
8.
Accompanied Self-Appraisal

Accompanied Self-Appraisal (ASA), Appraisal and Review for Presbyters and Deacons - where next?

1.
Introduction

1.1 This report is the result of a consultation that was carried out through the summer and autumn of 2005.  It also forms a further response to Memorials 19 (Presbyteral Review) and 20 (Formal Supervision) of 2004 (see Appendix A for the details of these Memorials).  It is offered as the basis for further discussions in the hope that a consensus can be reached on the future of ASA.

1.2 A consultation paper was posted on the Methodist Church website with flyers sent to all presbyters and deacons asking them for their comments.  Copies of the paper were also sent to all District Appraisal Officers (DAO) and the questions were also discussed at the annual ASA consultation process.

1.3 Responses were received from a wide variety of groups and individuals.  There were 108 responses and of those:

Three were from groups of accompanists

Seven were from District Appraisal Groups (DAG)

Five were from mixed district groups, i.e. accompanists, ministers and members of DAG

Five were from individual accompanists

Seven were from individual District Appraisal Officers or trainers

77 were from individual ministers, including one who has retired

One was from a deacon

Two were from circuit staff meetings

One was from a ministerial synod which had been examining ASA independently

1.4
At the same time as this consultation was taking place, the Liverpool District has been piloting a system of annual review.  Details of this scheme were included in the consultation paper and comments have been received on it.  The outcome of this pilot will not be known until the summer of 2006, when it will be evaluated. However, the comments that have been received have been taken into account in this paper.

1.5 The consultation took place because it is ten years since the inception of ASA and six years since it became compulsory.  This time span was enough to allow the scheme to have ‘bedded down’ and for opinions to have been properly formed.  

1.6 One interesting aspect of the comments received was that no-one suggested removing ASA and not replacing it.  Given that there had been a high level of resistance to the original scheme when it was introduced, and continuing 


comment that it does not work, this seems to show a change of culture within the Church.  It seems that some form of appraisal is not only acceptable but expected.  

1.7 The DTI draft statement of Good Practice on Clergy Working Conditions is another factor that has to be taken into account in this review. This is currently being discussed by faith groups and the Government and a final agreed statement is expected by the end of 2006.  It is clear from the draft statement that the final paper is likely to include a requirement for a formal appraisal process in support of the development of the individual minister.

1.8 The form that appraisal should take in future is, however, not so clear cut, as neither the DTI paper nor the consultation replies suggest a simple option.  Outlined below are the options suggested and a suggested way forward.

1.9 The paper ‘ASA Ten Years On’ had four questions in its conclusion and the structure of this report follows those questions.  They were:

· Which of the 4 options listed in paragraph 4.1 above should the Church take?

· What should be the aim of any system?

· If we replace ASA, what should we replace it with?

· Any other comments you wish to make on ASA.

The options in paragraph 4.1 were: 

1. We retain ASA as it is and review it in another five years’ time.

2. We remove ASA completely and replace it with something else.

3. We retain elements of ASA but make the system far more flexible, allowing people to opt out if they can show they are doing something relevant that supports them in ministry and meets the requirements of the Standing Order.

4. We do away with any requirement for appraisal or review.

2.
Which of the four options should the Church take?

2.1
It swiftly became clear from the responses that options 1 and 4 were not considered feasible.  Of the 108 responses, seven stated that we should retain ASA and no one suggested we stop ASA and do not replace it.  

2.2
Such overwhelming support for some form of review process was surprising, and highlights the need for some type of process for support and appraisal.  Of the seven who wished to retain ASA, three were groups of accompanists, two were individual District Appraisal Officers and two were ministers.  

2.3
However, of those seven who stated we should retain ASA, four made suggestions for how we should change the existing system, whilst retaining the underlying ethos.  Some of the suggested changes were so far-reaching that a new system would have emerged; e.g.

