Ministry Division

A Review of Models and Funding of Pre-Ordination Training in the light of the Proposed Changes to HE Funding

CONTENTS

Summary

Main report 

In addition, the report is accompanied by a short guide entitled ‘Training for ordained ministry: current funding commitments‘ which provides basic information on the funding of ordination training.  
SUMMARY

1.  Over the last 20 years, ordination training within the Church of England has moved to the point where not only is it approved by the Church but also candidates are working for awards (diplomas, Foundation degrees, honours and Masters degrees) accredited by UK universities.  Consequently, the government’s decision to increase student tuition fees and the likely rises in validation fees on many programmes will set our Church a considerable challenge.    

2. The Church of England is committed to enabling those who are being called to serve as its ordained minsters to undertake formation and training at the Church’s expense to equip them for their future ministry.  A summary of the current funding arrangements is given in the separate document entitled ‘Training for ordained ministry: current funding commitments’.  
3. The working party has adopted a two stage approach to this challenge: (a) to find a short term approach which will enable an affordable budget to be set in July 2011 for 2012, allowing training to continue in an orderly way and (b) to develop a medium term plan to find a more durable solution enabling the Church of England (hopefully in partnership with other interested churches) to provide publicly recognised training of a good standard over which it has more control and a simplification of the present overly complex system of multiple validation partners.

4. If the Church of England does nothing and continues funding training in the same way, the overall additional cost for ordination training would be of the order of a loss of £924k to our training institutions currently receiving money from HEFCE via universities and a rise of £626k on Vote 1 for the combination of rising student fees on high cost pathways and increasing validation fees for the majority of ordinands.  In addition there would be similar effects, not quantified here, for Reader training and IME 4-7 which are the responsibility of the dioceses.  This is clearly unaffordable and therefore action is needed. 

5. While the government’s plans for the major changes to HE education threaten to raise the cost of ordination and other forms of training at a time when the Church of England can ill afford such costs, they do challenge the Church to review its provision and to make robust plans for the future.

6. Following consultation with diocesan bishops and with training institutions, the working group is persuaded of the importance of ordination training which has public recognition and which gives the best preparation available to the full range of candidates.  This is currently achieved by a combination of HE validated routes for the majority of candidates and undergraduate theology degrees, academically-orientated BThs, MAs and research degrees for a smaller number. Training the great majority of candidates to a high standard is a mission priority for the Church.  At the same time it is important to train a number of candidates on the academically more demanding routes to equip these future ministers for a range of intellectually challenging ministries, to give them confidence and to make the most of these candidates’ potential for the ministry of the Church.

7. In terms of the funding challenge there is little appetite in the Church of England for asking all candidates or individual parishes to raise additional funds for training or for an across the board reduction in student or family maintenance.  In this situation, the remaining option for the short term is to counterbalance the additional costs to Vote 1 by reductions in cost elsewhere.

8. The working group’s proposals are:

a. To encourage training institutions strongly to get the best price they can with their current providers 

b. To limit the amount paid for the HE costs of most approved routes to a stated maximum.  This may cause difficulties for a small number of institutions within their current arrangements. The additional costs of this are estimated to be £206k. All the figures in this section refer to Vote 1, the mechanism by which the dioceses share the cost of pre-ordination training.    

c. To continue to support current BA in Theology and academically oriented BTh programmes to a maximum of 50% of the maximum 2012 cost levels (see appendix 4) and to encourage dioceses and training institutions to make up the difference caused by the rising cost of tuition fees by the provision of bursaries thereby enabling appropriate candidates to study on these pathways. This will cost £201k to Vote 1. 

d. To raise Vote 1 by £407k to cover the additional costs as outlined above in a)-c).

e. To offset these additional costs by limiting access to the maintenance of student families to those who can be ordained by the time they are 50 years of age (and who therefore will potentially offer more than 15 years of service before the age of 65 or 18 to 68). Having taken legal advice, we are informed that this is a proper action for the Church to take.  Candidates who do not fall in this category can still enter training in which their tuition will be paid on a regional course or, in college, by paying the additional costs themselves or by securing funds from another source (trust funds, an individual diocese etc).  In addition training institutions are developing and are encouraged to develop further ways of training which do not incur the considerable cost of family maintenance which constitutes most of the £4m a year currently paid for the maintenance of single and married students.
Current versus expected university fees 2011 and 2012 and working party proposal
	
	HEI actual

2011

£
	HEI expected 2012

£
	Increase

£
	Working Party recommended increase

£

	Validation fees
	209,000
	521,000
	312,000
	206,000

	Tuition fees
	398,000
	712,000
	314,000
	201,000

	Total fees
	607,000
	1,233,000
	626,000
	407,000


Breakdown of projected increases in costs of university fees

	
	£                    £

	Total fees payable 2011 (as above)
	607,000

	Pay increase in full for validation fees rising to no more than £700
	117,000

	Cap payment of validation fees at £700 for those increasing to more than this figure
	89,000

	Total proposed increase in validation fees (as above)
	206,000

	Pay increase in tuition fees in full for non-high cost pathways
	57,000

	Pay increase in tuition fees in full for moderate increases in high cost pathways
	71,000

