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1.
Summary

1.1
This Methodist Heritage and Contemporary Mission report demonstrates ways in which we can enhance the mission of the Church by paying greater attention to our heritage. It is intended as the first in a series of reports which will make proposals about the governance, management and resourcing of our heritage sites and artefacts in the context of a thorough understanding of Methodist theology.

1.2
Tourism, cultural and geographical, is an important feature in the present age. By telling of the stories of Methodism more effectively and supporting Methodist heritage sites as places of pilgrimage and encounter with the living God, historic locations can be effective in Christian mission.  With the aid of good educational methods and publicity in the tourist arena, we can develop confidence in Methodist identity and encourage local communities to explore fresh expressions of being Church in key locations central to the Methodist story. Our past can become salvation history for all.

1.3 As a first stage, the report suggests ways in which existing structures can be improved through the creation of a Methodist Heritage Committee, served by a Connexional Methodist Heritage Co-ordinator whose principal task it will be to work in support of the main Methodist heritage sites in the first instance and then increasingly to include the smaller sites in this work.  It can act as a clear focus for the commitment to and dispersal of resources to the many Methodist heritage sites, providing a clear means of relating to the secular world and its potential to support our work in heritage. 

The best connexional principles will be the hallmark of this work. A concentration on better communication, internal co-ordination and more effective educational provision will enable Methodist Heritage to be a more powerful tool in the renewal of churches. This work and approach are fully in accordance with Our Calling and would meet two of the criteria of connexional priorities, those of developing confidence and encouraging fresh expressions of being church.

2
Background information

2.1
In recent years, there has been a complex relationship between heritage sites and the Methodist Conference, with different governance patterns and lines of reporting. At the Conference of 2000, the Aldersgate Memorial Committee asked for an investigation and report on the way in which mission through heritage was being experienced by the Methodist Church and how it was presently structured and resourced. A report was subsequently commissioned and undertaken by the Wesley and Methodist Studies Centre, Westminster Institute of Education, Oxford Brookes University, reporting to the Methodist Council in September 2001.

2.2
This had three foci:

· What do old buildings and our Methodist history have to say to us about the contemporary task of mission? 

· Are there better ways in which the Methodist Church could co-ordinate and respond to the challenges of its built environment in communicating the gospel? 

· How can heritage sites be enabled and resourced to understand and develop their role in relation to this wider missiological task?

2.3
It has not been possible to give further attention to these questions in the intervening period other than through continued discussion, particularly in the Methodist Council-appointed Archives and History Committee. No reports have been presented to Conference other than the annual reports of those trustee bodies which report to Conference (and not all trustee bodies of the major heritage sites have this requirement placed upon them).

2.4
Matters became more pressing in 2007 when the Methodist Council’s governance scrutiny work identified the difficulties which were arising at several of the Church’s major heritage sites, particularly in respect of finance, staffing and development. This, of course, was only confirming what some trustee bodies had been reporting during the previous years in their reports to Conference and other communications to Methodist Church House. Prompted by the Strategy and Resources Committee and the General Secretary/Secretary of Conference, the Council appointed a group of three individuals who were asked to give specific advice to the trustee bodies upon a number of immediate issues and the reporting of their work led the Council to recognize that the Church was in danger of missing the opportunities that such sites presented for mission and educational purposes in an effective and co-ordinated fashion. They found that much good work was underway, achieved through a hugely committed and in many cases expert body of staff, advisers and volunteers, but that, without intervention there was a possibility that the sites could find themselves in open competition with each other and the possibility was real that one or more could be no longer viable. Furthermore, the location of the sites within Methodist structures varied, leading to complications and confusions about responsibilities.

2.5
The Methodist Council decided that a consultation process should be set up reporting to a small steering group with a view to the production of a report to the Methodist Conference of 2008 with proposals for a properly structured and funded approach to the oversight of the Church’s heritage within the context of God’s mission and the priorities of the Methodist Church. Such a consultation was commenced in January 2008 and was so well received by the participants that a facilitator, the Revd Dr Tim Macquiban, was appointed to visit sites, consult committees and meet appropriate Connexional Team members. 

2.6
It would be legitimate to reflect that this report mainly concerns the major heritage sites and overlooks the many other sites and artefacts, many of which are not in Methodist ownership. In the time available to us, that is inevitable and it will be seen how we envisage that over time a more inclusive approach may develop.

2.7
It is important therefore to recognize that this report is potentially only the beginning of a process which could lead to better organised and appropriately resourced arrangements linking the heritage of the Church with its mission. The Steering Group encourages the Conference to see this as a continuing developmental process, actively led and overseen by the Church.

