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Talking of God, Acting for God: 


Report of the Training Institutions Review Group

1.  Introduction

1.1  The Training Institutions Review Group was set up by the Methodist Council in response to Notice of Motion 126 (Daily Record 7/18/1 2006). The Notice of Motion concerned Resolution 46/3 of the report ‘Future Use and Configuration of Training Institutions’ and read: 


‘The Conference refers back Section 4 of the Report to the Methodist Council and instructs the Council to:


(1)
undertake further work on the proposals outlined in paras 4.4.1 to 4.5.5.


(2)
appoint a review group, members of which shall have no current direct involvement in any of the centres or institutions named on pages 397/8 of the Agenda to undertake this task.


(3)
bring a new, reasoned and objective set of proposals to the Conference of 2007.

The Conference recognises that acceptance of these proposals will carry financial implications for 2007/08, but believes this to be an appropriate short term cost, the outcome of which will be a greater confidence in the quality and viability of training provision available across the Connexion in years to come.’

1.2  The members of the group were:

Revd Ian White (Chair): Past President of the Conference

Revd Chris Batten: Minister, former Academic Registrar Open University, Member of Inspections Working Party

Mrs Jennifer Bone: Former Pro-Vice Chancellor, University of the West of England

Dr Ian Lovecy: Former Strategy and Planning Officer, University of Wales, Bangor, Member of the Methodist Council
Revd Liz Smith: Minister, Chair-designate, Leeds District

Dr David Way: Theological Education Secretary, Ministry Division, Archbishops’ Council of the Church of England

Revd Jim Jones: Chair, Scotland District (took part by correspondence)

Revd Margaret Jones: Team Leader, Formation in Ministry (staff and supporting role)

1.3  The group worked to wide-ranging Terms of Reference agreed by the Methodist Council. They were specifically asked: 

To review the provisions of sections 4.4.1 to 4.5.5 of the report in order to determine the specific institutional arrangements which will achieve the best possible

(1)
concentration of full-time students in pre-ordination training 

(2)
provision of part-time pre-ordination training

(3)
provision of training for the ministry of the whole people of God in accordance with the principles in section 3.7 of the report. 

These arrangements should allow:

(1)
the creation of a ‘faculty’ of Methodist staff in each of the networks outlined in section 4.1.1 

(2)
the provision of appropriate learning communities for all students

(3)
the best possible interaction between training provided by Methodist-sponsored routes and that provided by ecumenical partners, whether or not under formal partnership arrangements

1.4  In doing this they were asked to take into account a wide range of considerations. Chief among them were:

(1)
The need to seek positive outcomes and avoid generating a ‘bidding war’ between institutions.

(2)
The need to meet an outline budget target of £1.6m (adjusted for inflation) for 2008/9, representing a 30% reduction on the 2005/6 figure for foundation and pre-ordination training. 

(3)
The need to look to future trends as far as possible, as well as gathering evidence to evaluate present performance.

(4)
The need to take account of diversity among students, modes of training, ecumenical relationships and institutional partnerships.

(5)
The integration of theory and practice in training for ministry.

(6)
The need to respond to and provide for the long-term and changing needs of the Church for training for a wide variety of ministries (lay and ordained), by making available to all pathways for vocational exploration and appropriate initial and continuing training, learning and development.

2.  Process of the review

2.1  The group’s remit therefore covered a much wider range than the question of full-time pre-ordination training – wider even than the provision of pre-ordination training in all its forms. The institutions through which the Church trains people for ordained ministry already make a significant contribution to learning for the whole people of God and have the potential to do more. The ‘theological colleges and courses’ that used to be regarded as the preserve of those training for ministry are already providing courses followed by people wanting to develop their discipleship and explore their vocation, ministers and local preachers seeking continuing development, members of partner churches training for a variety of ministries and much more. The proposals contained in this report can help the whole Church, as a learning community, to become more confident in talking of God and acting for God.
2.2  The group worked to the principles adopted by Conference in 2006 in section 3.5 of the report The Future Use and Configuration of Training Institutions. These are in summary:

1.
Groupings of staff and students to act as centres for the preservation and development of Methodist theological identity and as a resource for the whole (ecumenical) Church, building on centres of excellence that already exist. 

