Review of the Methodist Council

REPORT OF THE METHODIST COUNCIL REVIEW GROUP

Background

The origin of the Review of the Methodist Council is to be found in the Leadership in the Methodist Church Report presented to the Conference of 2002. Two specific resolutions 13/9 and 13/10 directed the Council to:

· “review its size, membership and ways of working, and to revise the rota for District representatives so that at least one District Chair from each of the Stationing regions is a member of the Council each year.”

· “review the size and membership of the Methodist Executive (now known as the Strategy and Resources Committee) and the manner of appointment ………….”

The Council set up the Review Group in October 2003, the membership of which is listed in Appendix A, with the following terms of reference:

1. To review the work of the Methodist Council -


Clarifying its identity, powers and responsibilities in relation to 



The Conference



Bodies which report to the Council



Bodies which report directly to the Conference


Advising about its membership, ways of working and pattern of meetings.

2. To review the powers, responsibilities and membership of the three principal


Committees of the Methodist Council, namely the Strategy and Resources Committee (formerly General Purposes), the World Church Committee and the Property Committee.

3. To bring a first report and recommendations to the Methodist Council in April 2004.

The group, as directed by the Council, consulted widely during the period November 2003 until February 2005, and extended its conversations to include the Council’s relationships with the Districts and the Connexional Leadership Team. The Review group places on record its thanks to everyone who participated in the consultative process, assisting in the formulation of this report. Appendix B lists those who responded to the consultative process.   

1.
THE NATURE, THEOLOGY AND ROLE OF THE METHODIST COUNCIL

1.1 The Methodist Council is one of the bodies responsible for the oversight of the Methodist Church (Standing Order 211 (2)).  In order to understand better the identity and role of the Council it is necessary to consider briefly the nature and theology of Methodist government more generally and to situate the Council within this.

1.2
It is well documented that Methodism exercises its government or ‘oversight’ through corporate bodies as well as individuals. (Called to Love and Praise (1999 4.6.10) and Episcopacy in the Methodist Church (1981: C3)). Oversight within Methodism has further been described as being communal when exercised by representative bodies, collegial when exercised by groups sharing a collegiality and personal when exercised by individuals (Episkope and Epsicopacy (2000)). The current report The Nature of Oversight (2005) Leadership, Management and Governance in the Methodist Church in Great Britain - to be found in the 2005 Conference Agenda (hereafter NoO) suggests that the Methodist understanding of oversight “since the time of Wesley …..” is that “it has always been corporate in the first instance and then secondarily focussed in particular individuals and groups (lay and ordained)” (NoO 2:22). The primary corporate body within Methodism is the Conference, which then shares the work of oversight with other bodies and individuals.

1.3 A full discussion of the theological basis of our practice of oversight can be found in The Nature of Oversight (2005).  The Methodist practice of oversight reflects belief in the primacy of the group as the place where “experience of God’s power is enjoyed and perceived” first and foremost, as has been established in Jewish and Christian understandings (NoO 4.4.4). Furthermore, our practice is informed by the belief that all Christians receive gifts and may have parts to play in forming vision (NoO 4.3.7). Methodist respect for the primacy of communal oversight may also ensure a use of power which is more reflective of our understanding of what it is to be Christ-like and to work in relation to others. Where personal oversight is exercised within Methodism it is derived from the authority and Christ-likeness of the legitimising communal body (NoO 4.4.5). 

1.4
The main corporate bodies in Methodism which oversee the Church are mixed groups of lay and ordained people. This reflects the Methodist doctrine of the priesthood of all believers whereby, while we recognise different orders and roles, we refuse to create ranks with status, and all members share in the ministry and mission of God (NoO 4.4.3).
1.5
The annual Conference as the primary corporate body of Methodist government (Deed of Union 1932) demonstrates the “partnership of ordained and lay ministers” (Called to Love and Praise 4.5.4) to be found in every area of Methodism. The Conference is also representative of the wider body it serves and this is a principle throughout the governing bodies of Methodism at every level (Episkope and Episcopacy 2000: C22).


The Conference acts as the final arbiter of Methodist policy and doctrine by the method of  ‘Christian Conferring’ which is the process by which people take spiritual and theological counsel together (NoO 2.13 - 2.16).  Again this process of ‘Christian Conferring’ is the way of proceeding found in governing bodies throughout the Connexion.


The Conference also delegates some of the governing of Methodism to other bodies which it regulates.  The Methodist Council is one such primary body.

1.6 The Methodist Council reflects its parent body and the theological principles of  Methodist government.  Specifically, it:

· is a corporate body of ordained and lay people listening with “especial attentiveness both to ordained persons and to laypersons who serve it with special expertise” (Called to Love and Praise 4.6.6);
· has a representative nature, having called members to its body from those it serves;

· proceeds by Christian conferring;

· delegates authority to regulated bodies and individuals;

· exercises oversight between Conferences and on behalf of the Conference.

1.7
Understanding what is meant by oversight within Methodism is crucial in any appreciation of the nature of the Methodist Council.  Oversight is the term most often used to express the nature of the way Methodism regulates and governs itself.  Oversight is a translation of the Greek term episkope which, with its related verbs, conveys a sense of the relationship of God with his people to watch over, judge and save (NoO 1.7). The concept of oversight is further developed by Paul in the early Church to express a relationship to the Church which included guidance and watching over the Church on its behalf (NoO 1.7). Currently, within the Methodist Church the purpose of oversight is being defined as to ensure that the Church “remains true to its calling” (NoO 1.7).  The oversight process ensures this by a variety of activities, including “watching over, watching out for, monitoring, discerning, disciplining, directing, guiding, encouraging and caring” (NoO 1.10) all done in the context of reflecting on what God has done, is doing and might require us to do in the world. Essential to the task of oversight is the taking of a broader view and seeing how the parts fit into the whole and that both parts and whole flourish and fulfil their purposes (NoO 1.10). Oversight has been further defined as incorporating the distinctive elements of governance, management and leadership (NoO 1.8).


