Archbishops’ Council service review report


Chairman’s introduction

It seemed at first sight a modest challenge. The review group was asked to investigate whether the Archbishops’ Council was delivering what stakeholders wanted: high-quality, cost-effective work for the mission of the Church of England. This was no more than the customer satisfaction audit that any good organisation will regularly undertake. 

But the review group’s terms of reference went on to ask about relationships with activity elsewhere, and whether work is rightly done at national level. This quickly led us to larger questions. For as we recorded in our interim report to the Archbishops’ Council in September, the value and necessity of a task done in one place depend on what is done elsewhere. Any valuable assessment of effectiveness must consider the organisation as a whole. 

Our group has not had the capacity to make such an assessment. However, these are crucial issues to address. We argue in our report for taking up the challenge of organisational development across the church while, at the same time, going forward with phases 2 and 3 of the review as planned. 

There is much we can say meanwhile about the role and activity of the four divisions under review. It is good to record that we have found the church at national level to be served by many talented and dedicated people. We trust that our proposals will help the church and its officers further in their work.  

It has been a pleasure to engage with colleagues in this review. Discussions were lively, engaged, stimulating and productive. The group’s report is unanimous. 

+David Urquhart

Bishop of Birkenhead

23 November 2005

1.
Background to the review

1.1 The church’s finance and resourcing have been high on the agenda in 2005. A notable catalyst was the spending review that reported to Synod in February 2004 and generated a number of items of follow-up work. These included the resourcing mission group chaired by the Bishop of Bath and Wells, which has looked at matching resources to new needs, and the Bishop of Liverpool’s group which has examined transparency and accountability in their use. Synod welcomed both groups’ reports in July 2005 and encouraged the Archbishops’ Council to develop practical proposals in these areas.  
1.2 A further group, again prompted by the spending review, is looking at streamlining dioceses’ administrative costs with particular focus on areas such as property management, provision of professional services and procurement.
1.3 The church has long paid close attention to costs at the centre. A sharp rise in dioceses’ clergy pension contributions in 2001 – the result of falling stock markets and rising liabilities - was an important factor in the decision to impose a freeze on the Archbishops’ Council’s operating costs in 2002-04. That led to cuts amounting by the end of the three years to £1.4 million per annum, with some 50 posts either lost or secured through new external funding, and by 2004 a net saving of 14% in the costs charged on to dioceses compared with 2002 levels. 
1.4 Diocesan budgets continued under pressure with the cost of pension contributions and stipend improvements. 2005 saw a further stage in the progressive redistribution of £9 million from the better resourced to the less well resourced dioceses, with the addition of some clergy retirement housing costs to the central apportionment, and the abolition of guaranteed annuities in prospect. London diocese, the largest single contributor to the central costs budget, protested vigorously over the rise in their share. The diocese’s July 2004 synod motion called for a new system for calculating the apportionment – a request recognised in the review chaired by Brian Newey, which reported in February 2005  -  and asked that the Archbishops’ Council
‘should undertake an immediate independent review of all its services to assess which of these services need to be carried out at a national level, those that can be handled by dioceses,  and those which are unnecessary and should implement the outcome of the review immediately thereafter.’ 
1.5 The Archbishops’ Council’s total services review programme responds to that request. Set up in December 2004, its remit has been to look at all the Council’s services in three phases over three years to assess customer satisfaction, value for money and quality, effectiveness and scope for streamlining. Its first phase was asked to look at four areas: the Legal Office, Mission & Public Affairs (MPA), Ministry and the Council for Christian Unity (CCU). The review group’s terms of reference are to address, for each of those areas, the questions:

· What is this work achieving for the mission of the Church of England?

· How satisfied are the relevant stakeholders with its quality and value?

· What is its relationship to related activity elsewhere in the church, especially at diocesan level, and is there scope for some streamlining?
· How high a priority is it to continue the work at national level and, if it is to continue, what can be done to improve cost effectiveness?
1.6 The four members of the review group for phase one have been: David Urquhart, Bishop of Birkenhead (chair), Margaret Swinson, John Ormerod and Sydney Norris. Supplementing this team, Andreas Whittam Smith, First Church Estates Commissioner, and Sir Anthony Hammond, Standing Counsel to the General Synod, have carried out the review of the Legal Office on the group’s behalf. Gill Laver, financial secretary to the Archbishops’ Council, and David Hanson of the Church Commissioners’ policy unit have provided staff support through drafting and researching the report and its recommendations under the steering group’s guidance. 

