MC/09/02

Connexional Leaders’ Forum
Basic Information

	Contact Name and Details
	Martyn Atkins x 5146

General Secretary - and thereby convenor of the CLF

	Status of Paper
	Final

	Action Required
	Part i) Information/Discussion; Part ii) Decision

	Draft Resolution


	The Council directs the Connexional Leaders’ Forum to include in the Mapping a Way Forward: Regrouping for Mission processes the review of the district pattern and structures, retaining a clear focus on the mission of God and continuing to explore and implement ways in which contemporary Methodism might be reshaped to play an ever greater part in God’s mission. 

	Alternative Options to Consider, if Any
	Refusing to give permission!


Summary of Content

	Subject and Aims


	To request the Methodist Council for permission to change the terms relating to MaWF in order to permit the Connexional Leaders Forum (CLF) to pursue a wider, more flexible and possibly speedier agenda relating to MaWF processes

	Main Points
	A short report, no main points necessary.

	Background Context and Relevant Documents (with function)
	Short report: not necessary

	Consultations


	This request arises from CLF. It was discussed at SRC and comes to Council with the backing and support of this Committee.


Summary of Impact 

	Standing Orders
	None anticipated as a direct result of agreeing the request, though outcomes of MaWF will probably indirectly result in new SO’s being written and emendations to existing SO’s.  

	Faith and Order
	None anticipated as an immediate result of agreeing this request.

	Financial
	No direct bearing on current budget processes.

	Personnel
	None

	Legal 
	None known

	Wider Connexional
	A continuing engagement with the Connexion at every level.

	External (e.g. ecumenical)
	Potentially, yes.

	Risk
	Conference disagrees or disputes decision.


Methodist Council Agenda - Connexional Leaders’ Forum (CLF)

(i) A brief report of a meeting of the CLF: 6-7 January 2009 at Hothorpe Hall - TO NOTE

1  The CLF discussed the following issues:

a) Local Preachers (LP): policy issues

2  A briefing sheet was tabled which stimulated an open and productive conversation about a number of issues such as Faith & Worship (its continuing value, the need for greater flexibility and fluidity of LP training and use of APEL - Accreditation of Prior Experience and Learning – in relation to LP training and accreditation); Ecumenical partnerships in terms of both learning from other Churches with lay preaching/reader ministries and working ecumenically in relation to future LP materials and development. There was wide support for the view that current LP training was too ‘front loaded’, which disabled and discouraged in several ways, and did not require sufficient further development and training. A system less ‘front loaded’ but which required unequivocal commitment by LP’s to continuing training and development was favoured. The role of Regional Training Networks in relation to LP training and development, and the continuing role of the Connexional Team, were also discussed.

3  It became clear that LP training could not be divorced from related but wider issues about strategic development of other Authorised Ministries, such as worship leaders, and also a Connexional Team prioritising whole-life discipleship for all Methodist people. 

4  It was agreed that the possibility of a project to take these wider issues forward be explored.  A small group would therefore be set up to a) reflect on the implications of the discussion about LP issues and b) identify the wider, connected issues that would need to be a part of such a project, and report to a future CLF.  It was agreed that the President and the General Secretary would draw a group together to do this preliminary work. 

5  In the immediate and short term, the Connexional Team was asked to continue its work in supporting the current LP processes, and was strongly encouraged to be pro-actively flexible in that work in a time of transition. (See separate Council Agenda item 23.)

b) Diaconal and Presbyteral Stationing

6  Discussions had begun about how to bring diaconal and presbyteral stationing processes more closely together.   The CLF discussed this in groups.  The implementation work being done following the Stationing Review Group, and the Stationing Committee will pick up these issues.  It was felt that this opportunity for further coalescence of processes needed to be grasped and that flexibility should be maintained.