While continuing to recognise and remember the singular nature of Christian oversight which depends upon God’s gifting and the recognition of the Church, the review group felt that much can be learnt from the contemporary understanding of these concepts of governance, management and leadership as described in The Nature of Oversight report and listed below.

1.8
Governance is the system by which an organisation directs and controls its functions and relates to its constituent communities, external bodies and the wider world.  It is largely concerned with the formulating, adopting and regulating of policies and setting, adopting and implementing of rules and regulations (NoO 1.11).

1.9
Management is the process by which specific strategies are formulated for enacting the organisation’s policies and fulfilling its purposes.  In addition, particular objectives are set concerning the implementation of those strategies and human, financial, capital and technological resources are deployed to achieve those objectives.  The performance of individuals and groups in meeting the objectives is monitored and assessed (NoO 1.12).

1.10
Leadership is that which inspires to new action by developing a vision, providing examples and sharing the vision of others and with others (NoO 1.13).

1.11
In The Nature of Oversight (2005) it is suggested that different bodies and gatherings within the Connexion will vary according to which aspect of oversight is the main focus.  The report proposes that there should be clear intentionality in the course of a meeting as to which aspect of oversight it is primarily intended to express (NoO 3.11, 3.21). It is helpful to analyse the Methodist Council in terms of the elements of oversight which it exercises while recognising that there can be overlap and interplay between these different elements. This analysis will provide a further elucidation of the nature of the Council whilst also enabling a clarification of the focus of work undertaken so that attention and energies can be appropriately deployed.  

1.12
The Methodist Council is clearly called upon to exercise oversight in its widest sense since between Conferences, the Methodist Council is: 

· “authorised to act on behalf of the Conference”, within the constraints of the Deed of Union, Standing Orders and Conference resolutions S.O. 211 (1). 

The Council is also charged with the responsibility: 

· to keep in constant review the life of the Methodist Church;

· to study the Church’s work and witness throughout the Connexion;

· to indicate what changes are necessary or what steps should be taken to make the work of the Church more effective;

· to supervise the general work of the Connexional Team and report thereon to the Conference (S.O. 211 (3)(ii)).

1.13
Certain of the Council’s tasks can be identified as belonging to the work of  governance:

· to ensure that the decisions of the Conference are fully implemented - S.O. 211 (3)(i);
· to consider policies for future connexional work - S.O. 211 (3)(iv);
· to ensure that policies are considered and work is carried out in awareness of the Church’s world-wide ecumenical relationships and commitments - S.O. 211 (3)(v);
· to be the employer of those on the Connexional Team with a contract of employment - S.O. 212 (12).

1.14
The Council is also to offer leadership, being asked in S.O. 211 (2) to:

· give spiritual leadership to the Church; 

· report annually to the Conference, bringing to the notice of the Conference matters to which it believes the Conference ought to give urgent attention.
In addition the Council is to receive and consider any representations which the Chairs’ Meeting may submit (S.O. 212(8)) – and this group and the  Connexional Leadership Team of which it now forms a part, have been identified as being primarily sources of leadership and vision for the Church (NoO 3.23).  In receiving from these groups the Council is furthering the offering of leadership and vision to the Church.

1.15
The question of how the Council offers management is more complex. It has been suggested that it is difficult for large bodies to manage effectively (NoO 3.7).  In fact many of the management tasks which the Methodist Council oversees are delegated to the Strategy and Resources Committee.  This is particularly the case with regard to financial and budgetary matters (S.O. 212) and also, in practice, the supervision of the work of the Connexional Team.

1.16 
Like the Conference, the Council delegates work to other bodies and in turn oversees the work of these bodies including the Allowances Committee, Medical Committee, Audit Committee, World Church and Property Committees among others (a further sixteen are listed in the note to S.O. 214).  In Standing Orders, the Council has responsibility for all model trust property affairs (including historic artefacts) and the building, legal and financial aspects of shared schemes and is authorised under the Conference to act in relation to property affairs and to discharge the responsibilities of the now abolished Property Division (S.O. 212 (9),(10) and (11)). In reality the Council deals only with significant property issues. 

1.17
The Council is also authorised, in consultation with the synods of overseas districts, “to make such local adaptations of Methodist organisation and discipline as are in the interests of the work and are consistent with the spirit and principles of the Methodist Church” (S.O. 216 (1)). Furthermore, the Council also exercises powers conferred upon it by the Constitution of the Methodist Missionary Society (S.O. 216(2)) and Articles 5 and 6 of the MMS constitution. The Council also nominates to the Conference representatives for appointment to various external bodies, e.g. World Council of Churches (S.O. 212 (7)).

