
68.
Memorials

MEMORIALS TO THE CONFERENCE
Notes for the Guidance of Members of the Conference

1.  Preparing for the Conference.  Members of the Conference will discover two lists of memorials in this section of their Agenda. The first list consists of all memorials to be presented to the Conference. By reading through this list before the Conference, members may judge the main concerns currently felt in the Connexion, and the strength of opinion represented.

To aid the Conference in its task, the Methodist Council appoints each year a Memorials Committee drawn from members of the Conference. This Committee, which meets in May, includes representatives of the Connexional Team, main committees and Synods.  The replies to memorials have been drafted by members of the Connexional Team and have been scrutinised by the Memorials Committee.  In some cases, these replies have been amended by the Committee.  The Committee therefore recommends all the replies as printed in the Agenda.   

Under each memorial, or group of very similar memorials in the first list, members will find printed a recommended reply. The Conference binds itself [in the Rules of Procedure printed at the beginning of Volume One of the Agenda, see S.O. 133(4)] either to confirm this recommendation as its reply, to amend it, or to agree to an alternative proposed reply.

The second list consists of the titles of memorials referred by previous Conferences to the Methodist Council or to other committees, where a report upon the matter generally or upon specific action taken was required to be brought back to a subsequent Conference.  The reports which are required to be brought to this year’s Conference appear in the Agenda as indicated in the list. 

2.  During the Conference.  Responsibility for presenting memorials and moving recommended replies lies with the Memorials Secretary for that Session of the Conference. At the start of the Conference business, the Memorials Secretary formally presents both lists, thus drawing attention to their presence in the Agenda. The majority of the memorials have been provisionally placed in the en bloc business of the Conference.  Notice has been given by the Secretary of the Conference as to how items may be withdrawn from en bloc business for debate by the Conference.  [See Standing Order 136(2A), set out in the Rules of Procedure at the front of Volume One.]

On the daily Order Paper, members will find listed those memorials not included in en bloc business which it is anticipated will be dealt with in association with the related section of business.  A member of the Conference who considers that there is some reason for a Memorial to be dealt with in some other context has the right to propose that the item in question should be taken at that point.
When the Memorials Secretary moves a recommended reply, any member of the Conference has the right to move an amendment or the substitution of a totally different reply.  Notice of this must be given by the end of Monday’s business.  The reason for requiring notice is that the Conference is given the advantage of having the proposed form of words printed in the daily Order Paper, and 

consequently in the hands of every Conference member.  However, members are urged to give notice of their intention to move an amendment as early as possible and not to wait until the deadline, as there may be a number of memorials which need to be dealt with, in connection with the related business, early in the week.  If the recommended reply is simply rejected an acceptable alternative must, then or later, be put to and agreed by the Conference.

Any two members of the Conference may, by notice of motion submitted on the first day of the relevant Session, propose that, instead of dealing with the Committee’s recommended replies in the ordinary course of business, the Conference shall debate a resolution based on one or more of the memorials.

In some of its responses, the Memorials Committee makes no comment on the substance of a memorial, but indicates that the reply of the Conference is given in other resolutions of the Conference.  This kind of response does not mean that the Memorials Committee has not taken seriously the points made in the memorial.  It means that another body, appointed by the Conference, has dealt with this matter and is bringing a considered report to the Conference.  Debate on its report gives the Conference an opportunity to discuss the issues raised by the memorial.

The Memorials Secretary, Katherine Fox, is responsible for notifying each Synod and Circuit of the reply of the Conference to its memorial. Throughout each session, the Memorials Secretary is available to any member of the Conference for consultation on any matter affecting memorials and the procedures described above. For example, if any member wishes to challenge the recommended reply of the Committee, the Memorials Secretary is willing to advise on how and when to propose either an amendment or the substitution of a different reply.

GENERAL SECRETARY

M1
Our Calling and Prayer
The Peterborough Circuit (23/21) Meeting (Present: 53.  Voting: 51 for, 0 against) noted that there is no mention of prayer in Our Calling in this year when we are encouraged to Pray without Ceasing and, recognising that we need God with us and in us so that we can live more Christ-like lives, we request that the Conference adds prayer to Our Calling so that it begins this way:

‘The calling of the Methodist Church is to respond to the gospel of God’s love in Christ and prayerfully live out its discipleship in worship and mission.’

Reply

The Conference thanks the Peterborough Circuit for highlighting the continuing significance of prayer in the life and mission of the Church.

The sentence cited by the Peterborough Circuit Meeting is the 1996 Statement of Purpose of the Methodist Church, which prefaced some brief notes expounding in turn ‘worship’ and ‘mission’.  The notes on worship, while not using the word ‘prayer’, indicate the meaning of prayer and worship.

The Our Calling process was adopted by the Conference in 2000.  Its four interconnected themes (often summarised as worship, learning and caring, service and evangelism) are not intended to refer explicitly to every possible aspect of the Church’s worship and mission.  Their intention is to provide a sufficient shared understanding of the Church’s purpose to enable churches and Circuits to review their life and identify targets, objectives and plans which will enable them to live out their calling in the specific circumstances of their local context.

The Priorities for the Methodist Church (2004) indicate explicitly the importance of underpinning everything the Church does with God-centred worship and prayer.

The Conference therefore concludes that the amendment requested by the Peterborough Circuit Meeting is implicit in the work the Conference has already done.

M2
Our Calling and Prayer

The Oxford and Leicester Synod (R) (Present: 135 Vote for: 132; against: 1) notes that there is no mention of prayer in Our Calling. In this year when we are encouraged to Pray without Ceasing, and recognising that we need God with us and in us so that we can live more Christ-like lives, we request that the Conference adds prayer to Our Calling so that it begins this way: ‘The calling of the Methodist Church is to respond to the gospel of God’s love in Christ and prayerfully to live out its discipleship in worship and mission.’

Reply

The Conference makes the same reply as to M1.

M3
Recognition of Retiring Ministers
The Southampton Synod (R) (Present: 212.  Voting: 164 for, 25 against) respectfully invites the Conference to consider whether its current practice of sending a letter to presbyters and deacons as they retire from the active ministry is a worthy affirmation of their service to the Methodist Church.  It asks the Conference to initiate a review of current practice to include an exploration of the alternatives, including certificates, together with a consideration as to whether it would be appropriate to take action in retrospect to affirm those who have already retired.

Reply

The Conference thanks the Southampton District Synod for highlighting the importance of affirming presbyters and deacons as they retire from the active ministry.

If the Conference endorses this concern by accepting this Memorial, it will be referred to the Council and then to the Connexional Team for detailed exploration.  The Team may then invite the Southampton District to form a group to propose ways forward, in consultation with a Team member, both in respect of ministers and deacons retiring from 2007 onwards and in respect of those who have retired prior to that date.  Such proposals will come to the Council for decision and, if necessary, for implementation.

The Conference accepts the Memorial.

M4
Healing

The Birmingham Synod (M) (Present 196.  Voting: 195 for, 1 against), bearing in mind the centrality of healing in the ministry of Jesus and the apostles, notes the absence of reference to healing in the Methodist Church’s priorities. It requests the Conference to instruct the Methodist Council to ensure that appropriate reference to healing be included in forthcoming statements of priority and mission. In addition, bearing in mind the stress on healing in the ministry of Jesus as recorded in the Gospels, it asks the Conference to instruct the Faith and Order Committee to prepare a report which will indicate how health and healing can be better understood, nurtured and encouraged as a key focus of ministry and mission in the life of the Church.

Reply

The Conference thanks the Birmingham District Synod for underscoring the centrality of the ministry of healing.

The Conference refers the Synod to a wealth of reports and resources on healing that were produced in the early 1990s and the ongoing work, in Methodism and ecumenically, on this theme.  Illustrations include Healing and Wholeness: The Churches’ Role in Health (WCC); Conference reports on Limited Resources – Unlimited Demand and Health Issues in Ministry: Assessment and Support (1995); and resources produced by or commended by the connexional Health and Healing Advisors over the period, up to the inclusion of a section of Healing and Reconciliation Services in The Methodist Worship Book.  The Conference therefore considers that there is no immediate need for a further report on this subject; but notes that the Faith and Order Committee is currently giving consideration to the theological understanding of the related issue of disability.

The Conference never intended Priorities for the Methodist Church to be a comprehensive ordering of specific ministries.  There are many other hugely important activities and concerns of the Church that receive no explicit mention in the Priorities.   What the Priorities sought to achieve, through a wide-ranging consultative process, was the re-statement of one over-riding challenge, supported by a small number of priority themes which merit imaginative attention and significant resourcing if the Church is to be reshaped in response to the over-riding challenge and enabled to engage creatively with contemporary society.  Each of the supporting priority themes is capable of varied exploration and expression in the many parts of the Connexion.  The ministry of healing can significantly contribute to God-centred worship and prayer, to community development and action for justice, and to the nurture in the Church of a culture which is people-centred and flexible.

The Conference declines the Memorial.

CONFERENCE AND COMMUNICATION

M5
District Levy On Circuit Advance Fund
The Woking and Walton-on-Thames (3/29) Circuit Meeting (Present: 25.  Voting: unanimous) welcomes the attempt of the Connexion to release resources through the levy on Circuit Advance Funds, and recognises that Circuit Advance Funds should indeed be used for the advance of the gospel and not simply the gathering of interest.

The Circuit Meeting, however, wishes to raise its concern that in providing a ‘blanket’ levy, there is no recognition that Circuits may have agreed spending on major projects such as the building of a new church, the purchase of a new manse, or the employing of additional staff to strengthen the mission of the Circuit. As a consequence, long-term financial commitments, where expenditure is agreed over more than one financial year, can be significantly eroded by the levy over a period of years.

The Woking and Walton-on-Thames Circuit requests that the Resourcing Mission Office reviews the District levy and brings revised Standing Orders to the Methodist Conference of 2007 enabling Circuits, with the District’s permission, to have a portion (or all) of the Circuit Advance Fund levy suspended if a genuine capital or mission-based scheme is in progress (and not just imagined).

Reply

The Conference thanks the Woking and Walton-on-Thames Circuit meeting for raising its concerns. It believes that there are already provisions within Standing Orders which address some of these issues. Standing Order 973 allows for any levies from the proceeds of sale of a building previously paid to the Connexional Advance and Priority Fund to be recovered by a Circuit up to the cost of the scheme when a replacement scheme for the building is put in place within a five-year period. Moreover, under Standing Order 955(2), Circuits are able to make withdrawals of up to £10,000 annually from their Circuit Advance Funds for any Methodist purpose, and without the need for approval in most cases. 

So far as the annual contributions to District Advance Funds levied on Circuit Advance Funds under Standing Order 955(6) are concerned, they are intended to allow for a release and re-distribution of Methodist funds for mission within a District or any of its constituent Circuits. A Circuit is still able to put forward proposals to the district Policy Committee for the release of District Advance Fund money to support work in the Circuit.

The 2006 Conference Agenda contains a report about the implications of the Charities Statement of Recommended Practice (SORP) that proposes a change in policy concerning the way that commitments to make future payments from connexional funds in terms of grants or other expenditure are made and accounted for in the connexional budgets.  If this change is accepted for connexional funds, further work will have to be done about how it might apply to district, circuit and other funds. In particular this will allow genuine future commitments to be taken into account in determining the balance in a circuit Advance Fund that is subject to the levy for the district Advance Fund.  

The Conference is also aware that the issues of the inter-relationship of circuit, district and connexional funds with regard to the funding of major property or mission and ministry projects or other long-term financial commitments are also being considered in some of the ground-clearing reviews set up by the Joint Secretaries’ Group as part of the Team Focus process of implementing the Priorities for the Methodist Church. Of particular relevance are the reviews of Connexional Budget-setting Processes, and of Grant-making Processes and Criteria. The outcome of these reviews will be co-ordinated and any proposals brought for consideration to the Methodist Council. 