2.8
Planning a more coherent approach for the future gives rise to several issues including the fundamental questions as to what our heritage is and why it should be of value to us. These are both theological and practical questions and need full consideration especially if time and money are to be devoted to the work. We have not had the opportunity to explore this fully. Further work should be done if the recommendations of this report are accepted, drawing upon an earlier draft Policy for Heritage and other papers.

2.9
This is the first report of the Steering Group, and also the last if the proposals are accepted. We envisage that future reports will be from the newly constituted Methodist Heritage Committee reporting through the Methodist Council.  It is important that the summary and recommendations are received as an outcome of the work of the past decade in which the power of place and the importance of heritage has become more evident within society.  The Steering Group would wish the Church to extend its gratitude to all who have worked, often tirelessly, in these areas over the last decade and often for many more years before that.

3
Structure of the report – outline summary 

Theological rationale connecting Methodist heritage and contemporary mission – a brief comment (Section 4).

Recommendations, proposals and timetable (Section 5):

· Process

· Principles of Heritage and Mission 

· Towards putting principles into practice

· Guiding structural principles

· Specific proposals

4
Theological rationale for connecting Methodist heritage and contemporary mission

The Steering Group has been concerned throughout to anchor its deliberations into a sound theology and the Our Calling statement and Priorities for the Methodist Church. Some considerable time has been devoted to this and good progress made. However we would welcome further discussion and consultation and the observations of the Faith and Order Committee.  This suggests that a full report on these matters should be provided to the Conference of 2009 but in the meantime comments are welcome upon the progress made to date: a draft may be found on the Church’s web-site, www.methodist.org.uk.

5
Recommendations, proposals and timetable

5.1
Process: Proposed governance and management structure for Methodist Heritage within the British Methodist Church 

The Steering Group has done its best in the time available to have wide and full consultation on the possible way forward. As previously stated a  day conference in Manchester in January was attended by over twenty people and led to the first identification of the principles outlined below. Since then, the Revd Dr Tim Macquiban, acting on behalf of the Steering Group, has held individual meetings with heritage staff and volunteers, trustee bodies, connexional officials and representatives of other heritage agencies and of the tourist industry (see Appendix A for a brief list of conversations held with key sites and other bodies).

A consistent pattern of opportunities, difficulties and issues has been identified from two or more of the sites. One major and recurring concern was the unevenness of the reporting process resulting from the different lines of communication with the Conference and the connexion which often left the heritage sites feeling exposed and unsupported. Another has been the consequences of the low priority afforded to heritage within the allocation of the Church’s resources of money and expertise. A third is the load borne by volunteers and the training and encouragement which is given to them. However, there is across the board a consensus that so much more could be achieved by better leadership and co-ordination in this area. 

In proposing a way forward, the Steering Group has dealt with two sets of principles:

First, those around the definition of heritage and its role in mission

Secondly, how new structures could emerge in response to these opportunities

5.2 Principles of heritage and mission 

The following were noted from the conversations during the consultation process: 

· Developing an understanding of Methodist Heritage in relation to the built environment, activities and assumptions, values and ethos of Methodism.

· Why be involved? Making the case for Heritage and Mission, and particularly ensuring that the theological reasons for the Church’s involvement are clearly expressed, in a missiological sense.

· Safety/Security of buildings and artefacts needs to be ensured.

· Quality of Heritage Management, in terms of Good Governance, needs to be ensured so that no opportunities are overlooked locally, regionally or nationally.

· Securing of adequate resources to support the sector, both internal (including connexional support and enormous local volunteer base) and external (possibilities of co-ordinated funding approaches).

· Using new technology and understanding the educational environment.

· Ensuring that our heritage continues to enrich our understanding of our identity and, where appropriate, is available to enrich our training and educational programmes.

5.3 Towards putting principles into practice

Principles emerging from the consultation about how this may be achieved:

· Need for a co-ordinated approach which enables sites to operate more co-operatively within the Connexion.

· Need for a facilitating and encouraging role for the Connexion.

· Need for structured financial support for sites in difficulty which avoids the sites becoming competitors with each other, both within Methodism and beyond.

· Need to retain (and strengthen) local management and volunteer base.

· Need to enhance work in relation to mission and education.

· Avoidance of elitism which concentrates only on larger well-established sites

· Helping the Methodist people to understand that whatever is of the past is our heritage and affects how people see the Church and the gospel today.