1.18
Given that the Council sub-delegates so much of its business to other bodies, the question then arises as to what is the particular role of the Council?  The answer lies with the way in which the Methodist Council provides a means to ensure that the primary Methodist way of doing business and making decisions by corporate oversight is maintained between Conferences which are held only annually.  However, the Council exists in a difficult position since while it is authorised “to act on behalf of the Conference between Conferences” it is also hedged around by Standing Orders (S.O. 211(1), 212 (9)) and a tradition which emphasises that the Conference is the main authority which must not be usurped.  The Methodist Council itself must report to the Conference, and while it offers leadership it does so alongside other bodies including, for example, the Connexional Leadership Team, the Connexional Team, and the Faith and Order Committee (NoO 5.27).  Hence, while the Council has an important role in relation to the Conference, it is not unique and works in partnership with other connexional groups.
1.19
Yet the Methodist Council does have a special role to play.  The Council prepares business for the Conference in the light of management information from the Strategy and Resources, Allowances and other committees, which is then considered and refined by the wide representation from the Districts and connexional office holders present in the Council.  In fact, an important part of the Council’s role is to ensure that the consultative and corporate way of working by ‘Christian Conferring’ (NoO 2:13) is achieved throughout the year at the connexional level.  This way of working has many benefits as described in The Nature of Oversight (4.6.2), since it provides opportunity for individuals to have “their visions and ideas checked out by others” and groups such as the Strategy and Resources Committee are “more than collections of individuals, and more than mere formal management bodies. They are locations of collective wisdom and potential sources of fresh energy” which together with governance bodies help to prevent wrong actions and stifle misguided ideas (NoO 4.6.2).
1.20
This analysis of the nature, theology and role of the Methodist Council leads to the following recommendations:

1)
The Methodist Council should strive to be clear about the intentions of its work when it meets, i.e. whether the nature of the business before it requires a leadership, governance or management approach.  At the same time it should be recognised that one of the attributes of the Council is that it can combine insights from management with governance considerations of policy.

2)
Recognising its role in bringing together the management, governance and leadership aspects of oversight in the Church between Conferences, the Methodist Council should also include information from areas currently excluded, e.g. stationing and resourcing mission grants.

3)
The Council should also be clear about the nature of the work which it is sub-delegating to other bodies, e.g. the management work undertaken by the Strategy and Resources Committee and this group’s role in supervising the work of the leaders of the Connexional Team.   

4)
The Council should be clear that its primary tasks are of governance on behalf of the Conference and leadership.  This should result again in the Council sub-delegating some of its work of scrutiny to other groups who are better placed to focus on the detail and leave Council a greater freedom to consider the bigger issues of policy and vision. The Council should also be enabled to engage more fully in the whole business of oversight which requires taking an overview and ensuring that all the parts of the whole fit together in a way that will provide for the greatest flourishing in terms of our calling as a Church. The Council should also be enabled to think more theologically and to increase the consideration given to the faith-dimension of the work it is called to oversee. Appropriate space and resources should be allocated to enable this and other vision-related work to happen.

5)
There should be greater clarity regarding structures of accountability for the work of the Connexional Team and other bodies who report to the Council. The Council should not routinely be expected to scrutinise detailed reports of such work but should responsibly delegate this work elsewhere and itself receive only summaries (unless otherwise requested). This would enable the Council to focus upon its primary purposes of oversight but in an informed manner. 

1.21
Along with the identification of the current problems in the way the Council is working, this analysis leads to the proposals contained within this report regarding how the Council is constituted within itself and in its relationship with the Conference and its three major committees.

Recommendation 1.1

That the proposals in paragraph 1.20 above are explored further and incorporated into the work of the Council as appropriate.

Recommendation 1.2

That the induction for new members of the Council should draw attention to the matters of leadership, governance and management as outlined in this section of the report.

2.
CONFERENCE AND POWERS OF THE COUNCIL

2.1
The powers of the Council are contained within S.Os. 211 and 212, in particular the responsibility to act on behalf of the “Conference between Conferences”. This term “the Council is the Conference between Conferences” has crept into our usage but CPD states that the Council is “authorised to act on behalf of the Conference” (S.O. 211(1)).  The 2004 Conference appointed a group to review the Conference and included within its membership are two members of the Council Review Group. This enables cross reference to be made and removes the possibility of a clash between the recommendations of the respective reviews, each of which stands in its own right. 

2.2
We make no recommendations to change the present Standing Orders concerning the powers of the Council but we believe some clarification is necessary in the use of the term “Conference between Conferences”. The general usage of this term could give the misleading impression that the Council is free to act in its own right although S.O. 211 makes plain this is not so. We therefore recommend that at the close of the Annual Representative Session of the Conference, a resolution is presented for adoption setting out the specific business the Conference is directing the Council to carry through on its behalf. Nevertheless the Council, by virtue of S.O. 211 and S.O. 212, is empowered, within the perameters of the Standing Orders, to act on behalf of the Conference between Conferences.

2.3
We make recommendations below concerning the reports from the Council to the Conference which have, in the past, occupied much of the time of the Council. 

Recommendation 2

That each year a specific resolution is brought at the conclusion of the Representative Session of the Conference setting out those resolutions of the Conference which it specifically requires the Council to address.  

3.
REVIEW OF THE COUNCIL

3.1 This Review is being carried out during a time of rapid change in the life of the Church and society. During this period the Conference adopted Priorities for the Methodist Church, as a result of which the Council has a significant role to fulfil and it is our hope that the changes we bring will enable the Council to play its part in responding to the decision of the Conference. We are also mindful that one of the pressing issues before the Church is that of the cost of maintaining the present structures, including membership of committees and the frequency of their meetings. Whilst financing the structures is not specifically within our remit, we believe that our recommendations concerning the membership of the Council and the three committees reporting to it will bring some reduction in costs to the Connexional Budget. Further reductions could be achieved by the use of electronic communications as a means of consultation on matters of detail or in drawing upon particular expertise around the Connexion. We do however emphasise that email or conference calls cannot replace the need for face-to-face meetings.