The Conference believes that these existing developments and current provisions address the concerns of the Woking and Walton-on-Thames Circuit better than a suspension of the District levy on circuit Advance Funds, and therefore declines the Memorial. 

M6
Membership of Synod
The North Wales Synod (M) (Present: 33.  Voting: unanimous) asks that, given the present climate of increasing inter-District co-operation and shared appointments, attention should be given to:

· reviewing the impact of S.O. 410 (2) and S.O. 410 (3) on Synod membership; 

· identifying ways in which those who are appointed to more than one District can become members in each of those Districts’ Synods. 

This memorial was also received from the representative session of the Synod.  Present: 65.  Voting: unanimous.

Reply

A report containing proposals to amend Standing Orders concerning the membership of Synods in a way which addresses the issues raised by the North Wales Synod is to be found elsewhere in the Conference Agenda. The reply of the Conference will therefore be contained in the Resolutions of the Conference.

M7
Consultation Periods for Conference Reports
The Sevenoaks (4/16) Circuit Meeting (Present: 20.  Voting: unanimous) asks that when Conference papers are sent down to churches and Circuits for discussion a minimum period of six weeks is allowed for the written response.

Reply

The Conference thanks the Sevenoaks Circuit for its concern. It agrees that where churches and Circuits are being formally consulted as governance bodies on a draft proposal, good practice would require that at least six weeks be allowed for response, but that where individuals or other interested parties are being invited to contribute or respond to work in progress a shorter period may be necessary.   

M8
The Communication of Conference Reports
The Birmingham Sutton Park (5/4) Circuit Meeting (Present: 63.  Voting: 62 for, 1 against) regrets the decision not to publish the booklet Over to You containing reports of the Conference of 2005.  This booklet has been an important means of making major Conference reports accessible to the Methodist people.  It has been significant in promoting discussion in Church Council.  The Circuit Meeting urges the Conference to agree to publish the booklet for at least the next three years from the Conference of 2006.

Reply

The decision not to produce the booklet Over to You in 2005 was taken because major reports such as Time to Talk of God, Domestic Abuse and In the Spirit of the Covenant were being made available following the Conference in separate and specially-designed editions, whilst those on The Nature of Oversight and What Sort of Bishops? were being produced in electronic format together with Study Guides and a slide presentation introducing them. Moreover, all the reports of the Conference are available on the Methodist Church website, an extended record of the Conference was produced in the Minutes of Conference, and a digest containing information about the major business of the Conference and where the material could be found was sent to all Districts in time for distribution at the September Synods. 

The Conference recognises that the print version of Over to You may still play a valuable role in the future, and believes that a decision should be made about its production each year depending on the type and amount of material that needs to be made available. 

M9
Representation of Chaplains on Conference
The Southampton Synod (R) (Present: 212.  Voting: 172 in favour, 22 against) asks the Conference, when debating the proposals for amending the constitution of the Conference contained in the Review of the Conference Report, to amend these so that there are separate seats for a Forces Chaplain and a Workplace Chaplain. Synod recognises the need to reduce the overall size of the Conference but feels that it is important for these categories of ministry to be represented in their own right.

Reply

A report on the Review of the Methodist Conference containing proposals on this matter and the reasons for them is to be found elsewhere in the Conference Agenda. The reply of the Conference will therefore be contained in the resolutions of the Conference.

M10
Representation of Women’s Network on Conference
The Southampton Synod (R) (Present: 212.  Voting: 155 in favour, 36 against) asks the Conference, when considering the proposals for amending the constitution of the Conference contained in the Review of the Conference Report, to amend these so as to include a seat for the Connexional Women’s Network President. Synod recognises the need to reduce the overall size of the Conference but feels that it is important for Women’s Network to be represented in this way.

Reply 

A report on the Review of the Methodist Conference containing proposals on this matter and the reasons for them is to be found elsewhere in the Conference Agenda. The reply of the Conference will therefore be contained in the resolutions of the Conference.

M11
Representation of Women’s Network on Conference
The York and Hull Synod (R) (Present: 183.  Voting: 166 for, 10 against) reaffirms the Conference decision of 2003 that the President of Women’s Network should be an ex-officio member of the Conference, and requests the Conference to maintain that position.

Reply

The Conference makes the same reply as to M10.

M12
Representation of Women’s Network on Conference

The Oxford and Leicester Synod (R) (Present: 135; Vote for: 101; against: 6) makes strong recommendation to the Conference that the Office of Women’s Network National President remains on the ex officio list of members of the Conference.

Reply

The Conference makes the same reply as to M10.

M13
Representation of Women’s Network on Conference
The West Yorkshire Synod (R) (Present: 179.  Voting: 153 for, 3 against) reaffirms the Conference decision of 2003 that the President of Women’s Network should be an ex-officio member of the Conference and requests the Conference to maintain that position.

Reply

The Conference makes the same reply as to M10.

M14
Representation of Women’s Network on Conference
The Sheffield District Synod (R) (Present: 141.  Voting: 132 in favour, 6 against) reaffirms the Conference decision of 2003 that the President of Women’s Network should be an ex-officio Member of the Methodist Conference and requests the Methodist Conference to maintain that position.
Reply

The Conference makes the same reply as to M10.

M15
Representation of Women’s Network on Conference

The Leeds Synod (R) (Present: 168.  Voting: 118 for, 25 against) reaffirms the Conference decision of 2003 that the connexional President of Women’s Network should be an ex officio member of the Conference and requests the Conference to maintain that position.

Reply

The Conference makes the same reply as to M10.

M16
Essential Equipment for Ministry
The South Wales Synod (R) (Present: 123.  Voting: 116 for, 1 against) notes that S.O. 803(5)(iii) lists the following items as being required for the furnishing of the manse study:

Desk of adequate size, chair, two additional chairs, foolscap filing cabinet, plenty of cupboard and drawer space, 30 yards of bookshelves, telephone, carpet and underfelt, waste paper basket.

We are aware that, following the Woking and Walton-on-Thames Circuit’s Memorial to the 2005 Conference and the report which is coming to the 2006 Conference from the Connexional Allowances Committee, it is proposed to add ‘a personal computer’ to this list.

We feel this is insufficient and would suggest that S.O. 803(5) should be revised so as to include the following items, which we consider essential equipment for a minister in today’s society:

a) Personal photocopier.

b) Paper shredder (electric).

c) Computer (desktop or laptop machine) with an operating system which is recent enough still to be supported by the software manufacturer, and a suite of industry-standard office software which is likewise supported.

d) A scanner capable of scanning A4 documents.

e) A computer printer (laser or deskjet).

f) A broadband connection to the internet together with subscription to an ISP and email service.

Instead of items a), d), and e), a scanner/copy/printer may be substituted.

(Such equipment list should be reviewed at least every three years and upgraded/replaced as appropriate.)

Reply

The Conference thanks the South Wales Synod for its concern. It recognises that the work of a Circuit, including the work of its ministers and deacons, needs to be fully supported in ways that are appropriate to the twenty-first century. It believes that a statement of this basic principle should be made with the authority of the Conference, and that this might best be done through Standing Orders; and directs the Methodist Council to bring proposals to that effect to the Conference of 2007. 

The Conference also recognises that standards in these matters are constantly changing, that circumstances vary from appointment to appointment, and that the implementation of the basic principle might best be done in many cases on a Circuit-wide basis or through the provision of an office rather than through the supply of every possible item of equipment to each minister or deacon in his or her study. A set of benchmarks for the type of things that ought to be provided needs to be stated, together with some examples of particular items. The Conference believes that, unlike the statement of the basic principle, this is not best done through legislation in Standing Orders. Elsewhere in the Conference Agenda there is a report containing a proposal that a Ministers’ and Deacons’ Handbook be created setting out information concerning their terms and conditions of service in a way that helps ministers, deacons and circuit stewards to develop good practice in these matters. The Conference believes that such a Handbook would be a better way of setting out standards concerning equipment for ministry, and that the concerns of the South Wales Synod will be met by its creation. The Conference therefore accepts this reply as a more appropriate response to those concerns than the detailed proposal of the Synod.  

M17
Consultation on Episcopacy
The Cornwall Synod (R) (Present: 132.  Voting: 126 for, 3 against) notes that the 2005 Conference Report What sort of Bishops?: models of episcopacy and British Methodism is commended for study and local discussion in local churches, Circuits and Districts (Resolution 60/2).

Given the radical change in Church government outlined in the Report, and its ecumenical implications, and while being aware that the Conference has agreed in principle to the creation of bishops in British Methodism (in the Episkope and Episcopacy Report in 2000), the Cornwall District Synod considers that counted votes should be conducted on this Report’s proposals at least at District Synods and Circuit Meetings (as for the Anglican-Methodist Covenant), in order to give the Conference a quantified response to the Report for consideration when making a final decision on the timing and nature of the introduction of episcopacy into British Methodism.

Reply

The Conference is grateful for the care and attention which the Cornwall Synod is paying to the Report What Sort of Bishops?: models of episcopacy and British Methodism, which the 2005 Conference commended for study and discussion throughout the Connexion. It notes that the Conference also requested responses to paragraphs 76-78 of the Report. Those paragraphs ask whether the Report adequately articulates a Methodist understanding of episcopacy. They also ask which roles in British Methodism, if any, might best act as personal representatives of that corporate episcope (oversight) of the Conference, given that in Methodism the Conference acts like a ‘corporate bishop’. The Conference recognises that counted votes when there are multiple alternative options are very hard to handle, and the results difficult to assess. It also notes that the consultation process is designed to elicit insights and opinions rather than to make decisions. The 2005 Conference directed that in the light of that consultation a further report on these matters be brought to the 2007 Conference, to enable a decision to be made about whether to proceed to embrace the historic episcopate. Any proposal to make ‘radical changes to church government’ (as the Memorial puts it) would then be sent to Circuits and Districts for approval before being finally adopted. The Conference believes that this would provide the sort of safeguard which the District Synod may be seeking, and so declines the Memorial.    

M18
Consultation on Episcopacy
The North Lancashire Synod (R) (Present: 137. Voting: 126 in favour, 5 against) notes that embracing bishops within the historic and apostolic succession into its ministry would consequently and necessarily create a three-fold order of Ministry.  It also notes that the Deed of Union (CPD Volume 2 pp213-214) rejects the doctrine of priestly orders.  The Synod regrets that no theological or doctrinal resources have been offered alongside the Report, “What sort of bishops?”, to assist in assessing the consequences of overturning our present theological understanding of Ministry, Ordination, Apostolic Succession and Priesthood of all Believers.

The Conference is asked to defer the decision with regard to bishops until the Conference of 2008, so that resources can be made available to all ministers and Circuits to enable mature and balanced consideration of the doctrinal, in addition to the practical, implications of receiving apostolic bishops into the Methodist system.

Reply

The Conference notes that the Report to the 2005 Conference What Sort of Bishops?: models of episcopacy and British Methodism deals with a request made by the 2002 Conference for further work on a specific issue in a long process of discussion and discernment. The 2005 report therefore builds on work done in many previous reports. Of particular importance are the 1998 Report on Episcopacy which reviews discussions of the issues from 1932 onwards, and sections 4.5-7 of the 1999 Report Called to Love and Praise. The latter includes the statement that “The Conference of 1982 agreed that the acceptance of the historic episcopate would not violate Methodist doctrinal standards, provided that bishops, like everyone else, were subject to the Conference” (para. 4.6.9). 

These previous reports provide the resources for the issues raised by the North Lancashire Synod, and are available upon request. It is also important to note that What Sort of Bishops? should be read alongside The Nature of Oversight. The latter Report was also received by the Conference of 2005 and contains theological material relevant to all current discussions about oversight and episcopacy. The Conference notes that whereas the Church of England has a three-fold ministry in which only those who have been ordained deacon can be ordained priest, and only those who have been ordained priest can be ordained bishop, Methodism currently has two distinct and complementary orders of ministry (presbyters and deacons), and should it ever decide to introduce a form of Methodist bishops in the historic episcopate into its system as a third order of ministry attention would have to be paid to how this related to the other two orders. 