	Pay up to 50% of proposed fee for high increases in high cost pathways
	73,000

	Total proposed increase in tuition fees (as above)
	201,000

	Total fees payable 2012
	1,014,000


9. For the future, beyond the immediate need to set the Vote 1 budget, the working group is committed to seek to strengthen ordination training and believes that a reduction in the current number of validation relationships with universities would be of overall benefit to the church.  This should result in a better use of the time of theological educators (fewer sets of negotiation to be conducted) and reduce the current plethora of similar pathways taken by candidates. This will be a considerable advantage to receiving dioceses and could lead to much greater coherence of provision between IME 1-3 and IME 4-7.  In addition there could be better use of, or a saving on, the £1.0m which, if our recommendations are accepted, the Church of England would spend on HE fees with regard to pre-ordination training in a full year once the increases are fully implemented.  The two main options under consideration are: 

a. A single suite of vocational awards at appropriate academic levels (foundation degree or diploma; honours degree; MA) which can be delivered in a range of places across England at a uniform cost.  This could be developed with our ecumenical partners and could include a pathway for Reader students.  One possibility would be to negotiate these awards with the Church universities – ie, one set of awards, taught locally by college and course staff, with the HE award being given by one, two or a consortium of Church universities.

b. The Church, encouraged by the intention of the government to bring new providers of higher education into the sector, could seek taught degree awarding powers of its own.  While this would not be a simple task and not without set-up and continuing costs, it would give the Church much more control, in contrast to a HE scene which is and no doubt will continue to change rapidly.  It could represent a saving or a better return on the £521,000 the Church of England would be paying in the future for the university validation of awards.  The new awards to be given would have public recognition giving candidates confidence and enabling ministers to proceed to other UK higher education awards as appropriate during their ministries.
10. We commend these proposals as a way forward, for the short term and the medium term, both to enable training to continue in an orderly manner and for the Church better to be able to shape the training which it offers to candidates. 
MAIN REPORT

1
Setting the Scene

1.1 In September 2010, the government received Lord Browne’s report on the future funding of higher education and itself published a series of proposals for radical change to university finances including higher tuition fees and the abolition of Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) funding for undergraduate humanities programmes.  

1.2 The Church of England has a range of interests and concerns in these proposals and not least in their effects on both students and universities.  However, as anticipated, the proposals will have a very significant effect on the funding of pre-ordination training and on other training for ministry.  This report is made for and to the Church of England alone.  However, we are aware of, and value, the ecumenical dimension to the training scene.  This is partly with current partners in quality assurance in the Methodist Church, the United Reformed Church and the Baptist Union, and partly in the delivery of training with the same churches and Roman Catholic, Orthodox and other colleagues in some settings.  Any substantive proposals for the future could be developed in dialogue with other churches.  
1.3 The Ministry Council established a Working Party in November, 2010 with the Bishop of Sheffield as Chair and with the following terms of reference:

· In the context of the Church’s future ministry needs, to review the provision of the different educational pathways prior to ordination; 

· To examine the funding model for pre-ordination training with regard to both high cost and standard pathways

· To take evidence from dioceses and for training providers

· To make proposals initially for the March 2011 meeting of the Ministry Council

The Working Party subsequently adjusted its timetable in the hope that the White Paper on higher education would be published in advance of its own report, though in the event the publication of the White Paper was postponed.  

1.4 The Working Party met on four occasions between December 2010 and April 2011.  It sought the views of dioceses through the Diocesan Bishop and conducted three linked exercises to draw out the views and map the effects of the HE (higher education) funding changes on our training institutions.  These were: (1) an invitation to describe the effect of the changes in writing and offer views on what should happen next; (2) a series of short meetings with members of the Working Party and (3) correspondence with the Ministry Division’s Finance Secretary to build up the picture of the likely changes in detail.  

1.5 The Ministry Council discussed the developing situation at its residential meeting with training providers in November 2011 and the Archbishop of Canterbury hosted a consultation for theological educators in December.  Reflections from both of these conversations have fed into our work. In addition the Working Party consulted informally with others in HE sector to build up a picture of the likely changes overall.  

1. 6 At an early stage it became clear to the Working Party that the task should be approached in two distinct stages, having mapped the situation.  It has sought to: 

a) map the effects of the HE funding changes on ordination training and make specific proposals for the future funding of ordination training from 2012 onwards in the light of these changes and

b) indicate a direction of travel and further work needed over the next six months.

The specific proposals are needed in time for the General Synod to agree the Archbishops’ Council budget for 2012 in July 2011.  However we believe further consultation and reflection are needed on the overall direction of travel.

1.7 Our report is in two sections.  The first is available to all and contains an overview of the emerging picture and the proposals we are making.  The second is, of necessity a restricted document as it contains commercially sensitive information not only from training institutions but from their partner universities.  This second part of the document has been made available as a number of Appendices to the Ministry Council and to the Archbishops’ Council.  In addition the sections relevant to each training institution will be made available to them separately by letter.  

2
What is the effect of the HE Funding changes on the costs of pre-ordination training?

2.1 The effect of the HE funding changes on the costs of training in the Church of England as a whole will be very significant, complex and uneven.  Over the last twenty years, training institutions and dioceses have developed a complex network of relationships with universities, as the Church of England as a whole has affirmed and moved towards HE validation for most forms of theological training.  