2.
Local and regional networks to deliver all kinds of training, not pre-ordination training alone.
3.
Training must take place in an ecumenical setting.
4.
Good stewardship of limited resources, encouraging investment by God’s people as well as controlling expenditure.
5.
Allowing modification and development to take place as flexibly as possible and robust enough to respond to future changes and opportunities.
These five principles formed one axis of a grid that was used for evaluation in the visits made by the group. The other axis consisted of the criteria used by the Methodist Council in its review of full-time training in May 2006: University links, Teaching, learning and research, Formational experience, Student experience, Reports, Physical resources, Connexional significance and Ecumenical significance. This process was agreed with the Principals of the institutions concerned. While it provided an equitable framework for the visits it was not used so rigidly as to constrain what the individual institutions wanted the group to consider.

2.3  The group were particularly aware of the tensions between

· The desire to work ecumenically for the sake of the present and the future, and the perceived need to hand on the valued emphases of Methodism

· The need to resource both pre-ordination training and training and learning for the whole people of God

· The need to provide training which is both widely dispersed so as to be accessible to people in a variety of life-situations and concentrated so as to make best use of resources and provide good group learning environments 

· The desire to create workable integrated regional structures and the budgetary and management constraints on doing so

· And all this within a greatly reduced budget based on a figure which (in 2005/6) related almost exclusively to the provision of foundation and pre-ordination training and would be asked in future to support integrated structures providing a much greater range of learning and training.

The group was given a heavy task, particularly in relation to the connexional timetable which required the bulk of the work to be done between November and February. They knew that their recommendations would be bound to create pain, and that there would be no getting away from the same kind of hard decisions that were brought to the Conference in 2006. Although the short timetable imposed a heavy strain both on the group and on those whom they consulted, they also knew that no amount of time would have made these decisions any easier – probably the reverse.

2.4  The group realised from the start the importance of the maximum possible contact between themselves and the various institutions involved, with the aim both of gathering information and of expressing and fostering trust. They visited all the institutions able to offer full-time pre-ordination training and held a series of meetings (see below).

2.5  This generated a demanding timetable. 

· Late November: a meeting to determine methods of working, and a ‘round-table’ meeting with the Principals of the institutions identified as offering full-time pre-ordination training (The Queen’s Foundation Birmingham, Wesley College Bristol, Wesley House Cambridge, the Wesley Study Centre Durham, Hartley Victoria College Manchester. The Urban Theology Unit Sheffield and the York Institute for Community Theology, which work in a rapidly-developing partnership, were later added to this group).

· Early December – late January: visits to those institutions. Ian White took part in every visit and wrote the notes for the visit to YICT/UTU, on which he was accompanied by Liz Smith. On each other visit he was accompanied by three other members of the group (except for the Wesley Study Centre Durham where David Way was prevented by the impact of gales on the rail network). Notes of the visits were written either by Chris Batten or Ian Lovecy thus ensuring maximum continuity within the constraints of diaries. The group also took submissions from other institutions.

· During January: a series of meetings between some group members and (a) members of the connexional Team, (b) finance officers of institutions and (c) representatives of the various institutions that would be involved in regional networks.

· End of January: a meeting between the Chair and the theological education officers of the Church of England and the United Reformed Church.

· Late February: meetings to draft the Report and a second round-table meeting with Principals to share its outline conclusions.

· March: a meeting with representatives of some of the institutions offering part-time training, and a meeting to finalise the report.