The Conference further notes that the current process of consultation is designed to elicit insights and opinions rather than to make decisions. The 2005 Conference directed that in the light of that consultation a further report on these matters be brought to the 2007 Conference, to enable a decision to be made about whether to proceed to embrace the historic episcopate. Any proposal to make radical changes to Methodist polity and structures would then be sent to Circuits and Districts for approval before being finally adopted. The Conference believes that this would provide the sort of safeguard which the District Synod may be seeking, and so declines the Memorial.    

STATIONING

M19
Stationing
The Shipley and Bingley (27/15) Circuit Meeting (Present: 34.  Voting: 33 for, 0 against) asks the Conference to consider a change to the stationing system in order to introduce six-month vacancies as a normal part of the process. 

Advantages would be:

· primarily, the elimination of the long-term chronic shortage of ministers, with the result that no Circuit need ever have a 12-month (or longer) vacancy.

· the space given to Circuits to carry out necessary works to manses without either excessive pressure on Circuit Stewards, or inconvenience to the departing or the incoming minister.

· the often beneficial time in which churches can ‘get over’ one minister and look forward to his/her replacement.

· the opportunity, as with sabbaticals, for lay leadership skills to develop.

· increased flexibility for the matching group as they seek to meet the expressed needs of Circuits and ministers.

Disadvantages could include:

· the need for Chairs of District to engage in the matching process twice a year. Though this might mean extra work, it would be much less than double the work. In practice, with the shortage eliminated, it may mean less work in total.

· ministers with school-age children could be resistant to moving at a time other than between school years. (However, we need to remember that this often happens in secular employment.)

· the smaller pool of available ministers, at any one time, would reduce the limited choice currently available to Circuits.

· similarly, the smaller number of available appointments, at any one time, would reduce the limited choice currently available to ministers

Other considerations would include:

· the number of available ministers and vacancies will rarely balance, so provision would need to be made for Circuits to forgo an expected vacancy and/or moving ministers to move six months later than expected.

· the theoretical stationing power of the Conference could be retained if matching for March appointments was carried out in late spring/early summer of the previous year.

· those completing training would need to be stationed at that time, i.e. normally for September appointments.

· single-minister Circuits should probably be exempt from six-month vacancies

Reply

The Conference thanks the Shipley and Bingley Circuit for the Memorial and directs their attention to the proposed Working Group requested jointly by the Stationing Committee and the Methodist Council (see report elsewhere in this Agenda). If this group is set up the Stationing Committee will refer to it suggestions such as those put forward in the Memorial. Should the Conference decline to set up the group, the Stationing Committee will decide how to respond to these and similar concerns.

The Conference refers the Memorial to the Stationing Committee and Methodist Council.

PUBLIC LIFE AND SOCIAL JUSTICE

M20
Freemasonry
The Oldham and Saddleworth Circuit Meeting (19/11) (Present: 54.  Voting: 26 for, 17 against) notes the pastoral inconsistencies contained in the report on the subject of Freemasonry which was adopted at the Conference in 1996.

The Circuit notes that, whilst making substantial criticisms of Freemasonry, and noting its potential for causing division within the Church, the report nevertheless denies that Freemasonry should be any bar to holding office within the Church.

The Oldham and Saddleworth Circuit Meeting urges the Conference to reconsider and strengthen once again its position on Freemasonry by reaffirming the statement which it made in 1985 “that Methodists should not become Freemasons”, and thus give local churches the ability to deal with the problems posed by Freemasons within the Church who decline to take seriously the points made in the last paragraph of the 1996 report.

Reply

The 1996 Methodist Church Statement on Freemasonry was a significant, considered Report that was given due attention by the Conference. A summary of the key points is included at the end of this reply.

The Conference thanks the Oldham and Saddleworth Circuit for bringing the attention of the Conference to this issue and to the Conference’s previous decisions.  There would not seem, however, to be changed circumstances that would cause the Conference to develop or move on from the 1996 Report.

The Conference reaffirms its 1996 Report, which gives clear advice to people considering becoming Freemasons, as well as advice as to how Freemasons should relate to their local church and Circuit, and therefore the Memorial is declined. 

A summary of the points from the 1996 Methodist Church Statement relevant to this Memorial follows:

–
From 1986 to 1996, seventeen enquiries were made by the Local Authority Ombudsman into allegations of misuse of Freemasonry membership.  In only one case was his report critical of Freemasons, which referred to a failure by councillors to declare a relationship through Freemasonry with an applicant in a planning application.  

–
The Grand Lodge assured the Faith and Order Committee that every year a number of Freemasons have been expelled from their Lodges for using improper influence.

–
Freemasonry follows three principles: brotherly love, including tolerance and respect for the opinions of others; relief, including the practice of charity to the whole community; and truth, including high moral standards.  Among the demands made of the Freemason is “a respect for the laws of the country in which a man works and lives”.  The Freemason’s “duty as a citizen must always prevail over any obligation to other Freemasons”.  

–
It is natural that those who meet together in a fraternal society will discuss matters of mutual interest.  However, Lodges of people from the same profession or occupation will always be vulnerable to accusations of preference.

–
It had been alleged that some Church business, including that relating to the stationing of ministers, has been discussed and decided informally at the time of Lodge meetings.  The business of the Church must be settled in the duly elected committees of the Church, by those involved, and should not be decided, however informally, anywhere else.

–
It is widely believed that Freemasons are bound by their oaths to an allegiance to one another.  Some critics claim that this allegiance takes precedence over all other commitments.

–
The Conference urges Freemasons who are Methodists to give careful consideration to this report, including concerns about:

(i)
the secrecy culture that pervades Freemasonry;

(ii)
the ambiguity of those rituals that have echoes of specific religious imagery;

(iii)
references to God that aim to avoid offence to people of varied beliefs but end up with too great an element of ambiguity;

(iv)
the strong emphasis on doing good that can lead to men believing that this is all their creator requires of them.

–
Being a Freemason does not disqualify a person from membership, or the holding of office, within the Methodist Church. 

–
The Conference urges Methodists who are considering becoming Freemasons to give careful thought about these hesitations and the wisdom of joining such a society.

–
The Conference encourages the United Lodge to become ever more open to scrutiny so that trust may have the chance to grow and causes of suspicion diminished.  

–
The Conference urges Methodists who wish to continue as Freemasons to give serious consideration to the following:

(i)
They should be aware that some fellow Freemason might hold interpretations of Masonic practice that are incompatible with belonging to the Methodist Church.

(ii)
They should be aware that some Methodists might hold interpretations of Masonic practice that they see as incompatible with belonging to the Methodist Church.

(iii)
They should support those aspects of Freemasonry which endorse their Christian discipleship.

(iv)
They should resist any tendency to turn Freemasonry into a religion. 

(v)
They should, with their fellow Methodists, seek to prevent their allegiance to Freemasonry from becoming a cause of division within their local church.

M21
Ethical Investment
The Oxford (23/1) Circuit Meeting (Present 30.  Voting: unanimous) was surprised and concerned to learn that the Joint Advisory Committee on the Ethics of Investment (JACEI) had approved the possibility of the Central Finance Board investing in Nestlé.  The Circuit Meeting understands that there are still areas of concern relating to the promotion of breast milk substitute and recalls that this was the main reason for advocating a boycott of Nestlé products.  The Circuit Meeting therefore requests the Conference to direct the JACEI to reconsider its decision.

Reply

The Report What’s best for Babies? was received by the Conference in 1999.  In 2000, the Conference endorsed continuing constructive engagements by members of the Connexional Team with both Nestlé and Baby Milk Action.
In July 2002 the Joint Advisory Committee on the Ethics of Investment (JACEI) initiated a review process in order to help it advise the Central Finance Board of the Methodist Church (CFB) on the ethical suitability of holding shares in Nestlé. Members of JACEI met with Nestlé and communicated with other groups working on the issues surrounding the marketing of breastmilk substitutes. This culminated in November 2004 with a full day consultation involving a panel of twelve people in which both Nestlé and Baby Milk Action agreed to take part.

In preparation, the CFB produced a major briefing paper that addressed the ethical issues concerning Nestlé with particular emphasis on breastmilk substitutes. Nestlé and Baby Milk Action both responded in writing to the briefing paper and answered a related questionnaire.

Baby Milk Action and Nestlé made separate presentations to the panel and answered questions. The panel then withdrew to consider the evidence presented. Following the consultation, Baby Milk Action and Nestlé each agreed the minutes of their part of the meeting.

In recent years, Nestlé has issued its operating companies practical guidelines on the implementation of the International Code of Marketing of Breastmilk Substitutes. The three-year study undertaken by JACEI published conclusions in November 2005. It noted that the incidence of the most serious violations of the International Code by Nestlé has reduced. However, JACEI acknowledges the continuing concern with regard to some aspects of Nestlé’s interpretation of the International Code, the implementation of company guidelines and the transparency of the procedures for monitoring compliance. 

These concerns may cause some, through conscience, to maintain a consumer boycott of Nestlé products.  The boycott appears to have had some effect in applying pressure on Nestlé to change corporate practice. JACEI is of the view that institutionally the Methodist Church is best placed to influence change in corporate behaviour through detailed research followed by engagement with senior company executives as a concerned and critical investor. Many would consider that these two strategies have complementary objectives.

In November 2005, JACEI advised the CFB that they would seek to secure a meeting with the Chairman/Chief Executive of Nestlé. This was achieved in March 2006 when two members of the CFB and two members of the Connexional Team met with Mr Brabeck-Letmathe for an hour and a half during a four-hour stopover in London. The meeting impressed on the Chairman the concern of the Methodist Church. The meeting was helpful in strengthening the relationship with Nestlé and, although it is still not an investor, the CFB is planning further high-level engagement with the company.

While the Conference shares with the Circuit the substantial concerns regarding the promotion of breastmilk substitutes, the Memorial is declined.

M22
Ethical Investment
The Hazel Grove and Poynton (19/14) Circuit Meeting (Present: 39.  Voting: 37 for, 0 against) expresses deep concern that the Central Finance Board is to consider investing in Nestlé.  This company has consistently failed to comply with the International Code of Marketing Breast-Milk Substitutes, adopted by the World Health Assembly in 1981, and continues vigorously to market Baby Milk Powder in Third World countries, thus endangering the lives of infants.  We believe that it is not morally justifiable for the Methodist Church to support Nestlé in any way and accordingly urge the Conference to instruct the Central Finance Board not to invest in this company.

Reply

The Conference makes the same reply as to Memorial M21.

M23
Ethical Investment
The Birmingham Synod (M) (Present 196.  Voting: 192 for, 1 against) understands that the advice given to the Church by the Advisory Committee on the Ethics of Investment concerning investment in the multi-national company Nestlé has recently changed. It is now not considered inappropriate for the Church to buy shares in Nestlé on the grounds that it is better to be in dialogue with the Company rather than being confrontational. It is our understanding, however, that the Central Finance Board has not as yet bought any shares in Nestlé.

The Birmingham District remains concerned about the way in which Baby Milk products are promoted in the developing world. It requests the Conference to ensure that no shares are purchased in Nestlé without a mechanism being in place to monitor annually Nestlé’s ethical performance. It requests the Conference to determine specifically who will meet each year with the senior executives of Nestlé to keep these concerns under review and requests a report to the Conference of the outcome of these meetings.

Reply

The Conference recognises that the Central Finance Board has autonomy in investment decisions.  The Conference directs the Joint Advisory Committee for the Ethics of Investment to report to the Conference in accordance with the request of the Birmingham Synod in the event of the CFB deciding to invest in Nestlé.  On the basis of this understanding, the Conference accepts the Memorial.

M24
Fair Trade and Nestlé
The Stamford and Rutland (23/22) Circuit Meeting (Present: 34.  Voting: 30 for, 0 against) wholeheartedly encourages the use of Fair Trade products, but while the overall ethical stance of Nestlé remains unaltered, we strongly object to the Methodist Church investing in or being associated with the company.