2.2 There are five different consequences of the changes in financial terms.  

a) The loss of HEFCE Funding

At present some training institutions and dioceses benefit significantly from the flow of HEFCE funding through the universities to the institution itself.  This is used in a variety of ways to offset validation or course fees which would otherwise be charged; to fund additional staff or to enable the training institution to enhance the quality of its training provision in other ways.

Many training institutions receive no funding by this route (because universities have chosen not to put ordination students into their HEFCE numbers or have retained all the HEFCE money) but others benefit a great deal.  This stream of funding is not taken into account when setting fee levels for the training institutions.  

This entire funding stream will cease from September 2012 for new students.  The situation for continuing students is unclear as yet.

We estimate that the overall loss to the Church of England and its training institutions will be in the order of £924k per annum in respect of pre-ordination training. The table in Appendix 1 shows how these costs fall unevenly across the sector. Reader training, IME 4-7 and Education for Discipleship will also be affected, but this is outside the Working Party’s remit.  

Because the HEFCE funding is not taken into account by the Finance Panel when setting the block grant allocation, the Working Party has taken the view that it is not possible to recompense institutions for the loss of HEFCE funds from central church funds.  In our conversations with the institutions this has been accepted by them.  Nevertheless we wish to note the loss of funding and the uncertainty across the sector which it has created.  

b) Increases in tuition fees

Some of our ordinands are enrolled directly as students of a university as part of their training and receive part or all of their teaching directly from the university, either by its own staff or college staff in their roles as university staff.  The fees charged by the universities in respect of these students will rise in line with the general rise in tuition fees (in some cases more than doubling the costs to the church).  However in most cases there is a partial flow back of fees from the university to the training institution in recognition of the amount of teaching done by the college’s own staff.

Again, the costs are uneven across the sector.  In some instances, the proportion of the new higher tuition fee which flows back to the training institution may rise.  In these cases the net cost to the church may remain the same or be subject to a small increase.  In other instances, costs will rise significantly.   

c) Increases in validation fees

The majority of ordinands are enrolled in courses which are taught by a theological college or course but validated by a university.  Validation fees are charged by universities in different ways.  Some charge a block fee for the whole course.  Others have a set charge per student.  Others have a fixed charge per module or HE credit unit.  

Again, different training routes will be affected in different ways.  In some places, costs will not rise, especially where our students have not been within a university’s HEFCE numbers.  In others they will rise very significantly because the University will compensate for the loss of HEFCE funding for students on validated programmes in the form of a much larger validation fee.  

Full details of the effect of the rise in tuition fees and validation fees are given in Appendix 2.  

We estimate that if the Church of England were to do nothing at all in the present situation and simply meet the increased fees charged by the universities, whether for tuition or validation, the costs of pre-ordination training would rise by around £626k  (in addition to the loss of income of £924k through the loss of HEFCE funding).  

d) The effects on other forms of training

The working party’s brief has been to examine the effects of the HE funding changes on pre-ordination training.  However in the last decade there has been a steady shift towards HE validation for several other forms of training offered by dioceses and by Regional Training Partnerships.  These include training for recognised lay ministries, for ordained local ministry and IME 4-7 on HE validated pathways.  

We have not calculated the overall costs to the Church of England of all of these different pathways since our urgent brief was to examine the likely effect on the Vote 1 budget.  However, these additional costs will play their part as dioceses examine the impact of the changes on their own situation and their ability to fund a significant rise in Vote 1. 

e) An evolving and volatile situation

The final and significant effect of the changes in HE funding will be to create an uncertain and evolving situation in respect of the HE sector over the next five years as the whole sector adjusts to the enormously significant changes in the funding model.  Universities will be operating in a very different environment.  We have no clear information as yet as to what will happen to postgraduate fees though it seems certain that some will rise.    New HE providers may enter the field, encouraged by government policy.  Minority Arts and Humanities Hsubjects in some universities will be vulnerable (including theology).   Some HE institutions themselves may be financially insecure, depending on the overall effect of the changes on students applying to university.  

The Church of England, alongside its partner churches in theological training, will need to take note of this uncertain and evolving landscape and determine how best to navigate through it in the coming decade.  

3
How should the Church of England respond?  Some principles

3.1 The working party has been impressed with the imagination and care with which the training institutions have engaged with the current upheaval in HE.  The Church of England’s varied pattern of training has evolved over the last two generations in dialogue with our common understanding of mission of God and the ministry and mission to which the Church of England is called now and in the future.  

3.2 In our consultation with the dioceses and the training institutions and subsequent reflection the following principles emerged to guide and shape our recommendations.

a) Formation for Ministry in a Learning Church

In general terms, the major consultation exercise supported the principles contained in the 2003 report, Formation for Ministry in a Learning Church (the Hind report) including regional collaboration in the delivery of training (though the reality varies significantly from region to region); viewing IME 1-7 as a continuous process; and HE validation as desirable for accredited ministry.  There was considerable support for continuing with the agenda set out in that report and very little desire to change the framework articulated there.  

b) National or local definition of training pathways?