2.6  In the course of these meetings and visits the group became even more acutely aware of the demands created by uncertainty and change. They identified the main factors as being the knowledge that the block grant system (and the whole funding régime) is under review, the replacement of foundation training by vocational exploration and the ‘planning blight’ consequent on prolonged uncertainty. Nevertheless their main impression was one of vitality and creativity. The group believes that there is an untold story of excellence in training of which the connexion is largely unaware. They were hugely impressed by the quality of the work being done, sometimes in difficult circumstances. They encountered:

· communities in which students and staff found warm environments for spiritual challenge and growth

· learning programmes combining academic rigour with equipping students for ministry

· learning pathways tailored to the needs of individual students

· students with no previous academic background enabled to undertake research-level studies

· flexible arrangements enabling full-time training to be combined with family and personal needs

· a variety of methods of delivery of part-time training adapted to local circumstances

· development of new learning methods using cutting-edge technologies

· a wide range of partnerships and interactions, from international universities and churches to local Circuits and church members

· deeply embedded and creative ecumenical partnership

· focus on the changing mission needs of the Church

· opportunities for the identity of various faiths and traditions (including the Methodist) to be explored and developed

· patterns of community life enabling both full- and part-time students to participate to the full

· a wide range of practical experience, from the local to the international, integrated with formal study

· wide-ranging and well-maintained library and archive resources

· enterprising use of buildings and facilities to support the ‘core business’ of institutions

· highly developed expertise in vocational exploration, personal development and support of special learning needs

· specific responses to the varying needs and contexts of different regions

They wish above all to acknowledge the commitment, dedication and sheer professionalism of staff. They hope to bring recommendations that will enable such high-quality work to continue, with its benefits becoming even more widely available in support of the learning church.

3.  Recommendations

Against this background the group therefore brings the following recommendations.

3.1  Regional Training Networks

3.1.1  There will be five Regional Training Networks in England which will include the following institutions (Regional Training Partnerships are named only where formal structures are in place at the time of writing):

· North-West (Hartley Victoria College, the Partnership for Theological Education in Manchester, the South North-West Regional Training Partnership, the North North-West Regional Training Partnership)

· North-East and Yorkshire (Wesley Study Centre, Urban Theology Unit/York Institute for Community Theology)

· Midlands (Queen’s Foundation, East Midlands Ministerial Training Course, Cliff College, the West Midlands Regional Training Partnership)

· South and South-West (Wesley College, Southern Theological Education and Training Scheme, South West Ministry Training Course)

· South-East (Wesley House, Eastern Region Ministry Course, South East Institute for Theological Education, Guy Chester Centre, the Eastern Regional Training Partnership)

The institution shown in bold will be regarded as the core institution for the network. The group found that the terms of its remit led logically to the proposal of five networks instead of the six of the 2006 report, reflecting the need to concentrate and make good use of resources, with the subsidiary effect of achieving a better distribution of bodies (Districts, complementary institutions etc) relating to each network. Three of the core institutions – the Wesley Study Centre Durham, the Queen’s Foundation Birmingham and Wesley House Cambridge – will be designated to receive connexionally funded students for full-time pre-ordination training. For full details see section 3.2.

3.1.2  There will be one network for Scotland and one for Wales. The specific relationships between institutions within these networks will be different from those obtaining in England because of the absence of a core institution, but the basic principles and structures will be the same.

3.1.3  Cliff College has been included in a network. This is not to limit or deny its connexional role but recognises that it also has a place within a region, and that the experience it brings in terms of the 'Ministry of the Whole People of God' can contribute locally as well as connexionally. 

3.1.4  The Training Strategy and Resources Executive (TSRE), whose membership will include representatives of the seven regional networks, will act as their co-ordinating body. Its responsibilities, subject to the Methodist Council, will include:

· Reviewing the five-yearly allocation of connexional funding to the networks

· Determining the distribution of funding within them

· Advising on the setting of fees

· Receiving reports from the Methodist Training Forums so as to keep account of their work on behalf of the Methodist Council

· Setting connexional strategic priorities for the work of the regional networks and monitoring their delivery through appropriate ecumenical processes where possible

3.1.5  Each network will have a Methodist Training Forum which will:

· Assess the training needs of the region served by the networked institutions

· Deliberate on the distribution of connexional and other resources to meet those needs across the network and make proposals accordingly to TSRE

