for maintaining the Epworth Press imprint. The Conference, however, directly appoints an Editorial Committee which decides what Epworth shall publish. The Editorial Committee then nominates two of its members to serve on the mph Board. There are historical reasons for this, but it leads to some confusion in terms of governance.

Beyond the above, the Board is also permitted to supply appropriate publishing and distribution services to the wider Connexion, and to other Churches and organisations. In order to fulfil the latter it is permitted to enter agreements with other publishing houses and is able to act entrepreneurially.

The mph Board has been renewing its vision and reviewing its strategic plan. Its intention is that mph break even in its trading account by 2010, and it is developing information systems in order to determine which titles and services are profitable and which are losing money.  There has, however, been an ambivalence expressed at times in the Conference and the wider Connexion about how entrepreneurially mph should act; and about whether it should make a profit out of the production of official publications such as Hymns and Psalms, the Methodist Worship Book, the Minutes of Conference and the Conference Agenda, or should seek to return profits to the wider Connexion through its publication fund (which it uses to co-sponsor or under-write the costs of proposed publications). Moreover there is no agreement about the level of capital investment that can or should be decided or the level of liabilities that are or should be accepted by various bodies (e.g. the mph board? the Council? the Conference?) with regard to major decisions to do with mph (such as to move its site to John Wesley Road in Peterborough), or the Church’s communications. 

2.
The Communication Office in the Connexional Team was formed at the point of restructuring in the mid 1990s. It included Media Relations (formerly the Press Office) and Website Design and Management. It also drew together the various publishing activities of the previous seven divisions, whether this was in-house expertise or bought-in skills, and developed out of them a Design and Production unit. 


This has in many ways led to a second ‘Book Room’ (in the terms of the Deed of Union). Although relationships between the two are friendly, they are complicated, unclear, and not as cost-effective as they could be. 

In addition there is a need to create a better discipline and process within the Team over the commissioning and production of materials. Some parts of the Team turn to outside designers, printers or other producers irrespective of both the Design and Production unit in the Communication Office and mph. There is also a lot of ‘long-run’ photocopying, envelope-filling and distribution done at MCH without the staff time being properly costed.  

3.
There are extremely complicated funding arrangements between mph and the Team with moneys going backwards and forwards. 

4.
The following recommendations are an attempt to clarify and simplify the situation. They are predicated on the premiss that mph and the Team are not external to each other, still less set over against each other. So far as the Church is concerned both mph and the Team are part of “us” at the heart of the Connexion. Although they have different routes of accountability in terms of the Church’s governance, they are close partners in connexion with each other.  

The recommendations therefore also provide a single and simple system for commissioning, producing and distributing publications (in the widest sense of the term) which is much more disciplined than the present arrangements. 

R1.
mph should retain its independent board, which is accountable to the Conference, with its staff on pay scales, terms and conditions etc. that are similar to those of people employed by the Methodist Council.

R2.
A clear and simple agreement (on the lines of a service level agreement) should then be produced in the light of the recommendations in this document about the inter-relationship of mph and the Team, to establish that mph and the Team work together as parts of a single organism within a shared accountability to the Conference.
The Project Management Group looked at the possibilities of:

a) abolishing separate design and production facilities in the Team and completely incorporating mph as part of the Team, but with an entrepreneurial trading arm;

b) abolishing separate design and production facilities in the Team and making mph completely independent,  with no expectation that the Team or the Conference would use mph for design, production or distribution unless it won a competitive tender to do so;

c) retaining and developing the design and production facilities in the Team and making mph completely independent, with no expectation that the Team or Conference would use mph for design, production or distribution unless it won a competitive tender to do so;

Each of these options would destroy expertise and good resources available to the Church. Each would be very difficult to achieve in terms of governance decisions. It is hard to see that any of them would provide a higher quality or more cost-effective service to the Connexion.

The following recommendations are therefore a series of practical steps which are achievable; which will provide higher quality and greater cost-effectiveness; and which provide a flexible structure that can be further adapted in the light of experience and any recommendations from Project 5 on Communications in the wider Church.

R3.
The Design and Production staff in the Communication Office of the Connexional Team should remain London-based but linked and integrated with the Design and Production staff of mph in Peterborough to make a single Design and Production Unit, with a single line of accountability.

The Project Management Group judged that the above might best be achieved by transferring the Design and Production staff in the Team to the employment of mph (as occurred in the case of the transfer of the MCH Bookshop). The mph Board has indicated that this would be their preferred option. It would send the strongest signal that things are changing. It would require a careful statement of the relative roles of the various staff in London and Peterborough, which would be helpful, and would ensure a single line of accountability. There would have to be some budgetary compensation to mph for such a move. However, the transfer of staff is not an essential requirement of the above proposal. 