3.2
During the consultative period we were made aware of a number of difficulties experienced by those who had served or currently serve on the Council. These included the number of meetings, cost, time spent in preparation and the amount of paperwork to be read, the length of service on the Council, repetition of business and lack of time to concentrate on the major issues before the Church. We list some of the comments:

· “I feel that the amount of business brought before the Methodist Council does not permit us to deal adequately with the core issues of Mission and Growth that ought to be our principal concern.”

· “I am now halfway through my term as one of the seventeen lay persons on the Methodist Council. I have spent much of that term puzzling as to which group of persons have been at the heart of the policy issues of our Church.”

· “I observe from the sidelines that the Council has become an administrative tool duplicating the work in many cases of both the Connexional Team and the annual Conference.” 

· Another writes that in the Council year 2002-03 there were no less than 806 sides of paper to read and consider, four meetings lasting 35.25 hours in total, plus reading, research and travelling. For 72 persons that is a total of 2,610 hours of business alone. 

Method of Working

3.3
Over recent years the Council has moved to a pattern which includes working in groups; dividing the Council into two sections in order to deal with an extensive agenda; agreeing the principle of a report and giving a small group the task of working out the detail. Our recommendations seek to build upon this good practice used by the Council.

3.4
In addition to the use of email consultation we bring the following proposals:

(a) The Council receives reports from a number of bodies - see Appendix C - which amount to a considerable portion of the agenda. In recent years some of these have been dealt with en bloc. This is a practice to be discouraged. In terms of governance we propose that Scrutiny Groups are established to undertake the detailed work which is required. The groups would comprise three to four persons with appropriate experience and should include within their membership one person who is independent of both the Council and the Strategy and Resources Committee. Such groups would deal with matters relating to trusteeship and finance. The Council would fulfil its responsibility of oversight by giving a more detailed consideration of the reports than is possible in the en bloc process.

(b) We also propose that the Council appoints Reference Groups to consider reports to the Council on issues relating to Ministry, Pastoral Care, Public Life and Social Justice, Unity in Mission, Worship and Learning, Conference and Communication and, unless covered by the Scrutiny Group, Human and Financial Resources. These groups should be made up of no more than five persons with appropriate skills and experience who would, on behalf of the Council, study the reports and present a comprehensive report which would draw to the attention of the Council any matters which require a decision or further exploration. The Reference Group would have the authority to seek further information from the reporting body should it be deemed necessary. By adopting this method, the reports of the various groups would receive careful study and their work would be honoured. We further propose that the Chair of the Council, the Chair of the Strategy and Resources Committee and the General Secretary agree which of the annual reports are dealt with by either a Scrutiny or Reference Group and which are allocated specific time in the Council. If members of the Council wished to see a full report, it would be made available to them upon request.

(c)
Many reports to the Conference are currently channelled through the Council. From comments received, and in the light of our experience, detailed consideration of these reports has occupied a considerable amount of the Council’s time. We endorse the developing practice of reports being considered in principle, with the detailed work being dealt with by a Reference Group appointed from within the Council and with authority to act unless a new principle arises.
(d)
The Appendix gives the list of bodies which report to the Council, some of which also report to the Conference. We propose that such overlaps are removed and, through the shared membership with the Review of the Conference, these concerns will be dealt with. It is our conviction that the changes in the method of working allow for any change the Conference may make to the responsibilities of the Council.

(e)
From time to time bodies such as NCH and Methodist Homes report to the Council.  Whilst this provides an opportunity to create important links, the time given is not used to the best advantage and is too short, allowing little contribution from Council members. It would give greater focus to any debate if the officers of such bodies consulted with the officers of the Council as to the purpose of the presentation and the role of the Council following it.

3.5
The implementation of these changes, based upon the evolving working practice of the Council, will open up the opportunity for creating a vision, to which we refer earlier in this report, and the exercising of leadership which is laid upon the Council.

Recommendation 3.1

That the Council builds upon the present pattern of working by exploring further, and incorporating as appropriate into the practices of the Council, the proposals listed in paragraph 3.4 above.

Frequency of Meetings

3.6
The present pattern is of four meetings per year between October and April. Despite the appearance of space between the meetings there is often an overburdening of the agenda for the April meeting. We propose some slight adjustment to the timetable to address the current pressure on the agenda. We propose that the Council timetable is brought forward in order that the first meeting is held in September thereby creating some space later in the year. We express the view that if the Council moves to a greater use of scrutiny and reference groups, it should be possible to reduce the number of Councils to three per year using a mixture of one-day and residential meetings. 

3.7
Suggested Timetable:

The first meeting in September should include the induction of new members, agree the timetable of work for the year especially noting the work the Conference requires of the Council.

The second meeting no later than the second week of  November.

The third meeting no later than the last week in March when all reports for the ensuing Conference would be agreed. 

A fourth meeting in May if deemed necessary.

Recommendation 3.2

That the suggested Timetable for the Council in paragraph 3.7 above be explored further and incorporated as appropriate into the working practices of the Council, and that Standing Orders should be amended to the effect that the Council is required to hold only three meetings per year with the possibility of others if required.

4.
THE THREE PRINCIPAL COMMITTEES WHICH REPORT TO THE COUNCIL

Background

4.1
The three main committees which report to the Council are Strategy and Resources, Property and World Church. In practice it is only the SRC (Strategy and Resources Committee) which regularly reports to each meeting of the Council, having specific responsibilities to advise the Council on financial matters - a distinctly different task from that of the Property and World Church Committees. The members of the SRC are also members of the Council. 

4.2
The Property and World Church Committees were established in 1996 when Divisional Boards were replaced by the present structures. During the course of the review of these two committees there was recognition that this was an appropriate time to carry out a review of the powers of the committees. Throughout the life of the two committees (and their predecessor boards and committees) there has been outstanding service and commitment by all who have served either as officers or members. The Review Group invites the Conference to acknowledge this service and to express its thanks in an appropriate manner.