· Maintain the best possible training systems for the region

· Work to an agreed constitution, composition and terms of reference with appropriate Standing Orders

· Be connexionally accountable through TSRE to the Methodist Council

· Co-ordinate the work of the Training Officers (see paragraph 3.1.13)

The Forum will be chaired by one of the District Chairs relating to it. It will include:

· Representatives of the Districts involved. It may not be necessary or appropriate for all Chairs to attend every meeting of the Forum but all should have the right to attend

· Representatives of all the institutions involved in the network

· The Training Officers of the network (see paragraph 3.1.13)

· Representatives of the RTPs associated with the network, and if there are no RTPs appropriate ecumenical representation

· Any other representative individuals that the Forum wishes to include

· Representation from the connexional Team as appropriate

3.1.6  Within each network there will be provision for the training needs of the area that relates to it including:

· The development and support of trainers and group leaders (e.g. for discipleship groups, vocational exploration, worship leader and local preacher training) so as to resource theological learning for the whole people of God

· Facilitation of ‘Extending Discipleship, Exploring Vocation’

· Pre-ordination training as indicated in section 3.2 below 

· The support of continuous learning and training for the mission of the whole Church

3.1.7  A network is not a region. The fundamental principle of the network is that it should include significant Methodist theological resources and should relate efficiently to a number of Districts. It is impossible to draw network boundaries which coincide with either Methodist Districts or RTPs. People’s ability to take advantage of the learning opportunities offered across a network will depend to some extent on transport links. There will be issues around the relationship between Districts and networks, more complex in some places than in others, but these can be dealt with pragmatically.

3.1.8 Each network will receive core funding for the provision of staff. Calculations of core funding are based on £33000 as the cost of one staff member. (This is based on 2005/6 figures: all budget projections are made on this baseline and will be subject to revision in practice to take account of inflation.) This represents a real increase of 10% on the figure proposed in the 2006 report to take account of the fact that, although calculations are based on the cost of an ordained staff member, not all are in fact ordained. 

3.1.9  Core funding will be allocated to each network with the aim of supporting two teaching staff members (full-time equivalent) at the core institution to resource a Methodist community of scholarship, while also being available to the network, and one (f.t.e.) teaching staff member located elsewhere in the area served by the network. Where full-time bursary-funded training is offered a further staff member will be funded.

3.1.10  Core funding will be allocated as follows:

· North-East/Yorkshire, Midlands and South-East - £132000

This represents three (f.t.e.) staff members at the core institution and one (f.t.e.) elsewhere

· North-West, South/ South-West - £99000

This represents two (f.t.e.) staff members at the core institution and one (f.t.e.) elsewhere

· Wales - £66000

· Scotland - £33000

The provision of an additional staff member at the institutions offering funded full-time training is to reinforce their institutional strength in the interests of scholarship and research.

While core funding will not be ring-fenced for the employment of Methodists alone, there will be an expectation of sufficient Methodist input for formational purposes. This cannot be prescribed in terms of numbers because local circumstances are so various, but it will be monitored, where possible through ecumenical systems.

3.1.11  Core funding will be allocated to networks for a five-year period, with a review process beginning in the third year. The Training Strategy and Resources Executive (TSRE) will be responsible for allocation and review.

3.1.12  Core funding will be channelled through the core institution in each network in England. Other arrangements will be put in place for Wales and Scotland. This is to ensure proper legal and financial accountability while avoiding the administrative complexities of creating new legal entities.

3.1.13  We urge that additional funding from outside this budget should provide for at least two (f.t.e.) training officers for each network in England, one (f.t.e.) for Wales and one-half (f.t.e.) for Scotland. Without this the whole scheme is seriously compromised.  The recommendations of the Methodist Council to this proposal are found elsewhere in the Agenda, section 28.
3.1.14  All the connexionally-funded staff associated with the network will work flexibly in support of the ministry of the whole people of God, sometimes within the institutions and sometimes outside them. It is expected that the focus of some staff will be more institution-based and some more district and circuit-based, without, however, a rigid dividing line between them.