R4
A single commissioning/permission-giving/editorial/overseeing group should be established for the imprint ‘Methodist Publishing House’, which would deal with all publications emanating from the Conference (including Agendas, Minutes, CPD, hymn books, worship books), the Connexional Team or other formal parts of the Connexion (e.g. Districts).

(a)
The above group would be a joint group between mph and the Team, exercising accountability to both and with appropriate powers delegated to it by both. With regard to publications that are required by the Conference the group would not so much commission the work as oversee its production within budgetary provision approved by the Conference. Therefore so far as both the Conference and Connexional Team publications are concerned the group would have to work within a coherent policy and budget managed by people accountable to the Co-ordinating Secretary designated for this task. So far as mph is concerned it would have to work within the policy and financial strategies managed by people accountable to the Chief Executive.

(b)
Any proposals for publications from the Conference and the Team would need to demonstrate a vision for the publication and the need for it

(c)
mph staff on the group would advise on financial viability/risk of each proposal, then an agreement would be reached that:


either mph sells the product and pays a royalty to the Team; 


or the Team takes all the risk (with the product either being distributed free, or the Team receiving any income from sales minus a service charge); 


or the Team subsidises the selling price in return for a reduced level of royalty.


(d)
The assumption would be (and an appropriate discipline for it created) that: 

· all Conference and Team products come through this route (including leaflets etc.)

· design, production, print procurement is by this process unless there is an agreement to sub-contract elsewhere;

· distribution is through mph unless there is an agreement to sub-contract elsewhere.


(e)
Analogous processes to those in (b), (c) and (d) should apply to proposals from other parts of the Connexion (e.g. Districts and Circuits). 

R5
Epworth Editorial Committee should continue as commissioning/permission-giving/editorial/overseeing group for Epworth imprint to perform functions analogous to those outlined in R4 above. 


The Project Management Group believes that in the light of this, the inter-relationship of this Committee and the mph Board (see the second paragraph in section 1 of this report) would bear re-examination.

R6
mph may create a third group to oversee the Inspire imprint and any other non-Methodist imprints that are developed (unless this is left to the staff of mph as part of the work for which they are accountable to the Board, or the group in R4 or the group in R5 is given this as an additional and separate task). 

R7
As corollaries of the above: 

(a) the mph Publications Fund (in so far as Connexional Team publications are concerned) would cease;

(b) communication between the various editorial groups would ensure that there is a cutting out of duplication, and that neither mph nor the Team produce things without the other knowing of it.

APPENDIX 5

Outline Team Focus Timetable

Context:

1. Team Focus requires a reshaped Connexional Team, in harmony with Priorities, to be in place by September 2008. 

2. This requires all major decisions about Team shape and staffing to be agreed by the 2007 Conference in order to give time for implementation.

3. Therefore the twelve Projects set up by JSG, together with a variety of other reviews relevant to the delivery of Team Focus, must all work to timetables consistent with this deadline.

4. The Projects and reviews also need to be timetabled to allow the conclusions of certain pieces of work to be available as inputs to other, related pieces of work.

5. The denominational decision-making bodies need to receive proposals on the key issues from across all the work in train and not a piecemeal collection of detailed points.

6. To prepare the material for the decision-making bodies, JSG, assisted by PSRU, need to be integrating the specific proposals from individual Projects on any given theme into a coherent whole. 

7. To ensure this integrating work can be done in time to meet the needs of the decision-making bodies, the JSG is setting specific deadlines for the output from Projects and other reviews.  

Proposed Timetable:

There is inevitably a legion of uncertainties around the detail of the work programme over the coming eighteen months and many factors could change, but our current best estimates are as follows.

Conference 2006

To address several relatively self-contained matters on which the background work is largely done; for example:

· Review of Training Institutions

· Review of the Conference

· Faith and Order Review

· Relationship with mph (from Project 7)

· Budget-setting Process (from Project 11)

· Consultation Paper on Work with Children and Young People (from Project 3)    

Council October 2006

To address issues arising from work in the broad area of Increasing Capacity for Mission; for example:  

· Relationship with TMCP (from Project 8) 

· Property Issues (from Project 8)

· Grant-making Processes and Criteria (from Project 12)

Council January 2007

To address issues arising from work in the broad area of Team Portfolio; for example the future Team workload and staffing arrangements in the areas of:

· Evangelism (from Project 1)

· Children and Young People (from Project 3)

· Advocacy and Public Issues (from Project 4)

· World Church Partnerships (from Project 6)

· Chaplaincies (from Projects 2 and 10)

· Fresh Expressions Project 

Council March 2007

To address issues arising from work in the broad area of expressing our connexionalism; for example:

· Communications (from Project 5)

· Local Support (from Project 2)

· Nature of Oversight

· Ecumenical Relationships (from Project 9)

Conference 2007

To address the major issues emerging from the three preceding Council meetings.