Strategy and Resources Committee

4.3
Since its inception in 1996, the committee has gone through a series of title changes from Executive through to Finance and General Purposes and now Strategy and Resources. The change in titles indicates the debates to identify and reflect the role of the committee. It has played an increasingly important part in the life of the Connexion, particularly because of the work the Council has asked it to carry through on its behalf. The Review Group places on record its appreciation of the amount of time and care given by members of the SRC as the Church experienced particular challenges in relation to budgetary control, governance and the use of finite resources. 

4.4
During the course of the Review it became clear that there is no place within our present structures where those responsible for Stationing Policy, Resourcing Mission Grants and the wider use of resources can meet together. The SRC could provide a basis for such a gathering to develop a wholeness in the making of policy in relation to the deployment of ministry, connexional grant support and the policy setting of the Council. The membership of the SRC should be amended to include the Chair of the Stationing Committee or representative, the Chair of the Resourcing Mission Grants Committee or representative and the Treasurer of the Methodist Missionary Society or representative. We propose the inclusion of the MMS Treasurer which recognises the significant contribution being made via grants from MMS towards the mission of the Church. Whilst there is no change to the total membership of the SRC, these changes would reduce the elected membership of the committee by three, as well as the Council.

4.5 
We outline below a proposal to include a District Chair within the membership of the SRC.

4.6
In order not to increase the membership of the SRC beyond its current level the three new seats would be found by reducing the elected membership by three. This change, if agreed, would evolve as present members of the SRC retire. This may take two years to achieve and therefore there may be a temporary rise in the membership of the SRC.

4.7
Standing Order 213 sets out the responsibilities and powers of the committee. In reviewing this S.O. the Review Group proposes the following changes:

(a)
The deletion of S.O. 213(5) which reflects the origin of the SRC as the Council Executive. That is no longer the requirement and the deletion of this S.O. would acknowledge the changed role. The Council frequently asks the SRC to carry out particular pieces of work on its behalf and therefore this S.O. duplicates what is already possible within the S.Os. governing the Council.

(b)
The addition of a new S.O. 213 (5) which gives to the SRC the responsibility for the oversight and accountability of the Joint Secretaries Group and ensures that there is a collaborative style of working within the Connexional Team. One of the responsibilities of the Council - as indicated earlier in the report - relates to the oversight of the Connexional Team (S.O. 213 (3)(ii)). This role would be met more effectively if it was within the brief of a smaller group reporting to the Council. In the view of the Review Group this regular oversight should be covered by the SRC.

4.8
Recruitment and appointment to the SRC is currently through advertisement and the vote of the Conference. The Review Group makes no recommendation to change the process which has worked to the benefit of the Church. There is no recommendation to change the method of appointment or length of service of the Chair of the SRC.

4.9
At the present time every member of the SRC is also a member of the Council which again reflects the period when it was working as the Executive. In view of the change of role and in response to the widespread view that the size of the Council should be reduced, the recommendation is that S.O. 210 (1)(xi) be amended to read “the Chair of SRC and two other lay members” as members of the Council. This would mean a third of the elected membership of the SRC would be members of the Council. This change would further reduce the membership of the Council by six. In making this proposal the Review Group is persuaded that the SRC input into the work of the Council will not be diminished. The presence on the Council of the Chair and two other members of the SRC plus the General Secretary, the Connexional Treasurer and the Co-ordinating Secretaries ensures that communication between the two groups is upheld. In addition members of the SRC may attend the Council under the same terms as members of the Connexional Team. Over the years the Strategy and Resources Committee is, and has been, served by skilled and dedicated people who are required to give a great deal of time both to the SRC and the Council. The proposed change should not close off the willingness of equally appropriate persons from serving on the SRC. For some it may be more attractive given that the time requirements are reduced.

Property and World Church Committees

4.10
The Review Group has examined the work of the Connexional Property and World Church Committees and observed the important contribution they make to the life of the Connexion. As indicated earlier in this report the recommendation is that the Council finds an appropriate means to express thanks to the members of the two committees.

4.11
The Property and World Church Committees carry forward a considerable amount of work through the officers and the members.  The terms of reference can be found in S.Os. 331 and 333, which are established by specific delegations/resolutions of the Methodist Council in accordance with those S.Os. The committees provide opportunity for consultation, building connections, providing fellowship and ensuring communication on property and World Church matters around the Connexion.  They also provide encouragement for  officers, members of staff and members of the committees. They have played their part in ensuring accountability and governance. In carrying out the review, members of the group looked at the matter of governance and accountability and reached the conclusion that this is best fulfilled by a smaller group than the present larger committees. The Council, on behalf of the Conference, has the responsibility for policy matters and therefore the following recommendations for a new way of working are proposed.

(i)
Property Committee

4.12
We propose that as from September 2006 the Property Committee will cease in its present form and that instead there shall be a ‘Property Forum’ which will be open to District property representatives from each District. The ‘Property Forum’ should meet at least annually but those involved should determine the frequency and duration of the meetings as appropriate. The purpose of the Forum will be for consultation, communication and encouragement, as well as the preparation for presentation to the Methodist Council of any appropriate resolution relating to property and associated concerns. 