· it was suggested that ASA should be a process which was over two years, with three meetings per year and the feedback for the reflection being gathered by a trusted third party; 

· another suggested that there should be meetings through the year, with a more flexible approach to gathering feedback, with the reflection based on standard questions which were similar to those in the Liverpool scheme; 

· another suggested that the scheme should be more flexible, with the questions used in the Liverpool scheme being used as the basis of the discussion, and that the process should be linked with the re-invitations system.

2.4
Such wide-ranging suggested changes, made by people who clearly stated we should retain ASA, point to the fact we do need to change the system we have as it needs to become more relevant to current trends in ministry and the way ministers work.

2.5
Of the remaining 101 responses, ten did not give an opinion on whether we should change the current system, twenty stated that we should aim for a system that is similar to ASA, but with more flexibility, and 71 stated that we should change the system and replace it with some other form of review, but often not suggesting any particular system.

2.6
Before we can explore what sort of processes we need to have in place we have to answer the second question posed in the paper: what is the aim of any appraisal scheme we have in the future?

3.
What should be the aim of any system?

3.1
The original aims of ASA are set out in S.O. 743 (1)(c), which states:

743 Accompanied Self-Appraisal

...

(1)(c) The purpose of that process is to strengthen each such minister or deacon in fulfilling his or her vocation by examining three areas of accountability:

i.) how the minister’s or deacon’s personal calling to ministry is currently experienced;

ii.) the ways in which that vocation is being fulfilled in relation to the Church as a whole;

iii.) the ways in which that vocation is being fulfilled in the particular appointment in which the minister or deacon is currently stationed, or, in the case of a minister or deacon serving in an appointment not within the control of the church or without appointment, the ways in which that vocation is otherwise being fulfilled.


The aid to reflection and Handbook on ASA for ministers and accompanists states that the “purpose of self-appraisal is to help ministers and deacons in the context of their work and vocation to:

· affirm their gifts, achievements and personality;

· step back and take stock;

· reflect on their personal aspirations and needs; and their effectiveness in their daily work;


· to check out their work in their immediate context and in relation to the institutions within which they operate.”

3.2
The Standing Order sets out the three areas of the presbyter’s or deacon’s accountability (within their overarching accountability to God) for the continuing fulfilment of their vocation. The ASA Handbook speaks of the person’s vocation as the context, rather than the subject, of self-appraisal and focuses on some particular areas of reflection. Given these differences of emphasis it is perhaps hardly surprising that different people have taken separate elements out of the definition in the Handbook and highlighted them as the main aim of ASA.  The consultation paper suggested that these differences of approach might be one of the reasons why there has been disaffection with ASA.

3.3
Differences of approach are also apparent in the varied reactions to the concepts of ‘development’ and ‘appraisal’ and to the role of the Circuit in any revised form of ASA. The language of ‘development’ is felt by some to draw too much on secular models of professionalism, while it is welcomed by others as being fully appropriate to the practice of ministry. The language of ‘appraisal’ is even more suspect for some as being too managerial, but welcomed by others as expressing and focusing a proper accountability.

3.4
The concept of vocation in the Standing Order provides a framework for attempting to bring together some of these varied understandings. A helpful starting-point is given by the phrase ‘how the … personal calling … is currently experienced’. This is a dynamic concept of vocation. The deacon or presbyter may see a point in the past when that vocation was first named or affirmed, but its continuing expression is a dynamic process of growth. Changing contexts, whether internal to the individual (learning, personal spiritual change) or external (changes in appointment, changed family circumstances), lead to new experiences and expressions of the fundamental vocation. The continuing fulfilment of vocation is a particular example of ‘growth in grace and holiness’. The language of ‘vocation’ does not therefore contradict the language of ‘development’; but it adds depth and richness to it by acknowledging the individual’s relationship with God and the Church. ‘Development’ in the context of ‘vocation’ is not just about self-improvement but a response to the grace of God. 

3.5
The grace of God is not experienced by the individual in isolation: Methodism affirms the centrality of ‘social grace’. The support and development of any ordained minister can take place only in conjunction with support for and development of the context of their ministry. Presbyters and deacons exercise their ministry within two contexts, collegial and corporate. The collegial context is expressed in their accountability to their peers within the Circuit staff meeting, ministerial Synod and Convocation. The corporate context is expressed in their accountability to the Circuit Meeting and the Conference.  Support therefore needs to be seen in the context of the Circuit, Synod, Convocation, etc, and such support should be the aim of any system.