Reply

The Conference notes that Nestlé has recently launched a fair trade coffee.
The Joint Advisory Committee for Ethics in Investment (JACEI) has discussed with Nestlé ethical concerns across a range of issues.  JACEI has considered whether these issues when aggregated might warrant that an exclusion policy be applied to Nestlé.  It concludes however that there is scope to influence change through engagement on a range of issues and therefore has advised the CFB that it should “continue to monitor closely Nestlé’s ethical performance, not only with regard to the alleged WHO Code violations, but also its support for fairly traded products, provision of safe and fair working conditions for workers, use of food advertisements aimed at children and other ethical issues as they arise.”  

The Memorial is declined. 

M25
Methodist Engagement with Scientific Issues

The Sheffield (West) (25/1) Circuit Meeting (Present: 30.  Voting: unanimous) calls on the Conference to celebrate the continued worldwide scientific breakthroughs that stretch our understanding of creation.

Many of these new technologies have moral implications that scientists and the Government are keen to discuss in consultation periods as they seek to continue their ongoing research.

The Circuit notes with concern that the Methodist Church is currently failing to engage properly in conversations about scientific issues, in particular those sensitive issues that surround new technologies including nanotechnology, cloning, human embryonic stem cell research and genetic modification.

The Circuit therefore calls on the Conference to establish a Science and New Technology Committee administered by the Public Issues group of the Connexional Team to act as a point of reference to respond to, and stimulate discussion and reflection about, these issues.

Reply

The Conference joins with the Sheffield Circuit in celebrating the increased understanding of creation brought about by scientific breakthroughs.  It also recognises the importance of Christian people participating in discussion of the moral and ethical implications of these discoveries.

The Conference notes and welcomes the Public Issues team’s informal co-operation with their colleagues in other Churches in the light of limited resources.  It recognises that there is not always a distinctively Methodist position on these issues but encourages the Public Issues team to contribute to Government consultations when appropriate.

The Conference also notes that the Methodist Interface Group, which explores contemporary issues from a faith-based perspective, has recently created a new, interactive website (http://www.theinterface.org.uk) which gives Methodists an opportunity to discuss important topics as they arise in the news and popular culture.  The Conference further notes that a number of Methodist scientists and doctors have offered to contribute short ‘conversation starters’ to the website, which site visitors will be able to discuss, and it is hoped that their contributions will stimulate productive discussions concerning such pressing issues as genetic engineering and human embryonic stem cell research that may also provide a reference resource to the public issues team.

The Conference accepts this reply as a more appropriate way of responding to this issue.

M26
Blasphemy
The Camborne (12/02) Circuit Meeting (Present: 39.  Voting: unanimous) requests the Conference to ask the media to refrain from using the name of Jesus Christ in a blasphemous context.

 

Reply

The Conference notes the concerns of the Camborne Circuit Meeting.  

The Methodist Church is a member of the Churches’ Media Council, an ecumenical body which represents the Church on media issues.  This provides opportunities for the Churches to discuss media issues on a regular basis, including using the name of Jesus Christ in a blasphemous context.  The Methodist Church also has a member on the Churches’ Religious Advisory Council, which advises the BBC and Ofcom, the media regulator, on religious broadcasting.

Complaining about – or praising – particular examples of broadcasting is an important way of influencing what is broadcast on our televisions and radios. The Methodist Church website (www.methodist.org.uk) contains a full fact sheet giving information about making complaints to the media, including details of who to complain to, how to complain effectively and what the regulators take into account in making complaints.

The Methodist Church will continue its ongoing relationship with the broadcasters, regulators and the Churches’ Media Council and encourages members to be active observers of and responders to broadcast material.

M27
Higher Education Chaplains

The London Mission (West London) (2/1) Circuit Meeting (Present: 12. Vote: 10 for, 1 against), concerned at the lack of preparedness and the isolation felt by many Higher Education Chaplains responding to a national survey undertaken by this Circuit, requests the Conference to develop and adopt a clear strategy for Higher Education Chaplaincy and to instruct Formation in Ministry to address the consequent needs for training and continuing professional development and support. 

Reply

The Conference welcomes the Memorial from the London Mission (West London) Circuit Meeting and its recognition of the very important work of Higher Education (HE) Chaplains. The Conference has already put in place a strategy for the care and preparation of HE Chaplains (lay, diaconal and presbyteral) through the post of HE Chaplaincy Co-ordinator (25% fte Connexional Team) and six voluntary Regional Co-ordinators.  After initial preparation, HE Chaplains are offered a sequence of annual conferences and training events provided both by the Methodist Church and with eight ecumenical partners through the Churches’ Higher Education Liaison Group (CHELG). For deacons and presbyters such support and training occurs most appropriately as continuing development in ministry, although students may be introduced to the practice and issues of chaplaincy in pre-ordination training.

A new initiative presently taking shape is the Higher Education Chaplaincy Association, which grows from a belief that Chaplains can and should support each other and develop a collective voice in the HE sector through a body which they own and direct. This innovation has been supported by CHELG, and Methodist leadership has been key in these early stages. 

Recognising this very specialised form of ministry, the Conference encourages Circuits with a chaplaincy component to their mission to offer adequate time and funding for HE Chaplains to avail themselves of the extensive provision that is open to them and to pay particular attention to the needs of those embarking on such chaplaincy for the first time.

M28
Alcohol and Westminster Central Hall
The Castletown  (15/02) Circuit Meeting (Present: 28.  Voting: 25 for, 1 against) notes that, at the Conference in 2004, the managers of Westminster Central Hall requested that S.O. 922 be revised to allow alcoholic drinks to be available on the premises to assist their work as a Conference Centre.  The Conference was not informed of the following facts:

1. That the application was for a licence to serve alcohol seven days a week including on Sunday (12 noon – 10.20pm); Good Friday (12 noon – 10.30pm); Christmas Day (12 noon – 3pm and 5 – 10.30pm); New Year’s Eve (except on a Sunday) 11am – 11pm; New Year’s Eve (on a Sunday) 12 noon – 10.30pm.

2. That rooms commemorating teetotal ministers William Sangster and Donald English would be licensed.

3. That the Donald Soper Rotunda would also be licenced.  (His name was later removed from the North Rotunda so Lord Soper is no longer commemorated in the Central Hall.)

4. That an Alcoholics Anonymous group meets in Westminster Central Hall.

5. That up to fifteen licensed events could take place at the same time.

6. That the cafeteria would be licensed.

7. That the Broadbent Room, Aldersgate Room, Weatherhead Room and Epworth Room and the Great Hall, Concert Hall, Galleries, Ground Floor, Lecture Hall and Library would be licensed – as would the Emmanuel Room used by the Sunday School.

8. That Westminster Central Hall would be employing Pooleston Allen, leading licensing solicitors on alcohol, gambling and striptease, at £270 an hour to obtain an alcohol licence.

9. That the proposed licensed floor area in the Liquor Licence Plan would put the Westminster Central Hall in the top ten of the 3,600 licensed premises in the City of Westminster.

In view of these revelations, the Castletown Circuit Meeting asks the Conference to declare its 2004 decision void and return to the original wording of S.O. 922, preventing the use of alcohol on all Methodist Church premises.

Reply

The revisions to Standing Order 922 were debated fully at the 2004 Conference and received a majority vote.  The 2005 Conference revisited some of the arguments following the Memorials from the Castletown Circuit Meeting and Isle of Man Synod.  It was clear by the vote taken that the Conference was satisfied that it had expressed its mind on the matter the previous year.  

Under Standing Order 922, the supply, sale or use of intoxicants on Methodist premises is not permitted in any circumstances, subject to clauses (3) and (4).  Clauses (3) and (4) allow for an exception when:

 (i) 
a significant part of the mission and activity of the Methodist Church carried out on the relevant premises involves use of the premises as a conference centre; 

(ii)
such supply, sale or use is solely in connection with an event taking place on those premises as part of such use; and 

(iii)
such supply, sale or use is with the consent of the trustees given for the specific event and subject to such conditions as they may prescribe.  

Although the experience of Westminster Central Hall was an initiating factor in the revisions to Standing Order 922, the Conference discussions in 2004 and 2005 were not about Westminster Central Hall but about the principle of the Standing Order. The particular circumstances of Westminster Central Hall were not relevant to those discussions, and in making this reply to the Memorial the Conference makes no judgement about the allegations it contains.  The revised Standing Orders make provision for ‘conference centres’, and not specifically for Westminster Central Hall.  The issues raised in the Memorial are issues of interpretation of the Standing Order, rather than pertinent to the Standing Order itself.  The Conference therefore instructs the Co-ordinating Secretary for Public Life and Social Justice to raise the concerns of the Castletown Circuit with the Trustees of Westminster Central Hall.  The Trustees may choose to respond to the specific allegations in the Memorial in their report to the Conference next year.

The Memorial is declined.

M29
Alcohol on Church Premises

The Otley and Aireborough (16/15) Circuit Meeting (Present: 45.  Voting: 28 for, 15 against) ask that, since discretion has been exercised in the case of Westminster Central Hall, other church councils may have discretion to make decisions over the matter of allowing alcohol on church premises.

Reply

The Conference in 2004 affirmed the Methodist Church’s commitment that the supply, sale or use of intoxicants upon Methodist premises is not permitted under any circumstances (Standing Order 922, subject to clauses (3) and (4)). Clause (3A) allows for an exception when:

(i) 
a significant part of the mission and activity of the Methodist Church carried out on the relevant premises involves use of the premises as a conference centre; 

(ii)
such supply, sale or use is solely in connection with an event taking place on those premises as part of such use; and 

(iii)
such supply, sale or use is with the consent of the trustees given for the specific event and subject to such conditions as they may prescribe.  

Thus discretion has not been exercised in the case of Westminster Central Hall.  Clause (3A) provides for an exception in the very specific circumstances of premises where the significant part of the mission involves use of the premises as a conference centre.  Westminster Central Hall meets this description; the vast majority of Methodist buildings do not, and are therefore subject to the substantive part of Standing Order 922.

The Memorial is declined.

M30
Zimbabwe

The Cornwall Synod (R) (Present: 118.  Voting: 111 for, 0 against), whilst recognising the need to redress the historic injustices that have occurred in Zimbabwe throughout the colonial era, is concerned at the level of injustice and economic poverty being visited upon the indigenous population by the present government of Zimbabwe through mass clearances, political suppression and damaging economic policies.

The Synod asks that the Conference, through the World Church Office:

(a)
Makes the strongest possible representations to the Zimbabwe High Commission.

(b)
Makes representations to the governments of neighbouring countries asking them to press the Mugabe government to bring about true justice for all.

(c)
Presses the Government of the United Kingdom to take a more active approach to bringing about change in damaging policies of the government of Zimbabwe.

(d)
Initiates conversations with the Methodist Churches and other partner Churches in Zimbabwe and surrounding countries to develop a robust and unified approach to issues of human rights and just economic policy.

(e)
Continues to provide financial and practical support to the Church in Zimbabwe to assist the people of that country. 

Reply

The Conference thanks the Cornwall Synod for its Memorial. 

The Conference shares the deep concern of the Cornwall Synod over the injustices of mass clearances and political suppression and the economic poverty arising from damaging economic policies in Zimbabwe.  The Conference reaffirms the resolutions on these issues of the Conference of 2005 meeting in Torquay, recorded in Minutes of the Conference items 1.2 (f) and 1.3 (a), and the resolutions of the Conferences of 2003 and 2004.  The Conference also reaffirms the practice of the World Church Office and the Secretary for International Affairs of working together on these issues in collaboration with our ecumenical partners.  

The Conference notes the support given by the World Church Office in 2005 for the appointment of the Director of the Methodist Church in Zimbabwe Relief and Development Agency so that the Church can respond more effectively to the needs of the people.  The Conference also notes the support given by the Methodist Relief and Development Fund through Action by Churches Together (ACT) to appeals for food security and for victims of Murambatsvina clearances in Zimbabwe. 