2.
How the review group approached its task 

2.1 The group has recognised the differing nature of the four departments’ responsibilities. The CCU has a largely policy and advisory role, including an ambassadorial and diplomatic element; whereas Ministry and MPA have a more balanced mix of policy and service delivery responsibilities and the Legal Office’s work has a large transactional content alongside policy formation. In all cases, policy objectives are informed by the departments but are partly governed by the thinking and priorities set by others, including the House of Bishops and the General Synod.

2.2 The group was clear from the start of its work that cost-cutting was not its principal objective. Its emphasis would be on customers’ satisfaction with quality and value, and on whether working relationships between the centre and other parts of the church were as effective as they could be. 

2.3 To help assess each area of responsibility the group sought information from heads of the departments and met them and their team leaders. It carried out an analysis of limited financial and performance information at the centre but did not have access to similar information in relation to dioceses or other parts of the church or organisations with which the Council works in partnership. 

2.4 The review group also had regard to other reviews and studies of these departments over the last few years. These included the Ministry division’s activity and value audit in 2001, the Guildford review which reported in 2002 and led to the establishment of the present MPA division, and the Discerning the Future exercise and the related 2002-04 budget freeze. The group was aware of the macro-organisational issues that had been central to the Archbishops’ Commission on the Organisation of the Church of England, chaired by Bishop Michael Turnbull, whose 1995 report Working as One Body led to the founding of the Archbishops’ Council. The group has also valued the theological background of the writing and wider discussion on the Bishop of Rochester’s 2001 publication, Shapes of the Church to Come.

2.5 The group drew up a programme for consulting stakeholders by means of a survey questionnaire and follow-up interviews. It took advice from the Archbishops’ Council’s research and statistics unit on framing the questionnaire, and from the divisions’ heads on a suitable range of consultees to ensure no relevant stakeholders were omitted, and sought diocesan representatives’ views on the process and timetable. A general invitation to contribute was published in the church press and the Church of England’s communication bulletin. The pro forma questionnaire and a list of those consulted follow as Annexes 1 and 2. 

2.6 In the case of the Legal Office review, a broadly similar but more intensive approach was taken, including interviews with representatives of the other national church bodies’ staff, reflecting the Legal Office’s range of customers: the Church Commissioners, the Pensions Board and the Archbishops’ Council. 

2.7 The group received just over 200 responses on the four divisions, some of them representing the collective view of officers in the diocese. The majority of dioceses were represented in the responses. Many were from colleagues or fellow-practitioners in specific areas of work. Respondents are listed at the end of the relevant report. Responses in more general terms were also received from seven individuals representing five dioceses and an ex-member of the General Synod.

2.8 This was, therefore, a wide-ranging review designed to give feedback and comments in the round on the contribution and efficiency of the selected divisions.  There was not time to explore each task and process and the exercise was not designed to and cannot make detailed recommendations, the development of which would (at a cost) require more detailed analysis and consultation.

2.9 The group’s reports on the individual divisions were shared in draft with the heads of the relevant divisions, and the present texts reflect their input.

3.
The group’s findings 

3.1 We set out specific recommendations concerning the four divisions in our individual reports on each one. Although those reports stands alone, they should be read in the context of our reflections and recommendations regarding the overall review and next steps. 

3.2 We comment at 3(i) below on stakeholders’ responses in general terms and we draw out (at ii) the broad messages and key recommendations for the Archbishops’ Council that we believe emerge from the review’s first phase. We then go on (iii) to state the need for a fuller organisational review and development exercise – a point made to and endorsed by the Council in September – and to suggest how such a project might best be taken forward concurrently with (iv) the planned phases 2 and 3 of the services review.

i)     Stakeholders’ responses
3.3 Stakeholders’ responses showed that, for the most part, they value the contribution to the mission of the church made by the divisions under review. Their activities safeguard key interests of the church and provide an ordered framework for its work, ensure consistent nationwide standards for ministry, help to sustain the church’s presence and voice in public life and nurture the church’s relationship with other Christian churches. There are differing views on whether responsibilities could be shared differently with other parts of the church for policy or efficiency reasons, but there is no general view that any major part of the work of these departments is unimportant or that the national church does not need central machinery to perform an administrative, leadership and co-ordinating role.   

ii)    Phase 1 of the review: key recommendations 

3.4 In all departments the staff we met were highly committed and often working under considerable pressure.  This pressure appears in part to come from the multiple stakeholders to whom many are accountable. 