3.6
Question two in the consultation paper asked specifically what the aim ought to be of any system we have in the future.  Twenty-nine respondents answered this question directly.  

· Two thought the aim should be mainly support and encouragement;

· One felt any system should be for reflection and broadening of outlook;

· One stated it should be for mutual accountability leading to development and support;

· One stated it should be for monitoring being and doing;

· Another that it should include preparation for re-invitation;

· One stated it was for appraisal;

· One stated it should benefit the minister, not the Church;

· 22 stated that it was for development or assessing future training needs.

One person extended their statement that the aim of any system should be for development by stating it should be for “the enhancement of the minister’s personal Christian life and ministerial work”.  Other comments were more specifically related to learning or continuing professional development.  In some cases development was used in a more general sense, i.e. the growth of the individual in ministry.

3.7
This suggests that the aim of any system we have in place in the future should be primarily for development.  Such a system should also support, encourage and affirm the users.  Development is about equipping individuals for the changes which have happened or are happening in the context of their ministry or changes to themselves.  Having development as an aim should also meet the requirements of the DTI best practice guidelines, the draft of which states that faith groups should provide “support for clergy …… to help with ongoing development”. 


The form of that development is not stipulated by the DTI, nor is it commented on by those who responded to the consultation; it could be either formal or informal, in that it might involve training events, or simply allow the individual presbyter or deacon the space and opportunity to reflect and grow.  However defined, this reflects a change from the existing Standing Order.

3.8
In S.O. 743 the emphasis is on reflection on vocation and how that is being worked out in context of the individual’s ministry.  The suggested new aim would be broader and would reflect the future development needs of the individual minister, more than a reflection on vocation repeated each year.  

4.
If we replace ASA, what should we replace it with?

4.1
A number of ministers who replied were at pains to point out that their wish for a change to the system was not a criticism of existing District officers or accompanists, who have been dedicated and sincere.  It was stated by many that they had benefited from the affirmation that they had received from the ASA process.  One minister stated that “the integrity and dedication of accompanists and District officers was not in question but their efforts had been misdirected.”


Nearly 10% of ministers who responded said that the most important part of ASA had been the ability to talk with someone outside their situation.  However, most of them then went on to state that a different system was needed.

4.2
The 108 responses had a number of different suggestions for what type of system we needed in the future.  Those suggestions were:

· two wanted to retain ASA as it is, but with some slight modification;

· six wanted a support system;

· seventeen wanted a hierarchical appraisal system;

· 28 wanted greater flexibility, but over half suggested using the Liverpool scheme questions as a structure for discussions, or with a choice of how they carried out their appraisal and local monitoring;

· Fourteen wanted to use the Liverpool scheme as it has been piloted;

· Four thought the current ASA system should be amended to include the Liverpool questions and steward input;

· Eight suggested peer reviews, and one suggested using the lay worker forms in staff meetings, or with an appraiser;

· Five wanted a system where the minister’s review was linked with Circuit reviews or Circuit Meetings;

· Three wanted District committees to have an oversight of the whole development of each minister;

· Two wanted the system tied more closely with re-invitation;

· One wanted accountability linked with ordination vows;

· One suggested using supernumeraries as mentors;

· 26 had no suggestion for an alternative system, but wanted something other than ASA.

4.3
Some themes emerge from these responses.

4.3.1
A large number of people, 25%, think there should be some flexibility in the system. Flexibility was seen as necessary because each minister is different and therefore will need to seek support and development in different ways.  It became clear that at least half of the presbyters who felt that greater flexibility was called for often had a number of systems in place for their own support and development.  There were a number who had a spiritual director, were in a co-consultancy group, undertook supervision and had a support or feedback group in the Circuit as well.  It is possible to see why ASA would seem a revisiting of ground for such people.  