There remains some support for decisions about training being made locally in the training institution, by dioceses and in the region rather than nationally.  Similarly, there remains some support for the ACCM 22 process whereby each training institution reflects theologically on the mission of God and draws out its principles and practice in training from that reflection at regular intervals.  The whole process of formation is then scrutinised and approved by the Church of England centrally through the Ministry Division. 

Whilst there was affirmation of this process in general, it was tempered by a desire for greater simplicity and a stronger national definition of the needs of the Church of England as a whole in training and formation for ministry.  There is now a bewildering number of different pathways to ordination training, often within the same institution or regional training partnership.  The energy expended in the work of approval with the churches and validation with one or more different HE partners is considerable, and often for very small numbers of students.  We currently have 27 institutions designing curricula at a range of academic levels for approximately 1200 students working though 19 universities. 

A further consequence of devolving the shape of training to the institutions is that the Church of England as a whole has not had to do the comparable work of definition and the setting of directions in formation for ministry.  There is now a strong sense that this should begin to happen in a more systematic way.  This is reflected in the priority of “Re-imagining ministry” set out in the Archbishops’ Council document “Priorities for the new Quinquennium” which was debated at the General Synod in February, 2011.  

We are aware of and wish to affirm the importance of theological diversity within the training institutions.  While there is a perception that ACCM 22 has increased the diversity of pathways through training we think this can be overstated. Rather training has a broadly similar content but is packaged and labelled in a range of ways.  The Ministry Division scrutinises and approves every pathway every five years, ensuring that basics are covered, curricula are well designed and new themes (such as new styles of being church) are introduced. However, our students do study at different academic levels because of their prior learning and potential, a feature which we are sure the Church of England will wish to preserve. But any new system will need to ensure that a national approach can be properly interpreted and implemented within the range of Church of England theological practice – as was the case in the days before ACCM 22.  This should be relatively easy to develop, not least through a system of core modules/requirements and options.  
In charting a course forward we therefore need to re-examine and debate the balance between national and local determination of pathways. We would encourage a greater simplicity of approach and a stronger lead from the Church of England as a whole in its approach to ministry and training.

c) The value of HE partnerships as a whole and HE validation

The overwhelming impression from the consultation exercise has been that pursuing HE validation and academic accreditation for our training pathways has been a good thing, though there are some contrary voices.  The experience has led to an increased quality of education and training for the majority of our ministers.  The main reasons are: 

· Ministers are being trained to a publically recognised standard which gives them confidence to engage with broader society including other professional people. 

· For ministerial students, university accreditation indicates the seriousness with which their studies are taken by the Church. 

· Church approval of the curriculum offered is crucial but is balanced by HE accreditation. There is proper public accountability here and mutual criticism. 

· The public facing side of theology keeps the Church in honest dialogue with the academy.

· If staff are a key resource, then HE accreditation is an important part of staff self-understanding.  It would be difficult to recruit high quality staff without publically recognised accreditation.  

· Accreditation allows ministers to build on their pre-ordination studies later in ministry with serious and publicly recognised theological and ministerial engagement via theological or practically oriented MAs and higher degrees. 

· Accreditation is a stimulus to new assessment strategies, curriculum development and educational technology.  

However, questions were asked in the consultation about whether the whole process could become simpler and more affordable for the Church in the light of the current changes.  Our attention was drawn to the considerable expertise which now exists within the Church as a whole on academic validation which would serve us well should we need to develop alternative routes.  

The nature and value of HE partnerships varies, of course, across the country.  In some places there is an close and valuable partnership between the training provider(s) and the local university expressed in shared facilities, a community of scholarship, shared facilities, the interchange of teaching between the university department and the training institution; and a shared mutual responsibility.  In other places, the relationships between a training institution and the validating university may be a simple exchange of academic validation and finance.  The university may not have a theological department or any kind of connection with the Church or ministry.  It may be in a different part of the country.  

A number of training institutions pointed out to us the value of being able to offer HE awards from recognised universities in attracting independent and overseas students to the college or course.  These students represent a substantial part of the institution’s mission and, of course, bring in a significant income stream.  It is possible that the increase in university tuition fees across the sector generally will mean these routes are more attractive to overseas and independent students in the next ten years.

In charting a course forward, we therefore need to recognise the value to the Church of England as a whole of public accreditation, currently expressed through HE validation, and the benefits of particular partnerships across the sector.

d) The priority of giving as good a training as possible to as many as possible

In our consultation, we found ourselves testing two alternative pathways given a scenario of rising costs.  Should we continue to invest our resources as evenly as possible across the broad spread of candidates by if necessary reducing our investment in more expensive pathways? Or should we continue to invest in the more expensive pathways by reducing expenditure on the training of the broad spread of candidates? Arguments were put to us on both sides of the debate.  However we need to report that the vast majority of opinion in the Church of England was in favour of the first of these options rather than the second and that this principle should shape the decisions which have to be made in the coming years.  