5.4  Guiding Structural Principles

The Steering Group’s overarching recommendation is that there is the need for a restructuring of the governance and management of the Church’s heritage, and for a central investment of resources, which will bring into one body the Church’s responsibility both for preserving its heritage and for using it for mission. This would be best achieved by the creation of a unitary committee, the Methodist Heritage Committee, accountable to the Methodist Council, which could monitor the governance role of locally delegated trusteeship at named sites and hold together some central functions for the benefit of all whilst retaining local management trusteeship. The existing Archive and History Committee, suitably adapted for the support of governance in specialist areas, would report to the new committee on a regular basis.

a. To support this Methodist Heritage Committee and to offer services which the Connexion is best able and is uniquely placed to do, there is the need to appoint a Connexional Heritage Officer (or equivalent title) on a salaried basis.

b. Whether, in the present circumstances, this role could be combined with another is a matter for others to consider but we do regard it a substantial responsibility requiring an understanding of the potential for heritage and mission to be brought closer together, with political and visionary skills working with diverse bodies both within the broader Church and government. The role is much more than being a competent heritage administrator.

c. Over time, we would welcome the development of a regional structure through which larger sites could support and help develop smaller sites – but the time for that is not now. First, the major sites themselves are not strong enough to bear this responsibility. Also, the transitional phase which the church may be in or about to enter, in terms of its regional or district structure, suggests that caution is called for. Nevertheless, we see it as a guiding principle even at this stage that this idea should be introduced and fostered wherever possible.

d. Although the major assistance must be given at this stage to the key sites, we would see it as important that at least a modest resource is available to assist those who see potential elsewhere.

5.5
Specific recommendations are as follows:

Proposal 1 : Creation of a Methodist Heritage Committee

Methodist Heritage Committee

Tasks:

To be held twice a year.

To develop and keep under permanent review a policy for Heritage and Mission including processes for determining which sites are of connexional significance.

To be responsible for the disbursement of any funds provided by the Methodist Church for Heritage and Mission.

To hold designated Methodist Heritage sites in trust if delegated by the Methodist Council.

To receive annual reports from the trustee bodies of designated Methodist Heritage sites where the committee is not the trustee body.

To apply for designation status as heritage museums for those sites which fulfil criteria.

To monitor any benchmarking scheme for all heritage sites.

To represent the interests of Methodist Heritage to and apply for funding from central and local government and funding bodies and individuals on behalf of particular sites.

To receive reports on the disbursement of such funds as are allocated and received in line with agreed criteria for grants sought by heritage sites.

To exercise overall monitoring of connexional post(s) dedicated to Methodist Heritage.

To report annually to the Methodist Council on its activities.

To create sub-groups to work on its behalf.

Composition (to be appointed by the Methodist Council upon the nomination of those indicated by an asterisk):

Chair (nominated and appointed by the Methodist Council)*

Convener (General Secretary/Secretary of Conference or his/her nominee)*

Two persons, with knowledge of the Church and recognised expertise in heritage matters to act as independent advisers in a voting capacity

A trustee from each of the four principal Methodist Heritage sites (see Appendix A)*

Two persons, appointed by the committee, with recent and relevant experience in relation to the smaller heritage sites

Two persons, nominated by the Archives and History Committee (see below).

Two trustees from World Methodist Council(WMC)/World Methodist Historical Society (to be nominated by WMC Executive through the General Secretary of the WMC). 

The Methodist Heritage Officer (and other connexional staff) may be in attendance in a non-voting capacity.

Co-opted members from the National Churches Trust, Churches Tourism Association and any other heritage bodies as appropriate.

Other Committees/Meetings: 

1. Archives and History Committee, reporting to the Conference and Council through the Methodist Heritage Committee with revised terms of reference .

2. Heritage Forum, open to all sites as at present and continuing to meet informally once a year, rotating round each region as agreed. Part of day electing two representatives onto the Methodist Heritage Committee.

Proposal 2. Transitional Arrangements: 

The Steering Group does not envisage that these arrangements could be fully introduced before the start of the connexional year 2009/10. However, existing difficulties must start to be addressed during the next connexional year and this requires resources to be available for that purpose. The Steering Group is encouraged that the proposals before the Conference of 2008 will include a budget allocation of £250,000 for that purpose. The group envisages that in the year 2008-09, some transitional money should be available to sites while getting ready for the new structure in 2009-10, This would be allocated by the Strategy and Resources Committee on the recommendation of the existing Steering Group over the summer and into the autumn. The Strategy and Resources Committee, reporting to the Methodist Council, would effect a handover during the Autumn to the shadow Methodist Heritage Committee which would hold its first meeting towards the end of 2008.