4.3.2
24% did not specify what type of system they thought would work in the future, but again over half of these stated that they wished for a structured system that allowed for development and support.  

4.3.3
13% said they wanted a hierarchical system with the superintendent appraising other ministers and staff in the Circuit and superintendents appraised by Chairs of District.  Of these, a number suggested that stewards should also be included in the appraisal, either as a means of gaining feedback or of having input into the appraisal.

4.3.4
Although only fourteen said they wished to use the Liverpool scheme as it currently operates, the questions used in this process were pointed to by a number of others as useful for appraisal, whoever carried it out: four suggesting they could be used with an accompanist, and four more in some other form of Circuit-based appraisal or review.  

4.3.5
The Liverpool scheme is a Circuit-based process with annual meetings between the minister and three church or Circuit stewards.  The meeting uses a set of questions, which both parties need to reflect on before the meeting, and then discuss.  The review of this pilot scheme will take place this summer and the outcome will inform this continuing review of ASA.

4.3.6
Some form of peer supervision was suggested by nine people.  This type of review was highlighted by most of the people who asked for greater flexibility, and it was often linked to the idea of co-consultancy where it was listed as one of the options which could be taken up by a minister.  It is not completely clear from the responses what type of peer review is envisaged, but the most likely format which was suggested was a formal process of reflection on some set questions and discussion with a colleague, with the meeting producing a formal development plan which is lodged with someone in the District.  This form would be a record that the review had taken place and provide details of any development that is planned for the next year.  The form would also be the starting point for the following year’s discussions. 

4.4
It is clear that there is no one over-riding suggested outcome from the consultation that can be pointed to as the way forward for an appraisal or review scheme for the Church and its ministers.  Some themes do emerge however, such as the need for some structure in the process, but with a degree of flexibility; the need for a listening ear as a support mechanism for some, which probably needs to be out of the Circuit; but the process needs to contain an element of accountability and this needs to be Circuit-based.  There seems to be equal support for peer review rather than a process staffed by lay people, and the involvement of Circuit or church stewards.  

4.5
A final element that needs to be considered as part of this review is the DTI statement of Good Practice on Clergy Working Conditions.  As has been stated above this will not be finalised until the end of 2006, but the statement is likely to include a requirement for some form of review or appraisal.  The aim of such a process is stated as “the support of clergy over the course of their appointment to help with ongoing development”.  Such an aim marries with the majority view of respondents to our consultation, that development should be the desired aim of any future appraisal process.

4.6
It is clear that the DTI will expect a more formal system than ASA, but it appears that they will allow for different practices in different faith groups and may accept that a system may fulfil the requirement without being a hierarchical, managerial type of appraisal system.  However, some formal type of appraisal will be required which is likely to include annual feedback, objective setting and performance appraisal.  The Church therefore needs to take this into account when developing a system of appraisal for the future.

4.7
Although it seems that we will need to move to a process that is nearer appraisal, such a process does not mean we cannot retain an element of self-appraisal and reflection, nor a system of support. 

5.
Suggested ways forward

5.1
It is clear from the consultation that the aim of any system we have in the future should be the development of deacons and presbyters as they continue to fulfil their vocation in different contexts, but this does not mean the system will fail to support and encourage even if that is seen as the secondary aim.  Any system should be there to benefit the individual minister and it should then, as a corollary, benefit the Church as a whole.

5.2
Given this aim and desired outcome, it is recommended that any scheme needs to help the individual presbyter or deacon reflect on where they are, where they wish to be, and to receive feedback on how they have done.  It is only by considering all of these that a rounded picture can be formed of what development has taken place, what needs to take place for the current role and what would be useful for the future.

5.3
This suggests a process that is more of an appraisal than a self-appraisal.  All modern well-thought-out review or appraisal processes include an element of self-reflection, feedback from others and constructive discussion.  Such a system can work only if it is carried out with the people who know the work of the individual, and this suggests a review process carried out within the Circuit.  For those ministers with District appointments, it suggests a review process that includes those who work closest with them in the District.