The Conference, in accepting the substance of the Memorial, therefore directs the Methodist Council to ensure that the Connexional Team, through the World Church Office and the Secretary for International Affairs, addresses issues of human rights and just economic policy in Zimbabwe in as collaborative a manner as possible by: 

(a) working with our ecumenical partners to bring the strongest possible representations on these issues to the Zimbabwe High Commission in London and to Her Majesty’s Government; 

(b) continuing to make representations to governments of countries in the region; 

(c) continuing the conversations with partner Churches in the region to promote a robust and unified approach to these issues; 

(d) continuing to provide financial and practical support to the Methodist Church in Zimbabwe to assist the people of that country. 

M31
Suicide Websites on the Internet
The Sheffield District Synod (R) (Present: 142.  Voting: 141 for, 1 against) objects to the presence of internet sites which provide advice and assistance to enable individuals to commit suicide.

The Sheffield District Synod asks the Conference to instruct the Connexional Team, through its Parliamentary and Political Affairs Secretary, to offer its support to Members of Parliament from all parties who are supporting a campaign to outlaw suicide internet sites and to press for legislative action.

The Sheffield District Synod also asks the Conference to request that the Government and Internet Service Providers take action to close down sites, whether based in the UK or hosted abroad, which provide assistance on how to commit suicide.

Reply
The Conference shares the objection of the Sheffield District Synod to the presence of internet sites which provide advice and assistance to enable individuals to commit suicide.  The Conference directs the Connexional Team to offer the support of the Conference to campaigns to outlaw internet sites that promote suicide and to press for legislative action with ecumenical and other partners.

The Conference also recognises the importance of the Methodist website as a place where people in distress may turn when contemplating the possibility of suicide and directs the Connexional Team to ensure that the Methodist website provides a place that signposts people to appropriate support and advice.

The Memorial is accepted.

M32 
Treatment of asylum seekers
The Wolverhampton and Shrewsbury Synod (R) (Present: 144. Voting: unanimous) is disturbed by the personal stories of mistreatment of detainees before repatriation, as related by asylum seekers who have been regular worshippers in churches in the District. We believe this to be representative of the general situation nationally.

We therefore ask the Conference to direct the Connexional Team to bring these concerns to the attention of HM Government through the Immigration and Nationality Directorate of the Home Office and HM Inspector of Prisons for appropriate action, in particular concerning the inhumane treatment of some detainees.

Reply

The Conference commends the many examples of local churches and Circuits working with and advocating for asylum seekers and refugees.  The Conference recognises that this work means that personal stories of mistreatment of detainees are heard, and believes that these concerns should be taken forward.  The Conference supports the advocacy work on specific cases that is often taken up by local churches themselves, often with the assistance of the local MP.

The issues raised cut across the work of many members of the Public Life and Social Justice team.  The main lead in responding to changing government policy is taken by the Secretary for Parliamentary and Political Affairs in consultation with colleagues and the volunteer refugee advisor.  The Public Life and Social Justice team is keen to hear stories that emerge from the supportive work undertaken in local churches and Circuits in order that they can work with ecumenical and other partners in making general representations to HM Government through the Immigration and Nationality Directorate of the Home Office and HM Inspector of Prisons on issues surrounding the treatment of some detainees.

The Conference accepts the Memorial.

M33
British National Party

The London North-East Synod (R) (Present 228.  Voting: unanimous) at its final meeting, notes the disturbing success of the British National Party in elections in May and expresses sympathy and solidarity with our sisters and brothers most directly affected by this result.

The Synod urges London North-East Circuits, at their next Circuit meeting, to identify how, with other Christian Churches and members of faith communities, they can make effective use of all available public means of communication to state our implacable opposition to the BNP and any other political platform built on ignorance, prejudice and fear.

The Synod urges the Conference to revive the NM 31 group, which was established to track the processes of such political groupings, so that the Church can provide support to those places such as the Barking, Dagenham and Ilford Circuit as, in conjunction with ecumenical and inter-faith groups, they seek to respond to this disturbing development. 

Reply

The Conference shares the concern of the London North-East Synod over the rise in support for the British National Party (BNP) shown in the 2006 local election results. The party gained 32 new Councillors, taking their total to 48 across the country. The most alarming results were in the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham, where they won twelve seats.

The Conference, reaffirming the statement made by the Methodist Council in February 2004:

1. 
Affirms that the Methodist Church is open to all in its worship, fellowship and service to the community. The policies and practices of those who promote racism and religious intolerance are incompatible with the Methodist Church’s social witness, biblical teaching and understanding of the love of God for all people.

2. 
Encourages people to vote in local, national and European elections. While not endorsing any particular political party, we urge people not to vote for candidates who promote racist policies.

3. 
Expects members of the Methodist Church to practise and promote racial justice and inclusion, and reject any political parties that attempt to stir up racial and religious hatred and fear of asylum seekers.

The NM31 group, which was brought together as a result of a Notice of Motion to the Conference in 2003 following BNP election gains in the North-West, has continued to work and network.  The information provided on the Methodist website about responding to political extremism is regularly updated and includes information about extremist parties and their policies, materials to encourage people in churches to reflect upon the issues raised by extremism and racism in politics, public statements that can be issued to encourage people to vote for parties which promote inclusive policies and information about how to join in with local community campaigns relating to an election.

Following the BNP gains in the elections in Barking and Dagenham it is planned to hold an NM31 working group in this area to develop work that may support communities where there are BNP councillors and to learn from those groups who are already working in this area to bring healing to such communities. For more details see www.ekklesia .co.uk.

The Co-ordinating Secretary for Public Life and Social Justice responded earlier in the year, reflecting the above statement, to a body calling itself the Christian Council of Britain (and apparently associated with the BNP).

Appendix: Statement from Connexional Team

Anthea Cox, Methodist Co-ordinating Secretary for Public Life and Social Justice, said, “I am outraged that the BNP and its allies are using Christianity to further their agenda of segregation and division. I think most Christians will be deeply affronted by this and want to speak out against such misguided extremism. We reaffirm our earlier statements that Christian belief is incompatible with any political party or philosophy that is based on hatred or treats people as inferior because of their race, beliefs or for any other reason. We are deeply concerned that some people are now appropriating Christian language and symbols for policies that are the very opposite of Christian values.”

The CCB has claimed that the Bible justifies its support for the BNP’s repatriation policy. But The Revd Kenneth Howcroft, Co-ordinating Secretary for Conference and Communication, said “this was a way of interpreting scripture that was used to justify apartheid in South Africa, the banning of mixed-race marriages and the setting up of homelands. The South African Council of Churches condemned this interpretation, and some of the churches that did support this interpretation later formally repented. In Galatians, Paul writes “In Christ there is no Jew or Gentile,” and this makes it clear that there is no Christian basis for racial discrimination or separation.” ”

Source: http://www.methodist.org.uk/index.cfm?fuseaction=news.content&cmid=759 

M34
Marine conservation on the Fair Isle

The Shetland Synod (R) (Present: 30.  Voting: 28 for, 0 against) asks the Methodist Conference to support Fair Isle, Britain’s most isolated inhabited island. This vulnerable community of some 70 people is united in its efforts to persuade the Scottish Parliament to designate the island’s coastline and inshore waters as a Marine National Park.  We ask the Conference to contact the Scottish Executive stating that the case of the Fair Isle Marine Park project is worthy of urgent and serious examination.

Background statement

Fair Isle Community Association (all residents) - supporting statement
For the last seventeen years the Fair Isle community, concerned at continuous, accelerating damage to its seas, has been making strenuous efforts to safeguard this vital resource. The community has engaged in dialogue with local and regional planning organisations and user groups; and made representations and proposals for a pilot study as a precursor to an eventual sustainable management programme, perhaps linked to Marine National Park status for the Fair Isle marine area. Our efforts have led to many complimentary comments about the community’s efforts and commitment to the protection and wise management of the environment. …but no action! The Fair Isle community is very concerned that seventeen years down the line we are still effectively excluded from having any say in the control and management of our marine resource – a resource which has sustained us for centuries and which remains at the heart of our economic and social life. The Fair Isle community recognises the imperative need to safeguard our resources, terrestrial and marine, for future generations. Our concerns are social and economic as much as environmental. The status quo may suit politicians and planners but it does not suit us. We desperately need things to change. 

The Shetland Island Council is looking at the implications of having a Marine Park for the whole of Shetland but inevitably this will take time. The Fair Isle Community is not against being part of an enlarged area but feels there is a distinct advantage in being one of the three preferred sites that the Scottish Parliament and Scottish Natural Heritage will be examining in the first instance. 

Confining the Park to the small area surrounding Fair Isle will not affect the fishing fleet of Shetland and ultimately we feel they will benefit from the protected breeding area. The Fisheries College should have an input to the research and could possibly be included as part of the sea training, navigation, etc, for fishermen and ferrymen. 

We accept that we have only a small coastal area but feel this would be a manageable size, not open to the same possible pollution of larger geographical areas and therefore a valuable contrast to study. 

Much of our studies have included experts and exchanges with other countries of the northern peripheries so our work is international. The community feels that our attempt to obtain a protection area around our island will help us fulfil the aims of the UN (Sustainable Development RIO), Scottish Parliament, the Methodist environmental policies, and our basic belief that we have to care for nature in all its forms. We are determined not to follow the tragic example of St Kilda but to sustain a viable inhabited island.  To this end we encourage you to support our application for a Marine Park.

Members of the Church of Scotland, the Episcopalian, Baptist and Roman Catholic Churches and Methodists who share worship in the Fair Isle chapel are fully involved in this project.

Reply

The Conference notes the long-standing commitment of the Fair Isle community to conservation of this unique part of our natural heritage.  Strong community support enhances the benefit accrued from a National Marine Park designation.  A Fair Isle Marine National Park could provide an early model for community participation in the sustainable management of Marine National Parks and would serve to highlight the ecological importance of this area.  The Conference, in its commitment to take appropriate opportunities to conserve and enhance the natural and built environment, welcomes and approves the Memorial of the Shetland District, and directs the Coordinating Secretary for Public Life and Social Justice to write expressing this view to the Scottish Executive.

M35 Anti-Semitism

The Oxford and Leicester Synod (R) (Present: 135; Vote for: 129; against: 0) notes that the Jewish Community in Britain and in many European countries is experiencing a rise in anti-Semitic activity. Attacks on synagogues and Jewish graveyards are increasing, as well as personal attacks on people identified as Jews. In the light of this, it requests the Conference to make clear its abhorrence of anti-Semitism.

Reply

The Conference thanks the Oxford and Leicester Synod for its Memorial.

The Conference is clear, as it recognised in 1943 in the context of a dawning awareness of the Holocaust in Nazi Germany and anti-Semitism in Britain, “that anti-Semitism is utterly incompatible with the Christian doctrine of man (sic), and is a denial of the Christian Gospel.” (The whole statement is reproduced in the appendix to this reply.)  

The Conference reminds the Synod of the involvement of the Methodist Church, through individual Methodists, with the work of the Council of Christians and Jews (CCJ) since it was formed in 1945.  The first General Secretary, The Revd W W Simpson, was a Methodist minister. The Conference commends engagement with local branches of CCJ and the development of relationships with local synagogues as practical ways of expressing solidarity with the Jewish community.  It also reminds the Methodist people of the courses and seminars arranged by the Centre for Jewish-Christian Relations, based at Wesley House Cambridge.   

In the Conference Statement on the Church, Called to Love and Praise, adopted in 1999, there was a recognition of “the failure of many churches to condemn anti-Semitism” and that in that connection “there is much of which the Church needs to repent.”