3.5 In our reports on individual divisions we recommend that attention be given to committee structures and reporting lines in specific areas. But there are broader questions. While the creation and subsequent work of the Archbishops’ Council has done much to reduce the earlier ‘cat’s cradle of autonomous or semi-autonomous bodies’ at the centre to which the Turnbull report referred, it is still an open question whether the number of such bodies is right for present needs. Could a lighter task-group model be more often adopted instead? Is it still the case, as that report hinted, that the church’s wish to guard particular interests through representation tends to work against the possibility of lightening structures? These are issues that the wider organisational review we propose at 3.14-19 below could usefully address. 
3.6 We recommend a review of committee structures and reporting within the Archbishops’ Council. There should be a clear division between management and governance, whereby a committee sets parameters and the staff carry out delegated executive responsibilities within them. This should be reflected in structures which are simpler, can respond more flexibly to future changes and are better understood and better connected with members across the church as a whole. It should result in the delegation of greater, but clear, responsibility to officers, reducing the present pressure on staff and improving the speed of execution, while increasing job satisfaction. 

3.7 While the Legal Office is staffed with legally qualified personnel, in other areas professional expertise is more likely to be bought in than to reside in-house. We believe that an organisation needs the capacity to gauge its performance against objective external benchmarks and to refresh its knowledge base in line with best practice and up-to-date expertise in the field. Performance targets, a commitment to internal training and development and effective competency procedures are all good practice in this regard. Stakeholders’ satisfaction is an important guide, but they cannot always make meaningful best-value comparisons, as survey responses showed. 

3.8 We welcome as a step in the right direction the Ministry division’s recent appointment of an HR professional as secretary to its deployment, remuneration and conditions of service committee. We recommend that the Archbishops’ Council’s Secretary General, with colleagues, actively pursues best practice in efficiency and quality of services and to achieve this seeks to learn from other organisations, including by recruiting staff with relevant professional qualifications and experience. We also note the impact of salary levels on capacity to recruit and retain suitably qualified staff, and advise that the Archbishops’ Council stays alert to that issue.

3.9 Within the units for which the Archbishops’ Council is responsible, costs have been subject to tight control over several years and we do not believe that there are likely to be significant cost savings from simple cost constraint.  Significant savings can only come from focusing on fewer priorities or doing things in different ways. 

3.10 We believe there is potential for significant cost and efficiency improvements, in particular across the wider church – the national bodies, dioceses and training institutions - including through the development of shared IT, HR and financial systems. We comment in particular on the scope for IT upgrading and rationalisation in our report on the work of Ministry division. Such developments, along with the governance improvements we suggest, represent an exciting opportunity for the church to work in new ways and to further its mission more effectively. 

3.11 Systems improvements will, however, require considerable effort to evaluate, including a wider study of activities in dioceses and their links with the centre, and, if proven, could in some areas require significant investment to implement. Committed and clear leadership will be needed – a point we return to in our comments on organisational development. Nonetheless, in parallel with that larger project, we recommend that the Archbishops’ Council takes the lead in exploring further and evaluating opportunities for systems improvements. It might invite the national bodies’ IT steering group, which includes diocesan representatives, to take on this task on the Council’s behalf. We draw encouragement from the work of the administrative costs working group and from local initiatives for sensible economies through sharing ‘back office’ services, such as accounting and property management, across dioceses. 

3.12 Survey responses show some uncertainty about the Council’s policy goals. One respondent readily accepts that it has an important national-level role but comments that its annual reports tend simply to describe budget levels, staffing resources and activities, so that it is ‘effectively impossible’ to picture the broader purpose of the work or the progress towards achieving it. The absence of clearly understood objectives and priorities results, he suggests, in work being done at the centre that does not match or arise out of local needs, with over-stretched staff covering too many areas yet lacking capacity to drive agendas forward.  

3.13 The issue is recognised by others who support a radical, outcome-based review of organisational structures and priorities across the board. Of any report or piece of work, one suggests, it should be asked, ‘how has it made a difference?’ The ‘Accountability and Transparency’ group chaired by the Bishop of Liverpool, whose report was welcomed by Synod this July, includes a recommendation that the church’s bodies move towards sharper, focused and outcome-based reporting. Our group strongly supports that.  

iii)   The case for organisational development
3.14 But no assessment of whether the Archbishops’ Council or any other administrative unit carries out its given responsibilities effectively and satisfies its stakeholders can ignore the larger question of whether the church can afford to continue working in its present way. Are its overall goals and priorities right? Are its operating systems as lean and cost-effective as they might be?