5.4
It is not clear from the responses if any system of annual review or appraisal should be formally linked with the re-invitation process.  Although the Liverpool scheme is based on the questions asked at re-invitation and it is a stated aim of the process that it will make re-invitation an easier process, there are no formal links between the two processes.  If ministers were employees under a contract that was reviewed after a set length of time, which is the closest analogy to re-invitation, there would be some form of formal link between appraisal and re-invitation.  However, it is not common practice to share the contents of annual appraisals in those circumstances, and only a brief report would normally be made, either by a report from a personnel or human resources department or by a short report from the individual’s manager.  Usually such reports are factual, with an indication of whether the person’s work has been satisfactory.

5.5
Given the Church’s system of re-invitation, it would be possible for a brief report to be given to the group dealing with the re-invitation process that does not disclose confidential matters.  Any such report would need to be agreed with the minister concerned before it is passed to the re-invitation committee.

5.6
One element of the Liverpool scheme which has received a lot of positive comment is the list of questions set out to be used by the presbyter or deacon in self-reflection, by the stewards for reflection and feedback and then as the basis for discussion.  This process allows for the element of self-reflection, reflection, feedback and discussion that form the basis of all good appraisal systems.  A draft list of possible questions is included as Appendix B, based on the original questions in the Liverpool scheme.

5.7
Another element of the Liverpool scheme that has received positive comment is the use of a facilitator from outside the Circuit.  In the Liverpool case, the role is only one of ensuring that the process works, stepping in only if required.  In a hierarchical system of appraisal, such a role would be considered unnecessary. However, in other appraisal processes a facilitator has a vital role in ensuring the process happens and that one individual view does not dominate the discussion.  It is suggested that the role of facilitator should be introduced to the ministerial review process, the role being one of facilitating the entire review process, and enabling the discussions to be constructive and helpful to all concerned.

5.8
Whilst ministers are reflective practitioners, in any form of review it is useful and helpful to have the feedback of others to inform that reflection.  Often we can be our own harshest critics, and feedback enables us to put our actions and reactions into perspective.  Sometimes we simply do not know how others have perceived our actions, and it is useful to know this before taking further decisions or action.  ASA had a mechanism for feedback, but many have commented that this was not helpful, and in at least one respondent’s case it was cited as being destructive.  Feedback needs to be structured to be fully effective, and the easiest way of doing this is to use a standard set of questions.  The questions developed in the Liverpool review process have received a great deal of support in the replies to the consultation, and it is suggested that similar questions be used as the basis for ministerial review in the future, with the addition of questions for the Circuit and regarding objectives.  Possible questions are included in Appendix B.

5.9
This suggested review or appraisal process has elements that allow for confidentiality to be maintained.  The minister need share only what they wish of their self-reflection, and it can be agreed with those who are the reviewers or appraisers in the Circuit and with the facilitator what information can be shared as the outcome of the review discussions.  The only written outcome may be a statement of the development needs the minister has identified, which could be sent to the person responsible for ministerial development in the District.

5.10
It is suggested that ASA change to become Circuit-based.  It is also suggested that, taking the DTI statement into account, the process becomes more akin to an appraisal or review system rather than self-appraisal.  The process needs to allow for each minister to reflect on and receive feedback about a standard set of questions, and the outcome of this reflection and feedback is discussed in the Circuit with a small group of people, who might be stewards or might be a group of people agreed between the Circuit staff and the Circuit Meeting, and a facilitator. 
5.11
Ministers who have District appointments could use the same system of appraisal with people with District-wide roles taking on the responsibility for feedback and discussion.  For Chairs of District, the people who carry out this role of feedback and discussion could be those on the Chair’s Nomination Panel.  

5.12
Some ministers may believe that it would not be possible to have an appraisal or a review discussion with people in their Circuit, perhaps because of a clash of personalities.  Appraisal is not a way of dealing with such a problem but the suggested scheme might highlight the issues early on in an appointment.  This might allow the issues to be dealt with before the position becomes irredeemable.  