There was a strong reaction against the idea that we can or should identify “strategic leaders” at the stage of initial training and that this group of people should receive a greater share of the national church investment.  The primary purpose of initial training was affirmed as to form priests who are able (in the words of the ordinal): “to lead God's people in the offering of praise and the proclamation of the gospel”. 
Negatively, many argued against trying to target and invest mainly in those whom might become strategic leaders.  The potential to exercise strategic leadership, it was felt, does not always emerge during an initial vocations process or in initial training but once ordained ministry has begun.  The Church of England needs pathways of development for those who will exercise this leadership (and separate work is being done on this in the follow up to the report “Talent and Calling”).  However this should not be the shaping principle for pre-ordination training.  

The Working Party took note of the key strategic challenge presented by 40% of the current stipendiary clergy reaching the age of retirement over the next decade and the need therefore to make high quality training available, if possible, to larger numbers of ordinands without a substantial increase in the overall cost of that training.  

In one submission it was put to us very strongly that Vote 1 should be regarded as mission funding.  The most pressing priority for the Church of England in the next decade must be increasing numbers of clergy who are effective as leaders in God’s mission.  This is therefore where we must invest.  

e) Investing in those who can give a good number of years in service

The Working Party did however receive strong representation highlighting the need to invest the most in those who would potentially serve the longest time in ordained ministry because of their age on entry to training.  This affirms the present pattern of younger candidates normally undertaking three years training whilst older candidates train in two years full time or three years part-time, and is consistent with current aims of increasing the proportion of younger candidates.  We support this observation and principle and it is given shape in our recommendations below.  

f) The value of some candidates studying and engaging with the wider academy as part of their training
We agree with those who argued that there is an advantage for apologetics and mission in some students being taught by university staff in Theology and Religious Studies departments (as opposed to solely within the ecclesial setting of colleges and courses).  These ordinands interact with a wider range of staff and students from a range of faith (or non-faith) positions.  Such a training should help with the considerable challenge of communicating the Christian faith in today’s complex world and of giving confidence to those who have studied in such settings.  

g) The need for a mixed ecology of training provision for different candidates

A number of submissions noted the immense variety of candidates for ordained ministry in terms of background, experience, prior learning and academic ability and the consequent mixed ecology of training provision which has evolved to meet these needs. There was in general a consensus of support for this mixed ecology tempered only by the greater desire for simplicity noted above.  The working party supports this principle in its recommendations.  

4
What options were considered?

The working party tested the mind of the dioceses and training institutions on four specific proposals in our written consultation exercise.  These are recorded below with some comments on each summarising the responses.

a) Paying for the high cost routes but not the validated pathways so that the majority of candidates meet the Church’s requirements but do not get an academic award or contribute the additional cost of the academic award themselves

As noted above the balance of opinion was strongly against this option.

b) Paying only a standard amount for each ordinand plus a system of bursaries for potential strategic ministers and theological educators to cover part of the cost of high cost routes, and looking to students, supporting parishes and college bursaries to make up the difference on the high cost routes

There were strong arguments in favour of the standard fee but only limited support for centrally funded bursaries for high cost routes.  There was real caution across most of the sector about student and parish contributions.  

c) Reducing the level of maintenance paid for families and children (currently £4m by dioceses in addition to their contribution to Vote 1) and using the money to pay for the increased cost of training itself, and looking to students, supporting parishes and college bursaries to make up the difference 

There was real caution about reducing the level of maintenance paid for families and children.  The working party has brought forward a proposal below which does not reduce the level of maintenance to individual families (which would create hardship) but which seeks to reduce the overall cost to the diocese of this maintenance.  

d) Investigating the feasibility of the Church setting up its own award giving body as other professional groups have done

There was a strong consensus from bishops and across the training sector in favour of exploring this option and a recognition that it could bring real benefits.  

5
How should the Church of England respond?  Some practical recommendations

5.1 In the light of these changes and the principles which emerged from the consultation, we make the following recommendations.

Recommendation 1 

To maintain our commitment wherever possible and affordable to HE validation in order to give time to develop more long-term options.

5.2 As indicated above, the benefits of linking training for ministry to HE awards has borne good fruit across the Church of England. There is no case other than a financial one for changing the direction of travel at this point.  The system of HE awards has in general terms improved the quality of teaching and learning and has offered a publicly recognised system of accreditation for ordained and recognised lay ministries.  

5.3 We therefore affirm our commitment to this overall structure wherever possible.  However we would also affirm that gaining an HE award should never be the primary goal of formation for ministry.  We can envisage circumstances over the next five years where some pathways for training may not lead to an HE award for reasons of short term costs until the proposal under 5.3 is fully developed and in operation.  Examples might include a Diocese removing its Reader training from HE validation for reasons of cost temporarily until the new Church sponsored route is up and running or a theological college offering a Church approved pathway which does not lead to an HE award because its local university has become too expensive.  In both instances the syllabus and teaching content of the programme are likely to be identical to what has been offered but the award given will not have HE validation.  

Recommendation 2 

To develop Church approval for all pathways into ministries for which provision is made by Canon, from 2012, as a viable option for dioceses and training institutions.

5.4 The Ministry Division already approves all current ordination training pathways and is increasingly including Reader training where this takes place with ordination training.  Over the next five years Reader moderation will be replaced with the new approach to quality assurance for all ministries under Canon, as approved by the House of Bishops in December 2010. This will include curriculum approval for the first time for all Reader training.  Where dioceses are keen to demonstrate the credentials of the training which they already offer they can apply to be among the early adopters of the new approach and thereby offer training to a national standard. 