In the light of the current experience of anti-Semitism in Britain (over 500 incidents were recorded last year) and other parts of Europe, referred to in the Memorial, the Conference recognises the importance of re-stating and publicising its abhorrence of anti-Semitism.  It identifies itself with the wording of Charta Oecumenica, adopted in 2000 by the Conference of European Churches, of which the Methodist Church in Great Britain is a member:

“We deplore and condemn all manifestations of anti-Semitism, all outbreaks of hatred and persecutions. We ask God for forgiveness for anti-Jewish attitudes among Christians, and we ask our Jewish sisters and brothers for reconciliation.

It is urgently necessary. In the worship and teaching, doctrine and life of our churches, to raise awareness of the deep bond existing between the Christian faith and Judaism, and to support Christian-Jewish co-operation.

We commit ourselves

–
to oppose all forms of anti-Semitism and anti-Judaism in the church and in society;

–
to seek and intensify dialogue with our Jewish sisters and brothers at all levels.”

The Conference further directs the Methodist Council to consider whether, in the light of the concerns expressed in this Memorial, additional work needs to be done to make clear its abhorrence of anti-Semitism and/or to enable Methodists to respond appropriately in local situations. 

Appendices for information:

Extract from report of the Temperance and Social Welfare Department, Conference Agenda 1943, p.226

Anti-Semitism and the Persecution of the Jews

The Conference records its fellow-feeling with the Jewish people in the intense trials through which they are passing, and its confidence that the Methodist people throughout Great Britain are earnestly desirous to aid the Jewish community in every practicable way.

The Conference affirms that anti-Semitism is utterly incompatible with the Christian doctrine of man (sic), and is a denial of the Christian Gospel.  Malicious gossip and irresponsible charges against Jews, no less than active persecution, are incompatible with Christian standards of behaviour.  Accordingly, the Conference calls upon the Methodist people everywhere to resist attempts to rouse antagonism or prejudice against the Jewish people.

The Conference urges His Majesty’s Government to take every possible step to rescue men, women and children of the Jewish race from their oppressors; to offer sanctuary in Great Britain, subject to national security, to all those who can reach our shores; to assist in the maintenance of refugees who escape into neutral countries; and, in conjunction with other Governments, to give assurances to the Governments of neutral countries of readiness to co-operate in plans for post-war settlement of refugees in other parts of the world.

Extracts from Called to Love and Praise, adopted as a Conference Statement 1999, p13f. 

2.2.6 [This paragraph refers to the tension between passages in the New Testament which ‘suggest that when Jesus was rejected by some of the Jewish people of his day, Israel’s election as the people of God and the covenant which God had made with Israel came to an end: the Church replaced Israel as God’s covenant community’, and Paul’s argument in Romans 9-11 ‘the gifts of God and his calling are irrevocable’ so that ‘despite the rejection of Jesus by many of the Jews, God remains faithful to his promises and his covenant with the Jewish people still stands, and the Jews are still God’s covenant people’. It concludes ‘...the Church must continue to seek a deeper understanding of the issues involved.’]

2.2.7 However the Biblical material is understood, the view that the Church has replaced the Jews as God’s chosen people can never justify anti-Jewish feeling and the persecution of Jews by Christians.  We have seen the tragic results of this in the Holocaust, and the failure of many churches to condemn anti-Semitism.  There is much of which the Church needs to repent.

2.2.8 For this reason any attempt to define the relationship of the Jewish people to the Church is a difficult, sensitive matter.  Perhaps the very attempt is presumptuous.  The Biblical witness to God’s faithfulness to his people must not be ignored, and the Jews continue to be a dynamic, flourishing community, seeking to express their faithfulness to the Torah.  But Jesus’ own prophetic ministry to Israel cannot be set aside either.  The new thing of which the New Testament speaks is not described as for Gentiles only.  Rather, a new community has been established on non-racial lines, for in Christ ‘there is neither Jew nor Greek’ (Galatians 3.28).

2.2.9 ... 

2.2.10 The Church is called to share the gospel of Jesus Christ with all peoples, including the Jews.  With all people this must be done in a spirit of dialogue, seeking to learn from the other’s understanding and experience of God, as well as witnessing to what God has done in Jesus.  In view, however, of the anti-Semitism which has marred much of the Church’s relationship with the Jewish people in the past, there must be particular sensitivity in dialogue with them, with a humble recognition of past mistakes, recognising and celebrating the integrity and validity of Jewish life and worship, being willing to learn from them, and with a recognition of the special place of the Jewish people in God’s eternal plan.  At the same time Jews and Christians, both sharing the heritage of the Hebrew prophets, have a common responsibility to work together to combat all forms of oppression, discrimination and exploitation, and to establish justice and peace.

Extract from Charta Oecumenica, adopted by the Conference of European Churches and the Council of European Bishops’ Conferences, 2000, p.11

10.  Strengthening community with Judaism

We are bound up in a unique community with the people Israel, the people of the Covenant which God has never terminated. Our faith teaches us that our Jewish sisters and brothers “are beloved, for the sake of their ancestors; for the gifts and the calling of God are irrevocable” (Rom 11.28-29). And “to them belong the adoption, the glory, the covenants, the giving of the law, the worship and the promises; to them belong the patriarchs, and from them, according to the flesh, comes the Messiah” (Rom 9.4-5).

We deplore and condemn all manifestations of anti-Semitism, all outbreaks of hatred and persecutions. We ask God for forgiveness for anti-Jewish attitudes among Christians, and we ask our Jewish sisters and brothers for reconciliation.

It is urgently necessary. In the worship and teaching, doctrine and life of our churches, to raise awareness of the deep bond existing between the Christian faith and Judaism, and to support Christian-Jewish co-operation.

We commit ourselves

–
to oppose all forms of anti-Semitism and anti-Judaism in the church and in society;

–
to seek and intensify dialogue with our Jewish sisters and brothers at all levels.

LEGAL AND CONSTITUTIONAL PRACTICE

M36
Miscarriages of Justice relating to Child Abuse
The Glossop Circuit Meeting (19/21) (Present: 24.  Vote: unanimous), bearing in mind that we are committed, through Our Calling, to challenging injustice, requests the Methodist Conference to make representation to our Government concerning the plight of the large number of those who, through what has become known as historic child abuse cases (so-called because the allegations were first made up to more than 30 years after the events in question) may have been wrongfully imprisoned.  The complainants by then were no longer children of course.  The representation should urge the expediting of the processes by which those innocent can be cleared of guilt and released from prison.  It is our conviction such grave doubts have been raised by so many people of integrity that a strong case has been made for such priority to be given:

(a)
The then Lord Chief Justice, Lord Woolf, in 2001 expressed the view that dozens of men convicted of sexually assaulting children may be victims of miscarriage of justice.

(b)
A Home Affairs’ Committee report (2002) spoke of “a new genre of miscarriages of justice” through the over-enthusiastic pursuit of abuse allegation in children’s homes.

(c)
David Jessell, of the Criminal Cases Review Commission, describes “The cohort of complainants” as being “more troubled, more likely to be involved in criminal wrongdoing, more alive to the existence of compensation, and often more likely to be motivated by some form of revenge against the system and those responsible for enforcing discipline.”  Commenting on some methods of investigation he commented, “This whole area is indeed one that is unusually unhealthy for clear justice to be done.”

(d)
Richard Webster, whose book The Secret of Bryn Estyn describes his skilful and detailed investigations into child abuse cases.

(e)
The support group for the accused of Bryn Estyn home, comprises almost entirely of Methodists including John Rayfield (Methodist Local Preacher), Claire Curtis-Thomas MP and Earl Howe (who was opposition spokesman on health in the House of Lords) and many others include Charles Mills, Ofsted Inspector and senior consultant in special education; Dr Herman, Medical Officer at Ty Mawr School; Dr W Thompson, Forensic Criminologist.

This Memorial does not in any way question the need to investigate allegations of child abuse, or for those guilty of such crimes to be brought to justice.

Reply

The Conference thanks the Glossop Circuit for its request, notes the concern expressed, and welcomes the Circuit’s commitment to best practice in matters relating to child protection.

The Methodist Conference has, in recent years, given considerable attention to a number of matters relating to abuse.  It has developed Safeguarding policies and procedures; amended Standing Orders to prevent people who have been convicted of or cautioned for sexual offences against children from holding office; developed policy, Standing Orders and procedures relating to the involvement of sexual offenders in the Church; required that all those preparing for ordination receive training in these matters; and welcomed and responded to the CTBI Time for Action Report.

The Conference aspires to the highest standards of good practice in all these matters, believing that such good practice will help protect children and young people from harm or abuse and those who work with them from being placed in situations which might lead to the making of unfounded allegations.

The Conference recognises that commitment to those who have been abused in the past and to the prevention of future abuse must be accompanied by concern that no one should be unjustly dealt with on the basis of unfounded allegations.  The Conference believes the development of good practice provides the best protection of those who currently work with children from such allegations.  

The Conference is aware that miscarriages of justice sometimes occur and believes that where this happens they should be righted as speedily as possible.  In particular cases a local church, group or individual may feel called to offer support to someone they believe has been the victim of a miscarriage of justice.  This needs to be done with due care, based on what is known of the particular situation.  

The Conference is not, however, persuaded that it would be appropriate for the Methodist Church to make representations to the Government on this issue.  

The Conference therefore declines the Memorial.

M37
Ministers’ Pensions
The London (Streatham and Dulwich) Circuit Meeting (4/4) (Present: 21.  Voting: 19 for, 0 against) invites the Conference to express its regret that the Trustees of the Methodist Ministers’ Pension Scheme have chosen to make a narrow legalistic response to the Civil Partnership Act 2004, rather than to embrace the spirit of the Act. The Conference urges the Trustees to think again and to treat everyone equally.

(The background to this Memorial is the Methodist Ministers’ Pension Scheme Report to Members 2005 and the paragraph headed: “Spouses and Dependants’ pensions”.)

Reply

The Conference thanks the London (Streatham and Dulwich) Circuit for sharing its concern. 

The Trustee of the Methodist Ministers’ Pension Scheme has included in the Scheme rules provision for payment of a pension to a surviving same-sex partner of a member of the Scheme who dies either before or after retirement.  This pension will be based only on pensionable service from 5 December 2005, as is required by the Civil Partnership Act, and not on pensionable service from the date the deceased member joined the Scheme (which is the provision for spouses of married members).  The Trustee considered it would be inappropriate to go beyond what was required by law until the Conference had given further consideration to the Pilgrimage of Faith Report.   

The Conference therefore refers this Memorial to the Trustee of the Scheme for consideration in the light of the Conference’s further discussion of the Pilgrimage of Faith Report and requests the Trustee to report to Conference 2007. 

M38
Ministerial Pension Fund
The Derby East (22/07) Circuit Meeting (Present: 28.  Voting: 27 for, 1 against) considers the proposed increase in the employer’s contribution to the Ministers’ Pension Fund for the 2007-2008 budget to be unreasonable and beyond the means of many Circuits. It is also considered unreasonable for the full increase to be burdened upon the employer and not shared between the contributions from the employee and the employer. The Derby East Circuit therefore requests the Conference that the proposed and any future increase in the pension contributions be shared equally between the ministers and the employer.

Reply

The Conference thanks the Derby East Circuit for its expression of concern.

The proposed increase in contributions to the Ministers’ Pension Fund is necessary in order to maintain the benefits of the Scheme at their current level.  The Conference could decide to reduce pensions for future service instead of agreeing to pay increased contributions.  

However, the Trustee and the Strategy and Resources Committee have given considerable attention to this question during the current connexional year and the Council’s Report makes a recommendation for debate and decision by the Conference.

The reply to the Memorial is therefore to be found in the resolutions of the Conference.

M39
Bullying and Harassment
The Tunstall and Burslem (11/15) Circuit Meeting (Present: 39.  Voting: 38 for, 0 against) is concerned to hear that bullying and harassment occurs within the Methodist Church. We understand that some ministers, particularly female ministers, and also some lay members and adherents, have been subjected to bullying and harassment and that there are no laid down procedures in the Methodist Church to deal with such cases. We understand that some complaints have been made through the Complaints Procedures but have often been rejected as inappropriate for the process - which is unwieldy and unhelpful anyway.