5.13
One feature of ASA, which was not an intended outcome, has been the affirmation and support that most deacons and presbyters state they have received from their accompanist.  The Church needs to recognise the importance of support and affirmation for all those who work for it or are members, but especially ministers, who often feel isolated in their roles.  

5.14
Whilst the suggested review process set out above should offer affirmation and support, it may be that further support is needed by presbyters and deacons.  Presbyters and deacons currently find support from many different people and in many different forms, as we have listed above.  The element of self-reflection in the suggested appraisal process could form the basis for discussion in any of the support mechanisms ministers use – it is a natural place to bring the outcome of such reflection.  This type of support automatically offers confidentiality, as the minister need share only what they wish of their reflection, and that which is shared should remain with the individual or group which has received it.  

5.15
It is suggested therefore that the Church strongly encourages all presbyters and deacons to seek support outside their Circuit appointment.  This may take the form of spiritual direction, a support group, non-management supervision, co-consultancy, or some other form of peer support.  Deacons already do have spiritual directors and may not feel the need to add further levels of support.  It may be that some ministers may wish to continue with their accompanist as their supporter, but that should not be insisted upon.

5.16
Those presbyters and deacons in an appointment not in the control of the Church, or those who work in the Connexional Team, will normally receive an appraisal as part of their job or role.  They would not be expected to undertake a further appraisal but they should ensure that at some point during the year they reflect on how they are fulfilling their vocation. This may form part of the work appraisal or it could be something they do by self-reflection or through whatever support mechanism they have. Ministers in these roles also need to ensure they have adequate support.  It is recommended that people in such roles ensure they have support in the form they feel is most appropriate, e.g. a support group in their local church, a supervisor, spiritual direction, co-consultancy, etc.  
6.
Conclusion

6.1
The aim of this paper has been to reflect on the outcome from the consultation process and therefore it has not set out a detailed process for future appraisal schemes for ministers in the Church.  It has set out a suggested outline scheme for the future.

6.2
It is recommended that:

i) There is a formal review or appraisal process that is Circuit- or District-based, using a standard set of questions, with input from a group of people in the Circuit (possibly stewards), facilitated by an outside person (the facilitator being appointed by the District).  All involved will need to receive adequate training.

ii) Presbyters and deacons are strongly encouraged to seek support, which may be outside their geographical area, in a form that suits their requirements.

iii) Ministers in appointments not under the control of the Church should also ensure they have appropriate, adequate support outside their role and an opportunity to reflect on their continuing vocation.

***Resolutions

8/1.
The Conference receives the Report and directs that it be its further reply to Memorials 19 and 20 of 2004.

8/2.
The Conference adopts the recommendations in section 6 of the Report and directs the Methodist Council to bring a further report to the Conference of 2007 concerning their implementation.
8/3.
The Conference directs the Methodist Council to continue its work on a review of further aspects of appraisal, supervision and review for presbyters and deacons and to bring a further report with firm recommendations for adoption to the Conference of 2007.

Appendix A (Memorials)

1.
Memorial 19 (2004) - Presbyteral Review


The Stockton (13/3) Circuit Meeting (Present: 59. Vote: 53 for, 3 against) requests that a formal Circuit review process be established for each presbyter stationed in the Circuit two years after arrival, and at specific points beyond that.  The purpose is to address issues of priority and thrust of ministry and to deal with any misunderstandings between churches and presbyter, well before the point of re-invitation is reached.


Reply of the 2004 Conference


The Conference thanks the Stockton Circuit for the Memorial. It notes that Standing Order 781 provides for an initial discussion of how a presbyter might best be deployed and for subsequent reviews of that deployment. It understands that work will be done to provide guidance material as to good practice in such reviews. It also understands that there is a continuing related debate about the connections between accompanied self-appraisal, spiritual direction and supervision (whatever form that supervision may take, e.g. peer supervision, co-consultancy, etc).  This debate was furthered at this year’s consultations with District Appraisal Officers, District Appraisal Trainers and the Formation in Ministry Office, and the conclusion was reached that a review needs to be carried out in this area. The question of whether the concerns of the Stockton Circuit can best be met by a formal Circuit review process or some other means will be added to the remit of that review.