5.5 It is important to stress that such a programme would not deliver an HE award.  However this does not mean it cannot be recognised retrospectively as prior learning for an award should the programme subsequently gain HE validation.  Most universities will include up to one third of an equivalent level qualification as counting towards their own award.  Most universities also have the facility to recognise (for example) professional diplomas as the prior learning required to enter a postgraduate programme.  

5.6 Students who undertake part or all of their training on this internally approved route would not thereby be disadvantaged in their later studies or ministry.  However we propose this way forward as a temporary bridge to a more equitable and affordable solution which will lead to an HE award.

Recommendation 3 

To develop from this base as rapidly as possible, a national Church-approved suite of awards which will also confer an HE award, ideally in partnership with our churches.  

5.7 This is the most far reaching of our proposals and potentially could shape the development of formation for ministry for the next decade.  We therefore believe it needs to be tested and debated widely in the Church of England.  We need to confer more extensively with our partner churches to explore collaboration on this route.  We need to develop firm and costed proposals for taking it forward.  

5.8 At present we have in mind two possible scenarios. The first is that the Church of England (if possible with our partner churches) establish its own professional award giving body within the guidelines which the government is developing to extend degree awarding powers.  There is already a parallel in the legal and some other professions.  Examples include the College of Law, BPP (with a Law School and a Business School, named after its founders Brierley, Price and Prior) and the Royal Northern College of Music.  The indications are that the current government wishes to encourage new entrants to apply for degree awarding powers.  

5.9 The second alternative is that the Church of England (if possible with our partner churches) work closely with a small number of HE providers to provide a nationally approved route which leads to an HE award.  One possibility for this would be a suite of HE pathways at a number of academic levels which would lead to HE awards given by a number or a consortium of universities with Church foundations, especially those with Theology departments.  These universities have service to Church and society within their current governance statements and may welcome the chance to strengthen this commitment through validating such a set of awards for ministerial training on a national basis.  They have offered the Church Colleges Certificate for RE teachers for many years.  Programmes could be developed at the same time for ordination and Reader candidates.  

5.10 The Working Party has begun a series of conversations which will help us scope and cost these two alternatives and we hope to publish a further paper recommending a way forward at the latest by the end of 2011 with a timetable for implementation.

5.11 Either of these alternatives would lead to a proper debate about the balance between national Church decision making and local decision making.  We want to preserve a situation in which the very best long standing relationships between universities and training institutions are preserved and grow stronger.  However we also want to see a simpler and more rationalised approach to Church and HE validation across the sector as a whole.  In time, each diocese and training institution would have to be very clear about what it would gain from linking with a university rather than this national route.  We believe that the development of this route will also help and support the need identified above for the Church of England nationally to articulate its priorities for training and formation for ministry as criteria for academic and Church approval.  

5.12 Concurrently with our work, the Ministry Division’s Finance Panel is investigating the practicalities and consequences of a fee-per-student funding mechanism, rather than block funding, for 2012. This is a piece of work that is separate from this review of HE funding.

Recommendation 4

To agree a rise in the Vote 1 budget for the academic year beginning 2012 to accommodate those institutions who are facing moderate rises (to up to £700 per full-time equivalent student) in validation fees.
and

Recommendation 5

To fund only in part those pathways where validation or tuition fees are set to rise steeply and to encourage the creation of student bursary schemes for high-cost pathways where necessary.

5.13 As indicated above, the training pathways fall into three groups in terms of the predicted rise in validation fees and/or tuition fees.  

a) The first group comprises institutions or pathways where there is either no or a very limited increase in fees.  This group consists of around 30% of ordinands, both colleges and courses.  No further action is required and the validation costs for these pathways will remain substantially the same.

b) The second group comprises institutions or pathways where the rise in validation fees is moderate.  This group comprises around 22% of ordinands.  Validation fees in these institutions are set to rise to up to £700 per student per annum.  Full details are given in Appendix 2.  

We believe that in all of these cases, based on evidence presented to date, a one off lift in the validation fee element is justified and should be made.  The total cost of this to the Church will be £117k based on a full year. It would be phased in across three academic years (and four calendar years).  

It is in theory possible that these institutions will opt for the Church-approved route in 2012 but we judge this unlikely until the Church approved route can offer academic awards.

c) The third group of institutions are predicting a rise in validation and/or tuition fees significantly above this range. The total cost increase of these validation and/or tuition fees is £509k. We consider rises of this magnitude will not be affordable from Vote 1.  To agree to such increases would not be good stewardship of resources.  With regard to increased validation fees, the Church of England would be paying significantly more for what would be in effect exactly the same provision elsewhere.  The equivalent route through training will cost significantly less at another similar institution.  It would be possible to maintain a low cost Church-approved route for these pathways or for them to negotiate, in most cases, an alternative HE provider as validation partner.  Our proposal is to pay these projected rises in part.  We therefore propose that these institutions should be asked to rely on Church approval, seek an alternative HE validation for 2012, or raise the difference over and above the Ministry Division funding by other means.
The individual cases are discussed in Appendix 3. The principles we have applied are: 

· to keep the cost to the Church of England as low as possible

· to pay only up to £700 towards validation fees where these fees are set to rise above this level. This will increase the cost to Vote 1 by £89k, but represents a saving of £106k over the total “do nothing” increase of £195k.