3.2  Provision of pre-ordination training

3.2.1 The proposals for the provision of pre-ordination training aim to balance (1) the need to concentrate such provision in order to achieve a good learning experience and efficient use of resources with (2) the need to make training widely available in a variety of contexts. The intention is therefore to maintain as nearly as possible a total cohort of 20 full-time students at each of three institutions. To maintain this total of 60 students divided between the three institutions it will be necessary to allocate 30 students from each year’s intake to full-time training, the average full-time course being two years in length. If current intake numbers (approx. 50 p.a.) are maintained there will be roughly 20 students a year to be allocated to part-time training, giving a total of 60 in part-time training at any one time, the average part-time course being three years in length.

3.2.2  Full-time pre-ordination training for students supported by connexional bursaries will be available through the following institutions:

· The Queen’s Foundation Birmingham (Queen’s)

· Wesley House Cambridge (WH)

· The Wesley Study Centre Durham (WSC)

.

3.2.3  The three named institutions are designated as the centres for the concentration of full-time training because of:

· the breadth and productiveness of their ecumenical relationships

· the strength and security of their links with university departments

· their ability to provide experience of inter-faith and world mission perspectives

They all perform more than adequately against these criteria, although not all to the same extent against each.

3.2.4  The 2006 report argued for two centres for full-time pre-ordination training on the grounds of the need to ensure a cohort of sufficient size to benefit from the group experience of such training. Its recommendation of two centres was based on an estimate of around 50 as the number of students likely to be available for full-time training. The review group came to the conclusion that that figure might well be slightly higher, especially bearing in mind the ever-increasing flexibility of full-time provision. It will be noted that the term ‘residential’ is now not being used: the nature of residence is very varied, although all full-time courses offer a significant element of residential experience. It thus became possible to recommend three centres for full-time training with the consequent increase in the range and variety of such provision.

3.2.5  Part-time pre-ordination training will, and full-time training in certain circumstances (see 3.5.1 below) may, be available through the following institutions:

· Wesley College Bristol (WCB)

· Hartley Victoria College Manchester (HVC)

· The Urban Theology Unit Sheffield/The York Institute for Community Theology (UTU/YICT)

3.2.6  To sustain the networks, part-time pre-ordination training also needs to be available through

· The Eastern Region Ministry Course (ERMC)

· The East Midlands Ministry Training Course (EMMTC)

· The South-East Institute for Theological Education (SEITE)

· The Southern Theological Education and Training Scheme (STETS)

· The South-West Ministry Training Course (SWMTC)

3.2.7  The following institutions will not receive Methodist pre-ordination students:

· The Carlisle and Blackburn Theological Institute (CBDTI)

· The North-East Oecumenical Training Scheme (NEOC)

· The Northern Ordination Course (NOC)

· The North Thames Ministerial Training Course (NTMTC)

· The West of England Ministerial Training Course (WEMTC) 

· Oxford Brookes Westminster (OBW)

3.2.8 Part time pre-ordination training will, and full-time training in certain circumstances (see 3.5.1 below) may, be available in Wales and Scotland through:

· The Wales Training Network

· Training for Scotland

3.3  Funding framework

3.3.1  The overall pattern of connexional funding, while significantly different in some respects from that of recent years, will have basically the same shape, i.e.:

· a fee per student

· support for the maintenance of students in full-time training

· payment of expenses for students in part-time training 

· an element of staff support irrespective of student numbers

3.3.2  A connexional fee will be paid for each student. The annual fee will be set at a level so that the total fee for a pre-ordination training pathway (not including research or extended study) will be the same whatever its length.

3.3.3  Connexional bursaries at a fixed rate will be provided for students in full-time training at the three designated institutions. If it becomes necessary to reduce expenditure still further the number of bursaries will have to be reduced. Students for whom full-time training is judged to be appropriate but who do not receive a bursary may train full-time if they can support themselves (e.g. by finding alternative sources of funding) and if the connexional budget can meet the fees. This will normally be through one of the three designated institutions but could be through one of the institutions named in 3.2.4 and the networks named in 3.2.8 if it were able to provide an appropriate course.