4.13
Currently, Property Schemes are scrutinised and approval given by the Connexional Property Secretary or a deputy, by a specific delegation in accordance with S.O. 331 (5).  Those approvals are reported to the Property Committee. We propose that from September 2006 the person in the Connexional Team identified as the  Property Secretary will have sole formal responsibilty for all approvals. This will need to be taken into account in a full revision of Standing Orders contained in Book 9 of CPD, which it is already planned shall take place. In order to ensure full scrutiny of particular issues relating to property, the Council will appoint a scrutiny group; the membership of which will have specific expertise and relevant experience in relation to property issues. The membership should include Council members together with other appropriate persons. The appointment of such a group will ensure appropriate oversight and governance of property issues within the Connexion and contribute to the accountability and support of those involved in this work. 

4.14
The Connexional Team, working with one of the Council’s Reference Groups, will bring to the Council an annual report covering those areas which it wishes to bring to the attention of the Council

4.15
A further proposal is that the Connexional Team creates a network of experts/expertise for consultation and communication using email and also small groups. This would enable the officers to draw upon the expertise across the Connexion. These consultations could also be used to feed into the work of the Property Forum. 

(ii)
World Church Committee

4.16
We propose that as from September 2006 the World Church Committee will cease in its present form and a ‘World Church Relationships Forum’ will be established and will be open to a representative from each District and representatives of mission partners serving in Britain. It will also be open to World Church partners serving within Britain. The ‘World Church Relationships Forum’ should meet at least annually but those involved should determine the frequency, duration and location of the meetings as appropriate. The purpose of the Forum will be for consultation, communication, education in relation to World Church Relationships and encouragement, as well as the preparation for presentation to the Methodist Council of any appropriate resolution relating to World Church Relationships and associated concerns.

4.17
Earlier in this report we have recommended that the Treasurer for MMS, or a representative, becomes a member of the SRC. We believe that a seat on the SRC will strengthen the link between MMS and the work of the Council rather than the current arrangement of membership of the Council itself.

4.18
There is currently a  World Church Action Group which, among other business for which it is responsible, makes proposals to the World Church Committee concerning appointments. The World Church Committee also appoints a number of sub-committees to have oversight of particular programmes and areas of responsibility. Thought will need to be given as to the route by which recommendations come to the Council for appointment/nominations relating to World Church Partners, Scholarship Programme, the nomination of representatives to sister Conferences etc.

4.19
Changes will be required to S.O. 023((3)(a)(ii) to make alternative arrangements for the appointment of those members of connexional Discipline Committees who are currently required to be members of the World Church Committee.

4.20
The Connexional Team, working with one of the Council’s Reference Groups, will bring to the Council an annual report covering those areas which it wishes to bring to the attention of the Council.

4.21
The Review Group recognises the value of the network of contacts and the avenues of communication already used by the Connexional Team, including the Mission Education and World Church Offices. It commends their further development through the use of email and small groups. Part of developing the vision of the World Church is found in good communication and the sharing of ‘news’ which will form part of the purpose of the ‘World Church Relationships Forum’.

Connexional Leadership Team

4.22
At present there is no requirement for the CLT to report to the Council. The Review group is keen to avoid the dilemma of the 70s and 80s when two bodies were involved in the policy-making process: the President’s Council and the General Purposes Committee.  In the light of this the Review Group proposes that a report from the CLT becomes a regular item on the agenda of the Council and vice versa. This proposal will enable a formal sharing to take place between the CLT and the Council.

4.23
As the CLT is a recent development in the leadership of the Church we judge it is too early to make further comment or changes. We do however recommend that a review of the CLT is undertaken no later than the Conference of 2007.

Recommendation 4

That changes are brought to Standing Orders to give effect to the proposals in section 4 of this report concerning the Strategy and Resources Committee, Property and World Church Committees and the Connexional Leadership Team, and that a review of the Connexional Leadership Team should be undertaken no later than the Conference of 2007.

5.
MEMBERSHIP OF THE COUNCIL

5.1
In our consultations this was the area where the views were most diverse. The general consensus was that a Council of 72 members is too large a body to function effectively in plenary but we hope this will be addressed by the use of Scrutiny and Reference Groups.  However, the need to maintain the representative nature was affirmed and there was no real support for a reduction in the number of District representatives.

(a) District Representatives

5.2
We do not bring any resolution to reduce substantially the representative nature of the Council. This decision is made in the belief, demonstrated in the consultations and in the Council’s response to our interim report of April 2004, that it would not receive the support of the Conference or carry the mind of the Connexion. We do bring proposals to reduce the size of the Council in other ways so as to improve the effectiveness of the Council, as well as to reduce cost, noting that the major expense of the Council arises from the numbers eligible to attend.

5.3
The period of office was also an issue raised during the Review and this was reflected in comments received from current and previous members of Council. The view expressed was that three years is too brief a period and we therefore propose this should be amended to four years. We further recommend that the Districts should be represented by either a presbyter or a deacon, or a lay person.  The current rota should be replaced so as to ensure a balance between ordained and lay representation on the Council. The District Chairs should be outside the District allocation. The result of this change would be to increase the membership of the Council by six but other proposals in this report will result in a modest reduction in numbers.

5.4
During the course of the Review we became aware of the differing patterns for nominating District representatives and we therefore propose that nominations presented to the District Synod should follow the process in some Districts for nominating District representatives to the Conference. The Circuits within the District should be invited to make nominations to the Synod of possible candidates to fill the vacancy. In addition the Conference, on the advice of the Council, should indicate to the Districts particular skills or experience which may be required together with a statement as to the responsibilities of being a member of the Council. 
5.5
We would also wish to strengthen the reporting back by representatives to their Districts. We recommend that District Policy Committee/District Leadership Team agendas include a report from the District representative to the Council, but also that District representatives be encouraged to share good practice and examples of creative ways that have been found to engage people from their Districts in the business of the Council.