Due to restricted resources, this review is planned for winter 2005 and a report will be made to the Conference of 2006. 

2.
Memorial 20 (2004) - Formal Supervision


The Oxford and Leicester Synod (M) (Present: 71. Vote: 61 for, 10 against) notes the requirement in Standing Order 724(3)(ii) for probationers to receive formal supervision.  The Synod believes this should be encouraged for all ministers as a valuable aspect of continuing development in ministry.  The Synod therefore invites the Conference to request the Formation in Ministry Office to explore the implications of facilitating formal supervision for ministers, to consider the relationship between such provision, spiritual direction and the present system of accompanied self-appraisal, and to report to the Conference of 2005.


Reply of the 2004 Conference


The Probationers Handbook states that: 


“The aim of supervision is to assist the probationer in developing healthy, appropriate patterns of work and life style, where practical skills, knowledge, ministerial experience and spiritual life are integrated.  This involves developing skills in, and the habit of, reflective practice.”


This supervision is carried out by the superintendent of the Circuit or some other minister who is suitably qualified and to whom the superintendent is able to delegate the responsibility.  Such supervision will be intensive when the probationer is first stationed but will reduce as the individual becomes more able, and is likely to cease before ordination.  It is recommended in the Probationers Handbook that meetings are held every week at the beginning of a probationer’s ministry, but reduce in number as time goes on and the probationer gains skills and knowledge.  


Currently this form of supervision that is designed to induct people into public ministry is replaced after ordination with accompanied self-appraisal. There are, however, other forms of supervision which might be more appropriate for those who have been received into Full Connexion and ordained. There is therefore a continuing debate about the connections between accompanied self-appraisal, spiritual direction and supervision (whatever form that supervision may take, e.g. peer supervision, co-consultancy, etc.).  This debate was furthered at this year’s consultations with District Appraisal Officers, District Appraisal Trainers and the Formation in Ministry Office, and the conclusion was reached that a review needs to be carried out in this area.


Due to restricted resources, this review is planned for winter 2005 and a report will be made to the Conference of 2006.

Appendix B (Suggested Questions for Circuit Review)
Questions for Personal Reflection by the minister

1.
Do I believe myself still called of God to ministry and how have I fulfilled that calling?

2.
What has happened in my prayer, Bible-reading and study?

3.
How well do I relate to those with whom I work, both lay and ordained?

4.
How have I exercised my leadership role in the Church?

5.
Am I comfortable working within the discipline of the Church?

6.
Do I have any personal pastoral needs?

Questions for the minister

Over the past year:

1.
What contribution have I made to the ministry, spiritual life and mission of the church?  How has God used me?

2.
What contribution have I made to the wider community?

3.
What have I enjoyed in my ministry?

4.
What have I found difficult in my ministry?

5.
What did the role call for and 

a)
how have I needed to use my skills and strengths to enhance the mission of the church(es) in my care?

b)
which of my skills and strengths have not been used?

6.
Have I been aware of any particular weaknesses, or situations in which I have been ill-equipped or in which I have struggled?

7.
What further training or development do I need to consider?

8.
What objectives did I agree last year and have I met them?

9.
What objectives would I like to agree for the year ahead and who might need to know about them?

Questions for the Circuit or District

Over the past year:

1.
What contribution has the minister made to the ministry, spiritual life and mission of the church?

2.
What contribution has the minister made to the wider community?

3.
What do you appreciate about her/his ministry?

4.
Are there ways in which the minister should change her/his focus and/or emphasis in ministry?

5.
Could the gifts and skills of the minister be better used to enhance the mission of the church/Circuit/District?

6.
What questions does this discussion raise for the Circuit or the Circuit Leadership Team?

7.
What objectives were agreed for last year and how well have they been met?

8.
What objectives should be agreed for the coming year and who needs to know about them?

9.
In what areas of training and development does the Circuit need to support this minister?
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