3.3.4  Travel and related expenses will continue to be paid for part-time students.

3.4.  Budgetary implications

3.4.1  The recommendations are designed to enable a budget target of £1.6m (at 2005/6 prices) to be met. It must however be borne in mind that the new structures will be meeting a variety of training needs out of a budget which was designed in the past to be for foundation and pre-ordination training alone.

3.4.2  Core funding as indicated in 3.1.10 above accounts for £693000.

3.4.3  Current figures support the assumption that roughly 50 students may be accepted for pre-ordination training (diaconal and presbyteral) each year. It is assumed that 30 of these will be placed in full-time training (a slightly higher proportion than at present, taking into account the changes expected to be brought about by the ending of foundation training). This means that at any one time there will be 60 students in full-time pre-ordination training (i.e. an allocation of 30 students from each year’s intake to full-time training, assuming the length of such training to be 2 years) and 60 students in part-time pre-ordination training (i.e. an allocation of 20 students from each year’s intake to part-time training, assuming the length of such training to be 3 years). Working from 2005/6 fee levels (£4080 p.a. for a full-time student, £2725 for a part-time student) and a figure for bursaries based on the average maintenance grant for that year, this gives approximate budget figures of:

· 60 full-time fees 
£244800

· 60 part-time fees 
£163500

· expenses for 60 part-time students (average £500 p.a.) 
  £30000

· bursaries for 60 full-time students (£7000 per head p.a.)
£420000

· TOTAL STUDENT-RELATED BUDGET
£858300

· Core funding
£693000

· TOTAL BUDGET
£1551300

3.5.  Student allocation

3.5.1 Candidates wishing to train full-time will have to apply for a bursary. The criteria for bursaries will be drawn up and kept under review by TSRE. Students may self-fund for full-time training if a bursary is not available, if it is judged to be appropriate for them and if the Connexion can meet the fees.

3.5.2  An allocations panel responsible to TSRE will meet immediately after the Candidates’ Committees. It will include at least one representative from each Methodist Training Forum and staff of Formation in Ministry. Each Forum may have more than one institution directly represented on the panel: this should be determined within the Forum itself. The panel will (a) allocate bursaries on the basis of the applications received and (b) allocate students to institutions for both full-time and part-time training. Any appeal against the decision of the panel will be heard by a panel of three members drawn from the Connexional Candidates’ Appeals Panel. This provision constitutes the reply to Notice of Motion 4 (Daily Record 7/10 2006).

4.  And finally …

4.1  This report continues the principles that have informed Methodist policy on learning and development for some time, and that have been expressed ecumenically in the ‘Hind’ report: learning for the whole Church that is lifelong, flexible, wide-ranging, engaged with other traditions and faiths and above all that equips God’s people for mission.

4.2  It thus concerns the resourcing of the ministry of the whole people of God for God’s mission in the world. The Church, whether in gathered or dispersed mode, is always an open institution. It does not exist in separation from ‘secular’ society and its learning structures and policies should reflect this fact. Much of the training needed for the Church’s ministry can therefore best be provided through institutions which are not part of the Church – universities, colleges of further and higher education, specialist institutions and voluntary organisations. Taking up such opportunities may involve a cost, but it also offers access to other sources of funding. In any case Church institutions themselves can no longer be expected to offer training at no cost to participants. Moving into this more complex world of varied learning opportunities does not represent a failure of provision in the life of the Church; rather it is a response to God’s prevenient grace in the life of the Kingdom.

***RESOLUTIONS

27/1. 
The Conference receives the report.

27/2. 
The Conference adopts section 3.1.

27/3. 
The Conference adopts section 3.2.

27/4. 
The Conference adopts section 3.3.

27/5. 
The Conference adopts section 3.5.1.

27/6. 
The Conference adopts section 3.5.2 as the reply to Notice of Motion 4 (2006).
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