5.6
The Review Group noted that, whilst the number of members contributing to the debates of the Council had increased, there still remains a challenge in enabling members to engage in the detailed work that the Council requires. We recommend that the ‘reference/scrutiny groups’ should have within their membership District representatives from the Council. The members should also be included in any groups set up by the Council or the SRC.

(b)
District Chairs 
5.7
The Review Group acknowledges the variety of views concerning the place of District Chairs on the Council. They range from increasing the number of Chairs on the Council to removing them from its membership altogether. We also recognised the resolution of the Conference of 2002 which stated that there should be a least one Chair from each of the Stationing Regions. We have considered these points and take the view that the advent of the Connexional Leadership Team, which includes all District Chairs, gives them involvement in the leadership of the Connexion. We believe that this meets the spirit of the 2002 Conference and therefore we recommend that there should be four Chairs on the Council who would be nominated for appointment by the Chairs’ Meeting. The nominations would reflect the needs of the Council and the experience of the Chairs, together with the geographical balance across the Connexion. 

5.8
It has been the practice for one of the District Chairs to be appointed to the SRC. We therefore recommend that this is now built into Standing Orders so that the Conference appointed membership will include a District Chair. This person will be nominated by the Chairs’ Meeting. This will ensure the continuing link between the Chairs’ Meeting and the work of the SRC. 

5.9
We affirm that Chairs bring a connexional perspective to the Council which goes alongside that of the Co-ordinating Secretaries. They also bring their District experience. However, we recommend that Chairs are not included in the District representation which we have dealt with elsewhere in this report. The effect of this change will be to reduce the membership of the Council by two.

5.10
As with other members of the Council, appointed Chairs should serve for four years.

(c)
Connexional Team

5.11
The question of members of the Connexional Team being voting members of the Council has been before us. We are not persuaded that some Team members should be on the Council whilst others are not. We therefore recommend that Team members (excluding Co-ordinating Secretaries) are not members of the Council. This would have the effect of removing the Connexional Property Committee Secretary and the Secretary for Racial Justice from the voting membership of the Council. They would however be available to attend, with the agreement of the Connexional Team, when the business of the Council related to their responsibility. This would reduce the membership of the Council by two.

5.12
From time to time members of the Connexional Team are invited to attend the Council to present particular pieces of business or update the Council on work they are undertaking. We recommend that when Team members present their business to which resolutions are attached they should also move their adoption. In addition we suggest that Team members receive a copy of the minutes of the Council, but excluding any personnel and employment issues. We propose that following each Council the appropriate Co-ordinating Secretary should brief Team members on the decisions made.

(d)
Other Representatives on the Council
5.13
When the Council was first established there were two representatives of the Methodist Church in Ireland. In consultation with the Secretary of the Irish Conference the view was expressed that the link between the two Churches is well served by the World Church/MMS connection rather than through membership of the Council. By mutual agreement it is proposed that membership of the Council by the Methodist Church in Ireland should be discontinued. 

5.14
At the present time there are specific representatives to the Council from the Youth Conference, Racial Justice Committee, the Diaconal Order and the Methodist Missionary Society and we bring proposals to amend this current practice.  

5.15
In conducting the Review we wished to build into the structure a flexibility that would enable the Conference, through the Council, to respond to specific matters relating to the life of the Church which need to be represented, at the highest level, within the policy-making process.  Our proposal is of a category of seats to replace the current S.O. 210 (1)(ix)(xiii) and (xiv). This new category of eight seats creates the opportunity for the Conference to appoint particular persons representing specific interests. Within this new category there will be two representatives appointed by the Committee for Racial Justice and two representatives appointed by the Youth Conference. The other four places will be filled by persons appointed by the Conference to ensure that other areas of the life of the Church are represented. It should not be a requirement for the Conference to fill all of the places at any one time. Nominations to fill these vacancies should follow the process adopted for appointment to the SRC. Any advertisement should make clear the skills or areas to be covered. We further recommend that as vacancies arise they are made known to the Districts so that they too may bring nominations for appointment for consideration by the Conference.
5.16
Members appointed by the Conference or other bodies under this head would serve for a four-year term. These changes would reduce the membership of the Council by two.

Chairing the Council
5.17
One of the visible signs of the Council having an overview of the Connexion is expressed by the presence of the President and the Vice-President who currently chair the Council. Their attendance is important to our continuing understanding of being a connexional Church. We do, however, question the requirement for the President and the Vice-President to chair the Council. Their input can be restricted by the need to keep a balance in any debate. We believe that a more helpful input and use of their insight would be achieved by their being free to participate in the business without the restriction of being in the chair. In a busy schedule of travelling around the Connexion there is not always time to participate in the preparation of the agenda or to consult with the officers.

5.18
Some years ago the Council considered the appointment of a Chair of the Council other than the President or the Vice-President. At the time this was rejected but we believe that it is now appropriate to revisit that idea. We have consulted with former Presidents and Vice-Presidents covering the period 1999 to 2003. Eight of the ten support the change we now propose. We recommend that the Council be chaired by a former President or Vice-President of the Conference. The person appointed would be selected from those who were President or Vice-President in the preceding five years prior to the vacancy occurring. In this way the Chair will be someone with knowledge of the Conference and the Connexion, who will have had opportunity to reflect upon the experience and bring that understanding to chairing the Council.  The Chair should not be the immediate Ex-President or Ex-Vice-President or a former President or Vice-President who is a member of the Connexional Team.  The person shall be appointed by the Conference for a period of three years only and not be available for reappointment. This will increase the membership by one. 