c) Liaison with URC

7  It was reported that the suggestion that there should be cross-representation on the URC Mission Council and the Methodist Council, and the possibility of a joint meeting of Mission Council and Methodist Council in  autumn 2010 had been warmly affirmed by the Mission Council.  The CLF was supportive of this positive response and discussed ways whereby regional partnerships with the URC might be sustained and further developed. (See separate Council Agenda item 19.)

d) There was a report on Presidents/Vice-Presidents event, and an

e) Update on the Companions scheme

f) Christine Elliott reported on significant and moving visits to the UN for advocacy week and to the All Africa Council of Churches.  

g) Financial support for overseas ministers

8  It was a matter of ongoing concern that ministers who are stationed from overseas are often not entitled to tax and other credits and how they might be compensated for that.  It was recognised that this issue is on the agenda of the next Stationing Committee. It was also noted that work undertaken to calculate the overall additional costs relating to overseas ministers serving in the British connexion suggests the sums are considerable. A further conversation, dealing with the wider implications and complex issues relating to overseas ministers serving in the British connexion was agreed as an agenda item for a future meeting of CLF.

h) Connexionality and Subsidiarity

9  Based on a discussion paper from Martyn Atkins, there was a wide-ranging discussion on this subject.  Some of the points that were made focused on the training forums and their relation to each other and to the connexion as a whole. There was some concern about the changes in the Connexional Team following the Team Focus process, and whether that meant that there are now too many demands placed on circuits/districts.  There were some practical suggestions as to how the districts could help the Connexional Team in this. Overall it was clear that the CLF desired a healthy balance and greater clarity in respect of what was properly Connexional and rightly subsidiary. It was recognised that further and continuing work was needed in this respect.

i) Launch of EDEV

10  The expected formal launch of EDEV has not yet taken place. EDEV is being delivered differently in different places.  More time is needed to get this right.

(Note: since the CLF met, meetings between Training Officers (and District Development Enablers) and Connexional Team staff have taken place, and greater clarity gained about what is regarded as a priority issue  area, and one about which there are clearly a wide range of models operating and resources being developed.  It has been decided that
a) TO’s are the prime route for delivery of EDEV, including working with others; 

b) A Google group (used by some TO’S) will be now used by the whole TO network as a communication/shared good practice route.

c) In addition to this, the Discipleship and Ministries cluster will set up dedicated web pages for TOs. 

d) Consequently it would now seem counter productive to offer a ‘Connexional’ leaflet, launch and website for something which has already started to grow through local delivery which better meets locally identified needs. We therefore suggest that we do not proceed with offering anything other than serious space for all that has been done already and allow that to grow ergonomically in the months to come. This also affirms and values the work already being undertaken. It takes the network seriously and doesn't undermine their role and collaborative Connexionality and work practices.)

j) Mapping a Way Forward 

11  In small groups, members of CLF shared stories about ‘where they are’ in the Mapping a Way Forward process and what would be helpful for CLF to do next.  It was felt that it was no longer helpful that the process is focusing solely on local churches and circuits. There now needs to be some reflection on how the processes might affect districts and what structures there might be between (larger) circuits and the connexion.  It was agreed to ask the Council for permission to broaden the remit of Mapping a Way Forward in advance of the timescale that had previously been agreed.
(ii) 
Mapping a Way Forward: Regrouping for Mission – FOR DECISION

12  Mapping a Way Forward: Regrouping for Mission (MaWF) is the phrase describing various processes of managing change in a way faithful to Our Calling and guided by the Priorities of the Methodist Church. It was introduced by the then General Secretary in a report to the Methodist Council in October 2006 (MC/06/103), and as a result of earlier discussions at (what was then) the Connexional Leadership Team (CLT) and the Strategy and Resources Committee (SRC). The Council discussed the report in groups, comments were collated, and a revised report came to Council in January 2007 and was again discussed. The relevant minute reads as follows: 

07.1.7       Report back on Mapping a Way Forward: Regrouping for Mission (MC/07/12)
This work is an attempt to bring together the circuit and district reviews that are already happening, and the reviewing of the number of circuits and districts.  The Chairs’ Meeting had made some comments on this (paragraph 3 of MC/07/32).  David Deeks agreed to rewrite the message for Chairs (the first page of MC/07/12), weaving in the comments made by the Chairs’ Meeting.  The paper will then be issued in the name of the Council.  