3.15 This brings us to the pan-organisational issues we have hinted at. We note that in amongst the multiplicity of semi-autonomous boards, councils and committees, there is no real driver among the church’s leadership bodies for fundamental management change or improvement. On the financial front there is a detailed budget-setting framework within the Archbishops’ Council, informed by regular diocesan consultations. But there is no system whereby the aims, policy objectives and proposed budgets of separate bodies – national, diocesan, and  local – can be considered in the round and fixed in the light of a co-ordinated overview of the plans of each and the inter-relationship between them.

3.16 The fact that so much of the church’s work today is financed by voluntary contributions from parishioners makes it doubly important in the moral and practical interests of good stewardship to have machinery in place to make sure the money is used well. The Turnbull report recognised the point. It spoke of providing for an overview at national level and established the Archbishops’ Council’s Finance Committee, including diocesan representatives, and charged it with liaising closely with dioceses. Paragraph 4.13 of the report said ‘We believe that planning and organisation in the church would be strengthened by this link between the central and other financial structures’. That aspiration is inevitably taking time to become reality. 

3.17 More fundamentally, the church lacks a clear vision of the organisational model at which it might wish to arrive. What is the right shape for its organisation? Should the centre be smaller - or bigger? The church continues to work to a model whereby the centre advises and provides services to dioceses who in turn support their parishes. Is this still the right model in an age of new information technology and instant access on the one hand, and financial pressures and fast-changing strengths and patterns of church membership on the other? Is the church missing some of today’s opportunities for its development and participation in God’s mission in 21st  century England? 

3.18 These are not questions the group can answer. But in September the Archbishops’ Council supported the group’s view that options for organisational reform and development across the church at all levels should be further explored. We recommend a two-stage approach. First, that a small group of, say, six to eight people, with external as well as church members and accountable to the two Archbishops, should be tasked to develop a vision for the church’s effective organisation. Such a group will wish to draw on the knowledge and current strategic thinking of the church’s leadership bodies and key personnel; but it should not be exclusively led by church views. Outside expertise and a fresh view of needs and opportunities for change will also be essential to the process. An HR professional could have useful insights as a member of such a group. 

3.19 Second – and staff resources will be needed for this – the group will need to draw up practical proposals based upon that vision, offer them for input and validation by key church leaders, and secure wide ownership for proposed action. Such a plan could usefully be informed by a case-study approach that could track major Church of England decision processes - such as the Mellows review of bishops’ needs and resources, to take just one instance - from end to end to see where and how such initiatives started, where value was added and where not, and to assess the quality of the process. It could audit how effectively specific institutional objectives and decisions were implemented. The outcome of this study and review process should be an agreement, backed by analysis and the buy-in of key personnel, for improved planning, setting of priorities and monitoring of activities within the leadership bodies of the Church of England. 

iv)    Archbishops’ Council services review: phases 2 and 3
3.20 The Archbishops’ Council also signed up in September to the review’s continuation through phases 2 and 3. We see this as a separate and more operation-specific process than the larger organisational development project. The two can, however, run in parallel. Phase 1 has looked at four divisions affecting approximately 90 staff posts – around a third of the Archbishops’ Council’s total operation. We recommend that phase 2 of the review goes forward and looks at the Cathedrals and Church Buildings division, the rest of the Central Secretariat excluding the Council for Christian Unity, the Communications Unit, HR department and Church House Publishing – around 80 staff. This leaves Education, Records, Finance and the rest of the common service departments (Finance and Accounts, IT and Internal Audit) for phase 3: some 110 posts. 

3.21 The group personnel for phase 2 and beyond have yet to be determined. If the Council is content, phase 1’s chairman, Bishop David Urquhart, would be willing to lead both the review’s second phase and the wider organisational development process that the group proposes. 

3.22 The review’s second and third phases should be staffed as for phase 1 and work to a similar time scale. Some of the first phase was concerned to identify broad themes. Many of these will of course be common to phases 2 and 3.  The group envisages that provided action also proceeds, as proposed, in regard to the larger organisational development issues, it should therefore be possible for the next phases to take a lighter approach to these matters and to focus more closely on issues specific to the divisions under review and to their stakeholders. 

4.
Summary of key recommendations and conclusion

4.1 The church is served at national level in the Legal Office, Mission & Public Affairs and Ministry divisions and the Council for Christian Unity by talented and dedicated people.  It is the group’s hope that by taking forward the pan-organisational development proposal together with the next phases of the services review, the administrative units will become able to work still more effectively in serving the church’s mission and ministry. 