5.19
We propose that the Chair of the Council together with the General Secretary, the Secretary of the Council and the Chair of the SRC should be responsible for determining the agenda for each Council meeting.

Recommendation 5

That amendments are brought to Standing Orders to give effect to the proposed changes contained in paragraphs 5.3-5.6 concerning District representation, 5.8-5.10 concerning District Chairs, 5.11-5.12 concerning the Connexional Team, 5.13-5.16 concerning other representatives to the Council and 5.18-5.19 concerning the chairing of the Council.

Conclusion

If the proposals contained in the report are accepted the Council will be made up of:

· Ex officio members
7

· Connexional Treasurer
1

· District Chairs
4

· District representatives
33

· Co-ordinating Secretaries
6

· Chair and representatives of the SRC
3

· Representative of the Diaconal Order
1

· Representatives of the Youth Conference
2

· Representatives of Racial Justice
2

· Conference-appointed persons
4
(See paragraph 5.15)

· Chair of the Council
1

· Observer, Faith and Order Committee
1

This produces a Council with a maximum membership of 64 - a reduction of eight and a consequential lowering of cost, which would be further reduced if the Conference adopts the proposals concerning the number of Council meetings per year. We also believe that the proposals bring a flexibility allowing the Connexion to respond to the changing and developing opportunities. However, reducing costs and the possibility of fewer Standing Orders was not the purpose of the Review. It has been about enabling the Council and other groups to do their work effectively in the interests of the mission and purpose of the Church. The Review Group, in presenting the proposals, believes that what is now before the Conference will assist in that intention.

***RESOLUTIONS

6/1.
The Conference receives the Report of the Review Group on the Methodist Council.

6/2.
The Conference adopts Recommendations 1.1, 1.2, 2, 3.1, 3.2, 4 and 5 in the Report and directs the Law and Polity Committee, in consultation with the Review Group and the Council, to bring appropriate Standing Orders to the Conference of 2006 giving effect to Recommendations 3.2, 4 and 5.

6/3.
The Conference thanks all who have served, or who are currently serving, on the Property and World Church Committees and directs the Methodist Council to find an appropriate way of expressing those thanks to the members of the two committees.  

———————————
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APPENDIX A

Members of the Review Group

Mrs Christine Bellamy – Member of the Council

The Revd J W Wesley Blakey – District Chair, Nottingham and Derby 

Ms Katherine Fox – Member of the Council (Retired 2004)
The Revd Dr Roberta Topham – Circuit Minister

Dr Richard Vautrey – Member of the Council - (Retired 2004)

Mr Ivan Weekes – Former Vice-President of the Conference

The Revd Ian T White (Chair of the Review Group) – Former President of the Conference and member of the Council (Retired 2004)

APPENDIX B

Consultations

The Review Group received comments from:

Members of the Connexional Team, Co-ordinating Secretaries, Council members past and present, the District Chairs’ Meeting, the Connexional Leadership Team, the Strategy and Resources Committee and Chair, the officers and members of the Connexional World Church and Property Committees, Racial Justice Representatives, the Audit Committee, former Presidents and former Vice-Presidents of the Conference (1999-2003), the General Secretary of the Methodist Church, the Secretary of the Methodist Church in Ireland, the Stationing Committee, members of the Faith and Order Committee and the Chair of the Resourcing Mission Grants Committee. Following an invitation, via The Methodist Recorder, responses were received from individual members of the Methodist Church. 

APPENDIX C

Bodies reporting to the Council

1. North Bank Estate

2. Connexional Manse Trustees

3. Methodist Church House

4. Methodist Lay Employees Trust Limited

5. (Annesley House)

6. Connexional Property Committee

7. Wesley College Bristol

8. World Church Committee

9. Cliff College

10. Cliff College Outreach Ltd

11. Queen Victoria Seamen’s Rest

12. Southlands College

13. Southlands Enterprises Ltd

14. Methodist Council Charitable Fund (Southlands)

15. Methodist International Centre

16. London Mission

17. Modern Christian Art Trustees (reports via Creative Arts in Methodism Forum)

18. Invalid Ministers Rest Fund (overseen by Connexional Allowances Committee)

19. LeFroye Yorke (ditto)

20. Methodist Ministers’ Children’s Relief Assocation (ditto)

21. MMCF Special Sons (amalgamated with Trinity Hall Trust 2002)

22. MMCF Trinity Hall Trust (overseen by the Connexional Allowances Committee)

23. Rayleigh Management Committee

24. Necessitous Local Preachers’ Fund (reported as part of the Methodist Church Fund accounts)

25. Network Accounts (ditto)

26. Hartley Victoria College

27. Overseas Guest House (District Charity (Birmingham) responsible for management - delegated by the Methodist Council)

28. Central Buildings, Manchester

29. Methodist Relief and Development Fund

30. Epworth Old Rectory

Other Bodies

From time to time, NCH and Methodist Homes report to the Council.

�  The Methodist Council received the Report of the working party on the Review of the Council at its meeting in April 2005 and resolved to forward it to the Conference.  The Council subsequently gave further thought to the issue of how many members of the Strategy and Resources Committee should be members of the Council.  The sense of the Council’s discussion was captured in a straw poll of the 53 voting members present as follows:


		13 in favour of all members of the SRC remaining as members of the Council;


	10 in favour of the minimum position as proposed by the group;


	20 in favour of a position in between these two extremes.





The working party has given fresh attention to their proposals in the light of these figures and has amended its original proposal that the Chair and one lay person drawn from the elected membership of the Strategy and Resources Committee should be members of the Council.  The revised proposal is that the Chair and two lay persons drawn from the elected members of the Strategy and Resources Committee shall be members of the Council.