The Steering Group would also be responsible for the identification of a person to work on the development of these proposals in the period between the Revd Dr Tim Macquiban taking up his next appointment and the appointment of a person to the envisaged central post (see below), that appointment being the responsibility of the General Secretary/Secretary of Conference. Funding for this purpose would need to be met from the resource referred to above as we envisage this to be a permanent post in the Connexional Team.

During the summer work will take place, overseen by the existing Steering Group, to determine how the additional resources (if approved by Conference) are to be allocated. The greater part of the resources would be available to the major sites and its allocation would be negotiated on the basis of identified and justified needs with existing business plans, but with the opportunity being sought to see how such plans might be interpreted or modestly adjusted to take account of the guiding principles described earlier. For instance it could be that some work is done in seeing how present staffing can be best fitted in to the emerging structure if agreed. Or it could be for some of the related support costs for the benefit of sites large and small e.g. in marketing or development of educational resources.  A small sum would be retained to dedicate to smaller sites both to encourage them and to facilitate the partnership working referred to above.

Proposal 3: creation of a post to resource Methodist Heritage connexionally: a Connexional post should be established in the year 2008-09 

Methodist Heritage Officer (MHO) (1 f/t post ) 

Responsible to the Methodist Heritage Committee for the overall co-ordination of the Connexion’s interest in Methodist Heritage specifically:

· Strategic Planning

· Education and IT

· Marketing

· Funding 

· Benchmarking

· Liaison with rest of connexional team at Methodist Church House

· Liaison with local heritage sites

The post-holder should be responsive to the particular developments of connexional priorities and the need to ensure that heritage hubs are enabled to encourage smaller sites.

It is proposed that a regional network based on centres of excellence will be formed.

This should give attention to the ways in which there might be mutual support in the areas of

· Programming – activities and events

· Exhibition of historic material and use of heritage space to tell the story of the sites and of aspects of Methodism

· Volunteer co-ordination and training

· Links to Methodist Training Forums

· Links to regional heritage and tourism bodies and museums bodies

Proposal 4 : Proposed timetable:

February to April
Work by consultant and reference group in conjunction 2008 with Heritage Forum and visits to particular key sites.

May 2008 
Preparation of report for Conference, through Reference Group and SRC to Council.

July 2008 
Recommendations presented in report to Conference agreed (or not). Invite bids from hubs for available monies - SRC to consider bids for interim funding for sites.

Refer report to Faith and Order for further work on the theological basis of heritage and mission.

October 2008 
Council to appoint interim Shadow Committee (Chair, Convenor, and Connexional Team member); bids for grants considered and recommended.

Autumn 2008 
Process for new appointment of MHO to be agreed.

Early 2009 
Further consultation with Committee conveners and necessary changes to SOs processed and recommended by Law and Polity Committee to Conference of 2009.

February 2009 
Heritage Forum to meet in regional groups to nominate suitable persons for consideration for membership of new committee.

April/May 2009
Council to approve new arrangements including budget and nominations for new committee and appointment of new post holders.

July 2009 
Conference to approve new SOs and recommendations for membership of new committee; and to receive a report on the theology of heritage and mission.

Autumn 2009  
Methodist Heritage Committee begins its work.

***RESOLUTIONS

34/1.
The Conference receives the Report.

34/2.
The Conference approves the creation of a Methodist Heritage Committee, as in section 5.5 (Proposal 1).

34/3.
The Conference directs the Methodist Council to take responsibility for the development of Proposals 2-4 and to report to the Conference of 2009.

Appendix A

List of key heritage sites, committees and others consulted 

Heritage Sites:

New Room and Charles Wesley’s House, Bristol*

Englesea Brook Chapel and Museum of Primitive Methodism*

Epworth Old Rectory*

Wesley’s Chapel and Museum of Methodism, City Road, London*
Committees and other bodies:

Archives and History Committee (Martin Wellings)

Listed Buildings Advisory Committee (Ian Serjeant)

Methodist Heritage Forum (Peter Forsaith)

National Churches Trust

World Methodist Historical Society (Robert Williams)

Connexional team members: David Gamble, Janet Morley and Anne Topping

Steering Group: working with Tim Macquiban (Facilitator)

Ken Wales (Chair), Peter Forsaith, David Leese, Martin Wellings, Barry Wilford
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