4.2 Our key recommendations in respect of phase 1 of the review and the next stages are that the centre should:
· review its committee structures and reporting systems with a view to streamlining accountabilities and limiting the time pressures on staff from current arrangements

· pursue best practice and learning from others in efficiency and quality of service provision
· work with dioceses and others to explore and evaluate opportunities for operational efficiencies across the church, including for shared IT, HR and financial systems
· adopt outcome-based annual reporting 

· commit to a church-wide organisational development process

· to be led by a small team charged with mapping out goals, and 

· to be developed into specific proposals via a consultative exercise

· pursue phases 2 and 3 of the review on a similar basis to phase 1, with the Cathedrals and Church Buildings division, the rest of the Central Secretariat, Communications, HR and Church House Publishing to be reviewed in phase 2. 

4.3 Our more detailed recommendations on the divisions reviewed are given in the group’s individual reports on the Legal Office, Ministry division, Mission and Public Affairs and the Council for Christian Unity. 

Annex 1

Pro-forma questionnaire issued by the review group

Introductory 

1.
 Please explain briefly the nature and degree of contact that you have with the division, and for how long you have done so.

Objectives and priorities

2.
 In the areas that you are familiar with, what do you value most about the work of the division?

3.
 What do you value least?

4.
 What do you believe the division’s priorities should be?

5.
 Is there work that you believe the division should reduce or stop doing (see also Q15)?

6.
 Is there work that it should take on?

7.
 What would you say the division achieves for the mission of the Church of England?

Quality

8.
 In the areas that you are familiar with, how satisfied are you with the quality of the work the division does?

9.
 What improvements, if any, would you look for? 

10. 
 Would there be cost implications? If so, what are they?

Value for money

11.
 Do you believe the services provided by the division represent value for money? With which other organisations (if any) do you compare its service and performance?

12.
 Could any of the work be carried out more cost-effectively? How, if so?

Relationship with work elsewhere in the church

13.
 So far as you are aware, how effectively does the division’s work connect with related activity at other, for instance diocesan and parish, levels? 

14.
 Do you believe there is any overlap or duplication in work done in different places? How, if at all, would you suggest streamlining this work?

15.
 Are there tasks you would transfer from the centre to local level? Which ones, and why?

16.
 Are there any tasks you would move from local to national level? Which and why?

17.
 Do you, or does your organisation, have future plans that will affect your working relationship with the division or the service you require from it?
18.
 A separate working group is exploring scope for dioceses to share some administrative resources and services on a regional basis. Would stronger diocesan networks or pooled functions affect your views? Please comment further if so.
Other observations

19.
 Please add any further comments you may have about the division’s work or about the review.

20.
 Would you be willing to meet members of the group to explore some of these topics further?

21.
 Would you be willing to participate in a 2-3 hour workshop discussion if at a later stage the group thinks that might be helpful?
Annex 2

Invitations to respond to the group’s consultation exercise were sent to the following:

The Archbishops
All diocesan bishops
All suffragan and assistant bishops
All archdeacons
All cathedral deans
Diocesan Board of Finance chairs
Diocesan Secretaries, who are asked to consult relevant colleagues internally and either return a collective view or encourage those colleagues to respond separately as preferred

The House of Bishops and its Urban, Rural Bishops and Europe panels and Environment Group
Members of the General Synod
Members of the Archbishops' Council and its relevant committees, sub-committees and staff, including Vocations, Recruitment and Selection; Ministry of and Among Deaf and Disabled People; Deployment, Remuneration and Conditions of Service; Theological Education and Training; Partnership for World Mission; Mission Theology Advisory Group; Minority Ethnic Anglican Concerns; Rural Affairs; Inter Faith Consultative Group; Hospital Chaplaincies Council
Members of the Church Commissioners and their Assets, Pastoral, Redundant Churches and Bishoprics and Cathedrals Committees and staff

Church of England Pensions Board
 The National Society for Promoting Religious Education
Churches Conservation Trust
Ecclesiastical Law Asssociation
Ecclesiastical Judges Association
Diocesan registrars
Diocesan chancellors
Ecclesiastical Law Society
Association for Ordinands and Candidates for Ministry
Principals of Theological Colleges, Courses and Schemes
Amicus Union
Church Urban Fund
Arthur Rank Centre (Director and other denominations' National Rural Officers)