This Circuit requests that the Conference responds to this situation urgently by:

1)
Recognising and accepting that such bullying and harassment is happening in the Methodist Church.

2)
Encouraging District Chairs to listen carefully to victims and then to act quickly and decisively in each case.

3)
Acting in a way that challenges the perpetrator rather than simply moving on the victim.

4)
Producing a comprehensive ‘Bullying and Harassment’ policy.

5)
Quickly introducing non-adversarial grievance procedures.

Reply

The Conference thanks the Tunstall and Burslem Circuit for its concern and agrees that bullying and harassment sometimes occur in most organisations, including the Methodist Church.  Such behaviour is unacceptable and not compatible with the office or standing of ministers or other office holders.  Cases of serious and persistent bullying and harassment would therefore need to be dealt with through the Complaints and Discipline procedures. 

However, instances of bullying and harassment are best dealt with as early and as locally as possible.  It is therefore the responsibility of the whole Church community to see that this happens.  There are training implications if this is to be done effectively.  The District Chairs have already devoted a session to such training and consideration is being given to how this should be developed further.

The proposed Ministers’ Handbook being piloted in response to the consultation process with the Department of Trade and Industry over the employment rights of ministers will include specific reference to bullying along with a number of related matters, including a procedure for dealing with grievances.

The Conference therefore refers the Memorial to the Methodist Council.

M40 
Bullying and Harassment
The Cambridge (1/20) Circuit Meeting (Present: 53.  Voting: unanimous) is concerned to hear that some ministers, and particularly female ministers, are being bullied and that there are no effective procedures in the Methodist Church to deal with such cases.

The Circuit requests the Conference to respond with urgency to this situation by:

1)
Recognising and accepting that such bullying is happening in the Methodist Church.

2)
Encouraging Chairs to listen carefully to targets and then to act quickly and decisively in each case.

3)
Acting in a way that challenges the bully rather than simply moving on the targets.

4)
Producing a ‘Bullying and Harassment’ Policy.

5)
Quickly introducing non-adversarial Grievance Procedures.

Reply

The Conference adopts the same reply as to M39.

M41
Complaints and Discipline

The Darwen (21/04) Circuit Meeting (Present: 16.  Voting: unanimous) was pleased to note that last year’s Methodist Conference adopted the following resolution:

"Order Paper pg 11  Notice of Motion 26  Complaints and Discipline"

"The Conference welcomes the review of Complaints and Discipline procedure identified in the Connexional Team Work Plan 2005-06. In the interim period before the Review has been completed, the Conference draws the attention of all Complaints Officers and Convenors of Complaints Panels that, where there is a degree of evidence that a complaint may be malicious or mischievous, that they should seek to treat such a case with all due urgency to avoid an abuse of our procedures."

However, in view of events that have taken place within this Circuit, it appears that this decision is not being followed. The Darwen Circuit therefore requests the Conference to put in place such procedures as will ensure that its own adopted resolution will be enforced.

Reply

The Conference thanks the Darwen Circuit for sharing its concern.  It notes that all information about individual cases is confidential.

Following the adoption of Notice of Motion 26 by the Conference in 2005, it was circulated to all District Complaints Officers.  

The Complaints and Discipline Review Group considered the matter and is bringing Standing Order amendments to this Conference to require a District Complaints Officer usually to meet not only the complainant but also the person complained against to ascertain whether the matter raised is one better dealt with locally rather than by passing it on to a Complaints Panel.  The Review Group’s recommendations also emphasise the importance of dealing with matters as speedily as possible and appropriate.

The Review Group believes these changes to be a helpful response to the concern raised in Notice of Motion 26 (2005), while acknowledging that it is not necessarily a simple matter to determine whether a particular complaint is mischievous or malicious (and how those terms are to be defined).  It may be, for example, that part of the reason for a complaint being brought in the first place is that the respondent does not treat the complainant’s concerns with appropriate seriousness.  

The reply to the Memorial is to be found in the resolutions of the Conference.

M42
The increasing burden of Managing Trusteeship

The Sheffield Synod (R) (Present: 142.  Voting: 141 for, 1 against) draws to the attention of the Conference the increasing weight of responsibility being placed on Managing Trustees within Local Churches.  In many churches, particularly smaller churches, Managing Trustees are not able properly to fulfil their obligations because of lack of necessary resources, skills or energy. 

The Sheffield Synod asks the Conference to direct the Methodist Council to undertake a review of the responsibilities of Managing Trustees, to explore alternative models of Managing Trusteeship, and to bring recommendations for change back to the Conference 2008.  

Reply

The Conference thanks the Sheffield Synod for this Memorial and is aware that the issue raised is a very real one.  The increasing weight of responsibility being placed upon managing trustees sometimes makes it difficult for churches to find people willing to hold office.  The Connexional Team makes every effort to assist local managing trustees by offering guidance (e.g. through Property Points) and developing ways of annual reporting that are as clear and simple as possible.  Some churches, with the assistance of the Connexional Team and the Trustees for Methodist Church Purposes, are currently exploring the possibility of clustering several churches together as one charity with one set of managing trustees.   Related issues are discussed in the report Membership of the Methodist Church and Eligibility to Hold Church Office elsewhere in the Agenda (pp186-190).

Meanwhile, recent charity legislation in Scotland and impending legislation for England and Wales will have further implications at all levels of Church life.  Members of the Connexional Team and others are already considering the implications of the legislation, consulting with the Charity Commission and the Office of the Scottish Charity Regulator, and exploring appropriate ways for the Methodist Church to respond.  A further report will come to the Conference in due course.

WORSHIP AND LEARNING

M43
Derby Resolutions on Human Sexuality
The Douglas and Peel Circuit Meeting (15/1) (Present: 44.  Voting: 27 for, 16 against) believes that as Christians we have a duty to speak the truth in love.  “Love” in scripture is never seen in the abstract, but always in relation to obedience to God’s word.

In that spirit, we would express our deepest concern that, on the question of same-sexual relationships, there is real danger of the Methodist Church in Britain departing further from the settled word of God, whose revelation it declares to be the supreme rule of faith and practice.

The bible is clear that same-sexual relationships are contrary to God’s will (Genesis 2: 21 – 24; Romans 1:20 – 32) but that those who repent of them, depart from them, and turn to Christ will be both cleansed and set free (1 Corinthians 6: 9 – 11).

Derby resolution 6, however generously interpreted, cannot be reconciled either with God’s word or with the defining resolution 4.

In the spirit of true Christian love and charity, we would urge the 2006 Methodist Conference:

· To rescind the requirement that all candidates for the ordained ministry be required to signify that there is nothing in the Derby resolutions to hinder their candidacy;

· To reject any recommendation that the Derby resolutions in their present form be incorporated into the wider commitments of ordained ministers to uphold Methodist doctrinal and disciplinary standards; and

· To revise resolution 6 so that instead of the present words it reads, “Affirms and recognises the dignity and worth of all Christians who, for whatever reason, live celibate lives”.

We commit ourselves to pray for all Christians to be one, for a true revival, and for the effective proclamation of the gospel of grace to the glory of God the father, God the son and God the holy spirit.

Reply

The reply of the Conference is contained in its resolutions on the Pilgrimage of Faith Report.

M44
Human Sexuality
The Oxford (23/1) Circuit Meeting (Present: 30.  Voting: 24 for, 2 against) values what the Methodist Church has done to respect and hold together on the one hand those who believe on the basis of biblical teaching that intimate sexual practices between persons of the same sex are always sinful and on the other hand those who believe that the biblical doctrines of creation and grace, and modern insights into the nature of sexuality, call for the acceptance of such practices when they occur in the contact of deeply committed relationships.  The meeting therefore asks the Conference to reflect this spirit in discussing the blessing of same-sex relationships.

Reply

The reply of the Conference is contained in its debate and resolutions on the Pilgrimage of Faith Report.

M45
Human Sexuality
The Consett (20/24) Circuit Meeting (Present: 34.  Voting: 31 for, 0 against) recommends that the resolutions relating to Human Sexuality – A Pilgrimage of Faith, adopted at the Conference meeting in Derby in 1993, continue to be the position in the Methodist Church and that this position be reaffirmed.

Reply

The reply of the Conference is contained in its resolutions on the Pilgrimage of Faith Report.

M46
Our Responsibility to Babies
The London (Streatham and Dulwich) Circuit Meeting (4/4) (Present: 21.  Voting: unanimous) requests the Conference to urge the Methodist people to take more seriously our responsibility to babies both in church and society, to note especially the importance of diet for babies and for mothers both before and after birth, and to encourage every church to endorse and display the attached Babies’ Charter (or similar document if there are local amendments), in order publicly to demonstrate our commitment and intent.

The Babies’ Charter

This church believes babies are made in the image of God, and are intrinsically good.

We warmly welcome new parents, including breastfeeding mothers, and aim to be baby-friendly by providing:

i) Baby-changing facilities;

ii) A quiet place for feeding, for those who prefer that;

iii) A crèche during Sunday worship and other public events;

iv) A buggy park, infants’ toy corner and high chair;

v) A designated person(s) with special responsibility for


parents arriving with babies;

vi) Services and events at which babies are welcome;

vii) Whenever possible, parent and baby/toddler support groups;

viii) Encouragement for parents to consider baptism.

We believe strongly in:

i) More support for parents who wish to stay at home to care for their children, including State support where necessary;

ii) High quality childcare, especially if needed for under twos;

iii) Healthy diets for pregnant mothers and young children;

iv) More active support from State and society for breastfeeding mothers.

In this church you will find:



      Location


Baby changing facilities

                                                                       

An infants’ toy corner





A quiet place for feeding




(if you don't wish to stay where you are)


A high chair







These are aspirations which churches sign as an intention to fulfil each aspect, if not at once, then over a specific time period.

Reply

The Conference thanks the London (Streatham and Dulwich) Circuit for highlighting our responsibility to babies both in church and society and commends the circuit for its initiative in offering a babies charter.  The Conference encourages every church to demonstrate its commitment and intent by developing and displaying as appropriate, its own version of such a charter.
M47
Local Preacher Training
The Chester le Street (20/20) Circuit Meeting (Present: 28.  Voting: 28 for, 0 against) is aware that there were memorials last year to the Conference regarding the Local Preachers Faith and Worship course.

However, the meeting believes that this is of such importance to the Church that the matter of the intensity and complexity of the Faith and Worship Course must be raised again.  Two Local Preachers on Trial in this Circuit, both excellent leaders of worship and preachers, are finding great difficulty with the course, particularly in the time required to complete it and the difficulty of each unit.  One is a young family man with heavy work responsibilities and the other an older candidate.  The young man is in real danger of exceeding the five-year trial period laid down in S.O. 565(1).

The Circuit believes that the Conference should recognise that this is part-time study and asks the Conference to instruct the Methodist Council and those responsible to modify the course and report progress to the Conference of 2007.  If is does not then the Circuit believes that some highly suitable candidates with a genuine call to preach will be put off by what, in effect, is a degree course.  The Church and its witness would be the poorer.

Reply

The Conference notes, as the Memorial says, that this matter was the subject of a Memorial in 2005, as it has been on earlier occasions.

A thorough review of the Faith and Worship Course was completed in 2005.  This took into account many of the concerns which had been raised about the demands previously made upon those undertaking the course.  The Conference believes that it is right that our preachers should demonstrate appropriate levels of knowledge, conviction and competence, and that Faith and Worship enables them to do so.

The Conference does not believe that the Church would be well served by any relaxation of our standards for preachers.  However, work is in hand to provide greater flexibility in the routes by which prospective preachers may gain the necessary knowledge, conviction and competence for their ministry.  This work is being undertaken in collaboration with our ecumenical partners.  This will enable some account to be taken of local circumstances, but without compromising the standards which the Conference considers to be essential.

The Memorial is declined.