· to pay for BTh-type programmes where the rises in costs have been avoided or are not substantial 

· to make at least at a substantial contribution to programmes where students are on standard undergraduate BA in Theology programmes either in full where the cost rises are moderate or up to 50% of the projected new cost level where the cost rises are substantial.
These proposals will cost a total of £201k.

We have set out the case for increased funding of the high-cost pathways in more detail in paragraphs 5.19 to 5.25. 

5.14 The Finance Panel will be the body which determines the agreed validation fee for each institution and any variants to the present system, but within the parameters set here.

5.15 The Ministry Division stands ready to assist in any negotiations between dioceses, institutions, Regional Training Partnerships and HE providers to facilitate new validation agreements.  

5.16 At this point we have calculated our best estimate of costs based on the information that we have been given by training institutions. We are aware that some negotiations are continuing and therefore these figures should not be regarded as final. However, we consider them to be a good estimate of the current situation.

5.17 In the event of the total projected costs exceeding the amounts discussed in the preceding paragraphs, the Finance Panel is empowered to reduce the validation and tuition fees paid to each institution by an appropriate proportion to control the overall Vote 1 budget.    

5.18 This is a substantial amount of additional funding for theological education (even when phased in over four years).  However we believe it is a necessary investment to give some stability across the sector in what will be a period of very significant upheaval and change.  It will preserve similar relationships between HE institutions and the Church through a transitional period until we have a national scheme for HE awards in place.

5.19 The Church of England currently funds a small number of students to undertake BAs in Theology and Religious Studies in the Universities of Oxford, Cambridge and Durham and another group who take the BTh degrees in Oxford and Cambridge, all of which are more expensive than standard vocational awards.  

5.20 The fees for these students, we anticipate, will rise in line with the overall tuition fee for undergraduates from £3,500 per annum to £9,000 per annum, though in most of these cases money comes back to the theological college because of the teaching which it provides for these awards.  Ordinands who take these routes are by definition already graduates in another discipline and so ineligible for student loans.  

5.21 We have listened carefully to the different arguments presented in favour of these particular high cost pathways and whether they should remain open to candidates for ordination.  As we argued above, the argument that some pathways are particularly suitable for future “strategic leaders” was widely questioned and convincingly so.  We do not believe that the cost of these pathways can be justified on the grounds that the Church of England will draw its future leadership from those who take these routes through training.  

5.22 However, we were persuaded by a different argument that it is of immense value to the Church of England that a proportion of our clergy have studied theology largely in, or related to, the environment of a world class university department.  The value lies in the formation this gives in mission, apologetics, academic rigour and engagement with the academy.  Those who study through these routes may well go on to serve in a variety of contexts as parish clergy; as theological educators; as chaplains; as senior Church leaders.  However they will have been formed in a distinctive way through engagement with teachers and fellow students who are engaging in theological study from a range of perspectives.  

5.23 We therefore believe that these routes should continue to form part of the mixed ecology of training to the extent that as a national Church we should continue our present level of investment (that is to the level of the present fees and the present number of students).  The cost of these degrees has already risen sharply in recent years.  A further and in some cases even greater rise in cost cannot be afforded by the dioceses collectively through the mechanism of Vote 1.   

5.24 The balance of the fees above the costs allowed for here, we believe, should come from bursary funds established by the training institutions and by the dioceses.  

5.25 This mechanism will, we believe, test commitment across the Church of England to these routes through training.  Bishops and the affected training institutions will need to be active in raising funds to support candidates through them.  The Ministry Division will draw up a simple protocol in consultation with the training institutions involved, to regulate the number of candidates each year to the present number and to ensure fair distribution.  We received an innovative suggestion that some bishops may have a surplus of candidates able to take this route whilst others bishops might be willing to co-sponsor candidates for this pathway in order to have the opportunity to place them as curates.  Again, the Ministry Division will draw up a simple protocol for DDOs to facilitate this kind of development.     
5.26 There will be a need to keep all of these higher cost pathways under review as proposals are developed for a different framework for university validation and as tuition fees evolve across the HE sector in the coming years.
6
How will we meet the costs of these changes?

6.1 The Working Party has understood its brief to be to find a way forward for funding formation for ministry which does not necessitate an overall significant rise in cost to the dioceses.  The increased transitional costs may be in the order of £407,000 in a full year.  We would need to ensure that the costs of developing a national scheme with a suite of HE awards were contained within that figure.  We therefore need to consider where money can be saved (or revenue increased) within the overall training budget.  

6.2 The consultation revealed significant opposition to the idea of ordinands contributing to the cost of training and to the idea of parish contributions to those costs lest ordinands from a particular background or tradition be disadvantaged.  We accept the case made against this.

6.3 We do not believe at the present time that there would be significant gains from exploring student loans for the minority of ordinands who are non-graduates.   This would create an unfair system (some clergy would have loans to pay off in respect of their ordination training; others would not).  There would be significant complexities for self-supporting ministers (the well salaried accountant who ends up paying for her own training through repayment of a loan).  One of our arguments at national level for keeping fees low on some routes through training is the fact that our ordinands are fully funded by their future employer.  