Councils and Conference in 2007-08

Further work to include:

· Longer term Ecumenical Relationships (from Project 9) 

· Approach to Public Education (from Project 10)

In addition to these topics, work in 2006-07 will address working methods within the Team in the spirit of the commitments made in Team Focus. While much of the output from this is likely to be implemented by normal management processes within the Team, larger issues may arise which will need to be brought to the Council. 

APPENDIX 6

Notice of Motion 108 (2005)

The Conference in 2005 adopted the following Motion (NM 108):

The Conference, feeling this key matter needs to be agreed by the Conference and not just the Methodist Council, and recognising that the current criteria will continue to operate for the present, directs the Connexional Strategy and Resources Committee to review the ‘Principles with Respect to Cuts in Expenditure’ as set out on page 380 of the Agenda and to report back to the Conference in 2006.

Report to the 2006 Conference

The policy on cuts in the Team staff for 2006-07 is set out in the Connexional Team Report.  They will be relatively few in number and will be identified, among a range of ways in which staff costs may be contained or reduced, by the search for ways of working more flexibly in the Team which achieve greater effectiveness and efficiency.  There are no intentions of removing particular areas of work in 2006-07.

Paragraph 7 of the Connexional Team Report summarises a tool for filtering suggestions of what the Team should be doing beyond 2008, if the Team is to remain committed to doing only what it uniquely can do or what it can best do in and for the Connexion.  One of the workshops referred to in paragraph 8 of the Connexional Team Report will provide a detailed exploration of this tool.  By this means the Team is hoping to change the agenda from ‘What shall we cut out (and on what criteria shall such decisions be made)?’ to ‘What shall we include in the Team’s work to fulfil the vision in Team Focus 2005-08?’ 

————————

***RESOLUTIONS

37/1.
The Conference receives the Connexional Team Report.

37/2.
The Conference notes the Connexional Team Work Plan for 2006-07 (Appendix 1) as agreed by the Methodist Council.

37/3.
The Conference adopts the recommendation in paragraph 7 of Appendix 2 that a system of commitment or approval basis for grant-making be instituted for connexional funds.

37/4.
The Conference adopts the recommendation in paragraph 8 of Appendix 2 that provision be made to deal with all future commitments that have already been made from the Fund for Home Mission and Mission Alongside the Poor Fund.

37/5.
The Conference amends the Standing Order concerning the Purposes of the Connexional Advance and Priority Fund as follows:


974
Purposes.  (1) The purposes of the fund are 


(i)
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; 

(ii)
subject to (i) 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.;


(iii)
subject to (i) above, to make payments out of capital to the Fund for Home Mission when so directed by resolution of the 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. 

37/6.
The Conference directs that half of the liability for future commitments set out in paragraph 9 of Appendix 2 be met by a payment from the capital of CAPF to the Fund for Home Mission, and half from the free reserves of the Methodist Church Fund.

37/7.
The Conference directs that properties within the Fund for Home Mission of similar value to half of the liability for future commitments set out in paragraph 9 of Appendix 2 be transferred into the unrestricted funds of the Methodist Church Fund.

37/8.
The Conference adopts the Methodist Church Fund budget for 2006-07.

37/9.
The Conference adopts the recommendations on ‘mph and the Connexional Team – a way forward’ in Appendix 4.

37/10.
The Conference notes the timetable in Appendix 5.

37/11.
The Conference adopts the response to NM 108 (2005) in Appendix 6.

37/12.
The Conference adopts the report as its further reply to Memorial 11 (2004) and directs the Council for Methodist Youth Work in conjunction with the Methodist Council to bring a full report incorporating the vision and strategy for work with 11-25 year olds and with the missing generation to the Conference of 2007.

37/13.
The Conference adopts the Epworth Fund allocations for 2006-07.

[Any further resolutions of the Conference which have financial implications not allowed for in this budget will be referred to the Financial Committee set up under Standing Order 136A. If any changes are required to the budget as a result of these resolutions, the amendments will be proposed at the appropriate time during the Conference.]
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