13  The minute alludes to concerns in CLT and the Chairs meeting which were expressed at Council. Put simply the concerns focused on the speed and extent of review, and potential changes to our structures. There was an awareness that review at a ‘connexional level’ was underway through both Team Focus processes and the Review of Conference, and in order not to be overwhelmed by change at every ‘level’ of the Church, all happening at the same time, the CLT and Chairs requested Council that ‘districts’ be removed from the processes of review at that time.  The Council agreed and the necessary rewriting took place. The resulting report, Mapping a Way Forward: Regrouping for Mission appeared in the Conference Agenda of 2007. It contained the following resolutions, all of which were agreed by the Conference.

9.  Review of the Districts
9.1   The Council proposes that the present pattern of Districts is sustained more or less in its current form for five years, to be the stable network of oversight structures within which circuit change is explicitly encouraged.
9.2   During these five years, ongoing cross-district co-operation and sharing of resources are encouraged wherever possible.  Further development of district structures may emerge, in the spirit of the changes in the south-east area of England (the Bedfordshire, Essex and Hertfordshire, London and South East districts) and in the Methodist Church in Wales.  The very small Districts may network together and substantially link their life with neighbouring larger Districts.  All this is to happen through natural evolution and ‘light touch’ encouragement.
9.3   In five years’ time or so, the Conference will be invited by the Council radically to review the district pattern and structures, to discern what is needed for the following decades.

14  In January 2007 the Council directed CLT to take a lead in developing the MaWF processes. Since that time MaWF has been pursued in churches and circuits in every Methodist district, and updates and report of progress have been a required agenda item of the Connexional Leaders’ Forum (CLF - the successor of CLT) and SRC. Engagement in the processes of review and audit undertaken with a mission lens has inevitably produced new insights and ‘ways forward’, and as a result many exciting developments have emerged and continue to do so. 

15  At a meeting of CLF in September 2008 it became clear that MaWF had benefited from its original, relatively defined remit, but was now increasingly outgrowing it, and more fluid, flexible, contextual processes were discerned as being required. This was reiterated at the CLF in January 2009 (see (i) (j) of this report), at which the ‘artificiality’ of leaving the review of districts outside MaWF processes was identified. As a result, and without pre-judging any outcomes for districts, the General Secretary, as convenor of CLF, was invited to request the Methodist Council for permission to fully include ‘districts’ in the unfolding review and regrouping processes of MaWF as soon as possible. The following suggested resolution might help:

The Council requests the Connexional Leaders’ Forum to include in the Mapping a Way Forward – Regrouping for Mission processes the review of the district pattern and structures, retaining a clear focus on the mission of God and continuing to explore and implement ways in which contemporary Methodism might be reshaped to play an ever greater part in God’s mission. 

16  Should Council agree it is hoped this would take effect immediately, being reported to the CLF meeting in March 2009. Also, should Council agree, the decision would be reported to Conference 2009, with a request for the agreement of Conference, and together with appropriate procedures dealing with the changes requiring to be made in light of the resolutions of the Conference of 2007 reproduced above.

17  It is important to note that there are potential ramifications of this resolution, if adopted. For example, District Development Enablers (DDE’s), though Council employees, are overseen by Districts. DDE’s have recently been appointed to responsibilities located mainly in existing District boundaries and structures, and often for a contracted length of employment relating to the ‘5 year period’. There may be other ramifications not currently realised.  My view is that such ramifications can be managed properly and honourably, and should not, of themselves, prevent the Council adopting the above Resolution if it deems it to be right in respect of the positive development of the MaWF process and the mission of our Church.

Martyn Atkins