6.4 One argument advanced by a number of people in the consultation was the need to focus resources on ordinands who would have the greater length of service in ministry (which is in effect already a principle in determining the length of training).  We have therefore looked again at the £4m currently invested in the support of married and some single students through training.  This money is initially paid by individual dioceses and then shared across the diocese via the apportionment formula (‘pooled’).  As indicated above there was understandable opposition to reducing the level of maintenance per student or family as this would create financial hardship.  

6.5 We therefore propose a different way forward which is to limit access to this pooled support only to those candidates who can be ordained by the age of 50 having completed their normal training. 

Recommendation 6

To limit the pooling of maintenance costs for candidates to those candidates who can be ordained by the time they are 50 years of age having completed their normal training.  
6.6 We have taken advice on whether this would fall foul of age discrimination legislation and have been advised that it would not.  The proposal does not discriminate between candidates for ordination on grounds of age but is concerned with access to funds for training. Ordinands are not the public; they are selected for a particular role and are being trained at the Church’s expense for that role.  There would be nothing to prevent a bishop or diocese supporting an older candidate through training from the resources of the diocese but this amount could not be reclaimed through the pooling system.

6.7 The effect of this proposal would be to mean the overall recommendations in the paper are likely to be cost neutral over time.  The increase in the Vote 1 budget would be balanced by a reduction in the cost to dioceses of pooled maintenance costs. 
6.8 This proposal is likely to lead to a reduction in numbers in theological colleges. The exact extent of this reduction is difficult to calculate as students and dioceses may find ways of enabling such candidates to enter training, without pooling the maintenance costs.  However, there are currently around 75 candidates training in colleges who are aged 48 or over.  They represent 13% of all candidates training in colleges.  The working party notes the effects of its recommendation on the numbers in theological colleges.  However, it believes that, given the major financial challenges set out in this report, it is better for the dioceses to spend the money on maintaining the quality of training for candidates as a whole and to continue to support some candidates on high cost pathways, rather than spend it on domestic maintenance for this group of candidates who would give a relatively short period of service to the church.  
7
Conclusion and Programme of Future Work

7.1 The government proposals on the future of Higher Education funding will have a significant effect on the future shape of pre-ordination training and other training and formation offered by the Church of England.

7.2 This report outlines a way forward which seeks to support the dioceses and training institutions through this time of change and preserve the best in our present arrangements whilst seeking to build creatively and constructively for the medium and long term.  

7.3 We believe if our recommendations are implemented, a way will be found to limit the costs of the changes to what is affordable across the Church of England as a whole.  The cost to dioceses of Vote 1 will rise by a modest amount but the cost to dioceses of the pooling arrangement will fall by a similar amount in the same period.  

7.4 This part of the working party’s task addresses the immediate questions raised by the HE funding changes and enables the Archbishops’ Council and the dioceses to set their budgets for 2012 and beyond.  The working party will now move on to address the question of long term change in the HE validation arrangements and costs for training for ordination and for recognised lay ministries.

7.5 The consultation exercise has drawn attention to the fact under our present systems the Church of England can expect to pay over £1.1 million in validation and tuition fees in 2012 for ordination candidates (and an additional amount paid for candidates in diocesan lay and Reader training schemes and IME 4-7).   

7.6 We believe that there will be real gains to the Church of England and our partner churches in the development of a simpler, more cost effective validation arrangements at national level and through greater definition of requirements for and routes through training.  We plan to report our detailed proposals for this second phase of our work by the end of 2011.  

+Steven Sheffield

April, 2011  
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a) In the context of the Church’s future ministry needs, to review the provision of the different educational pathways prior to ordination; 

b) To examine the funding model for pre-ordination training with regard to both high cost and standard pathways

c) To take evidence from dioceses and for training providers
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Summary of Recommendations

1. To maintain our commitment wherever possible and affordable to HE validation in order to give time to develop more long-term options.

2. To develop Church approval for all pathways into ministries for which provision is made by Canon, from 2012, as a viable option for dioceses and training institutions.

3. To develop from this base as rapidly as possible, a national Church-approved suite of awards which will also confer an HE award, ideally in partnership with our churches.  

4. To agree a rise in the Vote 1 budget for the academic year beginning 2012 to accommodate those institutions who are facing moderate rises (to up to £700 per full-time equivalent student) in validation fees.

5. To fund only in part those pathways where validation or tuition fees are set to rise steeply and to encourage the creation of student bursary schemes for high-cost pathways where necessary.

6.  To limit the pooling of maintenance costs for candidates to those candidates who can be ordained by the time they are 50 years of age having completed their normal training.  

Part Two:  Confidential Appendices 

This part of the report is confidential to the Ministry Council and the Archbishops’ Council by reason of the financial information it contains.  

Appendix 1

The projected effects of the removal of HEFCE funding on the training institutions

Appendix 2

Projected fee costs if the six proposals are implemented

Appendix 3 

High cost pathways – table of costs
Appendix 4

High cost pathways - proposals
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