M48
Connexional Support for Local Preachers

The Glasgow (31/02) Circuit Meeting (Present: 34.  Voting: unanimous), concerned by the recent decision to take the Connexional Local Preachers’ Secretary away from his office for a year, asks the Conference to reassert the central place Local Preachers have in the life and worship of the Methodist Church. The meeting further asks the Conference to direct the Connexional Team to make the work of supporting Local Preachers a high priority, allocating the necessary resources, especially in terms of staff, thus stimulating and underpinning the work of Local Preachers, not least in the areas of continued development and training. 

Reply

The Conference notes that the Connexional Local Preachers’ Secretary has been seconded to other work within the Connexional Team since the autumn of 2005, but that arrangements have been made to ensure that adequate staff and other resources are provided.  The Methodist Council is currently reviewing the whole work and staffing levels of the Team, in accordance with the Team Focus document presented to the Conference in 2005.  The level of Team support for a variety of local ministries, including those of Local Preachers, is included within this review, the outcomes of which will be presented to the Conference in 2007.  The Conference notes that work is in hand to provide greater flexibility in the routes by which prospective preachers may gain the necessary knowledge, conviction and competence for their ministry.  This work is being undertaken in collaboration with our ecumenical partners.  Meanwhile the Conference reaffirms its support for the vital ministry of Local Preachers within our Connexion and encourages every member of the Church to consider how to nurture those who are called to preach.

M49
Connexional Support for Local Preachers
The Birstall and Spen (27/22) Circuit Meeting (Present: 35.  Voting: unanimous) is concerned that the reduction of staff levels and material resources at connexional level has had a detrimental effect on the support and encouragement given to Local Preachers.  It is gravely disappointed at the lack of flexibility in considering alternative routes to, and combinations of, qualifications and experience in preachers.  It asks the Conference to direct that the support and encouragement of Local Preachers provided at connexional level be reviewed to increase the number of those applying to respond to the call to preach, and that the revisiting of Team support for local church, Circuit and District ministries should ensure that its work covers this particular matter.

Reply 

The Conference makes the same reply as to Memorial M48.

M50
Local Preacher Training
The West Devon (24/24) Circuit Meeting (Present: 42.  Voting: unanimous) requests that, within the Methodist Church, work be undertaken to develop a category of Circuit Specific Local Preacher with a course which will develop practical preaching skills and theological reflection for individuals to preach and to lead worship in their local Circuit(s). 

This accreditation would be nationally recognised but locally administered and such preachers would be limited to preaching in their own Circuit (or groups of Circuits with a shared course). Such a training course would give both practical and theological experience but this would be tailored to the particular needs and opportunities of the Circuit. This would be similar to the United Reformed Church, which currently trains preachers for both local and national accreditation.

The workbook Presence reflects on the local presence of the Church whatever its situation.  A category of Circuit Specific Local Preacher would assist Circuits to be able to train people who want to respond to the call to preach but for whom the current training course Faith and Worship is inappropriate.

The Circuit requests that the Conference explores and expands training courses available for Local Preachers throughout the Connexion to include this category of Circuit Specific Local Preachers so as to continue and develop the lively preaching of the Methodist Church.

Reply

The Methodist Church cherishes the office of Local Preacher as one which, uniquely, is recognised in every Circuit and transferable when a preacher moves his or her membership to a new Circuit.  That this is possible is due to the maintenance of Connexion-wide systems and standards for Local Preacher training and appointment.  These systems and standards, even more significantly, ensure that our doctrines and disciplines are upheld.  Every preacher must take account of the context in which their ministry is exercised, and circuits must ensure that an awareness of this is part of Local Preacher training.

The Conference does not believe that the Church would be well served by any relaxation of our standards for preachers.  However, work is in hand to provide greater flexibility in the routes by which prospective preachers may gain the necessary knowledge, conviction and competence for their ministry.  This work is being undertaken in collaboration with our ecumenical partners.  This will enable some account to be taken of local circumstances, but without compromising the standards which the Conference considers to be essential.

The Conference does not agree that the introduction of a new office of ‘Circuit Specific Local Preacher’ is desirable and the Memorial is therefore declined.

M51
Pray without Ceasing Initiative
The Bristol Kingswood (7/6) Circuit Meeting (Present: 42.  Voting: unanimous), in view of the many positive outcomes from the Pray Without Ceasing initiative, namely the strengthening of connexionalism, the affirmation and encouragement of the ministry of prayer, the knowledge that at any given moment someone in the Methodist Church is praying, and the introduction and benefit to many people of new approaches to prayer, invites the Conference to extend the Pray Without Ceasing initiative indefinitely.

Reply

The Conference joins with the Bristol Kingswood Circuit Meeting in celebrating the positive outcomes of the Pray Without Ceasing initiative.  Resources will continue to be made available in print, through the website www.praywithoutceasing.org.uk and in other ways to support those wishing to explore different approaches to prayer.

The Conference encourages the use of the rota in the Prayer Handbook as a framework for Districts and Circuits who wish to continue to engage in continual prayer, using the days applicable to their District as a guide.

M52
Timing of Sabbaticals
The North of Scotland Mission (31/10) Circuit Meeting (Present: 41.  Voting: 32 for, 0 against) requests that the Conference examine the timing of ministers’ sabbaticals in view of changing practice within ministers’ stations. For one of the Circuit churches the ten-year sabbatical has coincided on two occasions with the end of a minister’s station. Whilst supporting wholeheartedly the practice of ministerial sabbaticals, we request that the Conference examines the timing of sabbaticals and perhaps allows ministers greater flexibility in the timing of them.

Reply

The timing of sabbaticals is governed by Standing Order 744(3).  This specifies that sabbaticals shall normally be taken in the tenth and each seventh year of travel after it, but sabbaticals may for good reason be taken one year earlier or later and in particular shall not be taken in the first year of a new appointment.  Thus the Standing Order already allows for the flexibility requested by the North of Scotland Mission and therefore no change is necessary.

M53
Life Long Learning for Ministers
The Leeds Synod (M) (Present 54.  Voting: unanimous) notes the growing emphasis of the Connexion on life long learning and continued training in ordained ministry and therefore urges that:
a) 
habits and disciplines of serious theological reading be encouraged and nurtured during initial training and probation;

b) 
appropriate time be set aside by Circuits and Districts for such reading for all their ministers throughout their ministry;

c) 
Formation in Ministry seeks a person to enable this to happen and be effectively monitored at Circuit level.

Reply

The formation of habits of theological study is an integral part of pre-ordination training and probation. Formation in Ministry insists on a guaranteed weekly study day (in addition to the day off) forming part of a probationer’s appointment. District Probationers’ Secretaries are encouraged to help and advise probationers in the best use of their study time. 

Such insistence is counter-productive if the study day is regarded as a burdensome obligation to be dropped after ordination so that the minister can get on with the ‘real work’ of ministry. Circuits and Districts have a responsibility not only to encourage and enable the setting aside of time for reading, but to set up appropriate means (study groups, on-line discussion groups, etc) to enable ministers to reflect on their practice in the light of their reading.

It is hoped that the proposals for training networks contained in the report The Future Use and Configuration of Training Institutions will help to give stronger support to theological learning for the whole Church.

The proposals before the Conference for the future development of Accompanied Self Appraisal, Review and Support for presbyters and deacons also seek, inter alia, to encourage life long learning.  The Conference believes that monitoring of such matters is most effectively carried out within Districts and Circuits.

M54
Appraisal
The Nottingham and Derby Synod (R) (Present: 200.  Voting: 200 for, 0 against) seeks assurance from the Conference that if the Methodist Church introduces a Circuit-based system of appraisal then those Districts where the present scheme is known to work successfully shall have the flexibility to apply the disciplines and principles as currently constituted.  The Synod further seeks from the Conference support for such Districts in their efforts to extend the present scheme by exploring with presbyters/deacons and trained lay accompanists working in partnership a suitable linkage between the existing scheme and continuing development and training without sacrificing the principles of confidentiality and affirmation.

Reply

The Conference refers this Memorial to the Methodist Council for consideration as part of the ongoing work on appraisal and review for those in ordained ministry.  The reply of the Conference will be contained in its response to specific proposals that will be brought to future Conferences for decision. 

M55
Funding for MAYC
The Oxford and Leicester Synod (R) (Present: 135; Vote for: 121; against: 0) celebrates the invaluable contribution that young people make to the life of the Methodist Church (epitomised by our current year to Pray Without Ceasing, initiated by the Youth Conference), and applauds the way in which this is encouraged and supported by the MAYC staff in the Connexional Team. However, the Synod is concerned that only around 1½% of the budget of the Connexional Team is spent on the work of MAYC and that this tiny proportion could be cut further as part of the reorganisation exercise that the Team is currently undertaking.

In the Oxford and Leicester District we have seen a substantial increase in paid youth workers in the last five years and this has given a renewed focus to local churches and Circuits. The results of these appointments, for a number of young people, have been life-transforming but this is not always recognised within the Church and often youth work can be a lonely calling.

It is therefore vital that youth workers, and the volunteers and young people they work with, are appropriately supported. The Synod believes this support can be best offered by qualified and experienced youth workers, within the Connexional Team, through the range of events, activities and resources that MAYC provides. The Synod urges the Conference to direct the Methodist Council to ensure that the funding of MAYC is not cut any further and to explore ways in which it can be increased so that young people can be encouraged and supported as they continue to inspire and lead the Methodist Church. 

Reply

The Conference thanks the Oxford and Leicester District for its encouragement and support for the Church’s engagement with young people and in particular for the contribution of the Connexional Team.  The Conference notes that one of the projects currently being undertaken by the Team as part of the Team Focus process relates to re-visioning the Church’s work with children and young people and that members of the Conference are being invited to share in the consultations related to that project.  The outcomes of the project will include recommendations about the ways in which the Connexional Team can uniquely and/or best support this work in the future within the resources it has available.  These recommendations, after consideration by the Methodist Council, will be presented to the Conference in 2007.

The Conference requests the Connexional Team to take note of the concerns expressed in the memorial in their work on the Team Focus project on children and young people.

M56
Supernumerary ministers and Continuing Development in Ministry

The Nottingham and Derby Synod (M) (Present: 100.  Voting: 98 for, 1 against) requests that supernumerary ministers be included in the Continuing Development in Ministry training programme.

Reply 

Standing Order 745 requires all ministers and deacons in full connexion to engage in further study, training and professional development, which therefore includes those who are supernumerary.  The Growth in Ministry Report received by the 2005 Conference did not exclude supernumeraries from its recommendations as to how Standing Order 745 should be fulfilled in the future, and set out the respective roles of ministers and deacons themselves, Circuits, Districts and the Connexion in this regard.  One key principle is that engagement with continuing development should be tailored to the needs and circumstances of the persons concerned.  Those responsible for meeting those needs therefore have a duty to provide suitable training and development for everyone, including supernumeraries. The 2005 Report indicates how each part of the Church is expected to be involved in this process.

M57
Open Learning Centre
The Nottingham and Derby Synod (R) (Present: 200.  Voting: 199 for, 1 against) commends the work of the Open Learning Centre (Horizons) and regrets its closure.  It urges the Conference to do something adequate to fill this gap in equipping God’s people for their mission.

Reply 

The Open Learning Centre (OLC) was an activity co-ordinated by the Connexional Team until around 2001, offering distance-learning opportunities in subjects in such fields as theology, biblical studies and Christian ethics.  Latterly the activity was transferred to the oversight of Cliff College and most recently promoted under the name Horizons. Changes in learning styles, the proliferation of alternative learning and development opportunities offered by many other institutions (connected with the Methodist Church, ecumenical and non-Church educational institutions), together with a steep decline in demand for the courses on offer through the OLC/Horizons, have led in the past year to the decision by Cliff College, with regret, to wind up the programme.

The proposals before the Conference for the establishment of Regional Learning Centres, with funding for core staff who will be expected to expand opportunities for learning and development by the whole people of God, together with the particular proposals to establish a scheme of discipleship/vocational exploration will, if adopted, in effect provide a positive response to the concerns in this Memorial.
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