Churches Rural Group
Anglican Communion Office
National Ecumenical Officers of: Methodist Church; Roman Catholic Bishops' Conference of England and Wales; Baptist Union of Great Britain; United Reformed Church; Church of Scotland; Church of Finland; Evangelische Kirche

General Secretary of Churches Together in Britain and Ireland
General Secretary of Churches Together in England
Evangelical Alliance
Chaplain General of the Prison Service
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister
English Heritage
Local Government Association
Archbishop's Medical Ethics Advisory Group
Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
Department of Health, South Yorkshire Strategic Health Authority and NHS Trusts
Health Care Chaplains in England
Chair of Association of Black Clergy
Churches' Commission for Racial Justice
Mothers' Union
Children's Society
Commission on Urban Life and Faith
Inner City Religious Council
Conservation Foundation
Christian Ecology Link
Eco-Congregation
Churches' Criminal Justice Forum
Mental Health Advisory Group
Bishop to Prisons and Prison Service Chaplaincy
Director of Christian Aid
Mission Agency Members of Partnership for World Mission: Church Army; Church Pastoral Aid Society; Church Mission Society; United Society for the Propagation of the Gospel; South American Mission Society; Church's Ministry Among Jewish People; Crosslinks; Intercontinental Church Society; Mission to Seafarers; Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge

Interfaith Network
INFORM
Letter to Church press

General invitation via Church of England website and e-mail communications bulletin 

Legal Office 

1.
Background 
1.1 This, the review group’s final report on the work of the Legal Office, builds on the report made to the Archbishops’ Council in September, with which it can be read in tandem. It updates the position set out in that report in the light of subsequent developments.

1.2 To recap, the group was asked to consider the Legal Office as part of phase 1 of the  review of Archbishops’ Council services, set up in December 2004, whose task was to explore in respect of the work done by each of the divisions under review:

· What is this work achieving for the mission of the Church of England?

· How satisfied are the relevant stakeholders with its quality and value?

· What is its relationship to related activity elsewhere in the church, especially at diocesan level, and is there scope for some streamlining?
· How high a priority is it to continue the work at national level and, if it is to continue, what can be done to improve cost effectiveness?
1.3 In the case of the Legal Office, given its different accountabilities, the review was carried out by Andreas Whittam Smith and Sir Anthony Hammond, who shared the review group’s staff support and reported their findings back to the group.

1.4 In addition to carrying out a written survey of stakeholders, as was done for the other three divisions under review, the two reviewers and support staff interviewed lead executive officers from the Archbishops’ Council, the Church Commissioners and the Pensions Board in their capacity as customers of the Legal Office,  and followed these interviews with detailed discussions with the head of the Legal Office and colleagues. 

1.5 The additional resource of the two reviewers meant a fast-track approach was possible. The reviewers prepared a detailed interim report with the Legal Office team’s input. Its content is summarised in sections 2 – 4 below.  They submitted their report and recommendations to the main review group and to the Archbishops’ Council in September.

2.
The Legal Office’s work and structure

2.1 The structure and responsibilities of the Legal Office are set out overleaf. As the September report noted, the Legal Office became a single legal department serving all the national church institutions following a recommendation of the Turnbull Report, which highlighted potential savings to the national institutions from the sharing of operational resources by central legal services.  Previously there had been a synod team serving Church House-based committees and boards, and the Church Commissioners’ separate legal department engaged on transactional work, pastoral administration and the Commissioners’ corporate responsibilities.

LEGAL OFFICE

Staff and costs 15 solicitors/barristers, 3 legal executives and 9 other staff make up the Synod, Church and Corporate teams.  Two lawyers and one member of the support staff are part time. 2004 costs £1,080,000 (excluding Church Commissioners’ 2 direct employees). These are reclaimed from users (Archbishops' Council 31.8%; Commissioners 65.5%; Church of England Pensions Board 2.7%).

Structure

· The Synod Team (5 legal and 2 other staff) advises the Archbishops’ Council, General Synod and related bodies; resources Synod’s legislative programme; will investigate and present complaints under the new Clergy Discipline Measure; issues permissions by the Archbishop of Canterbury in respect of overseas clergy; (within the limits of resources) provides legal support to registrars, bishops and senior clergy and diocesan staff;

· The Church Team (3 legal staff) provides the Commissioners, Churches Conservation Trust and Pensions Board with transactional and other legal services in relation to benefice and church property procedures under the Pastoral and related Measures.

· The Corporate Team (10 legal staff) provides the Commissioners, the Council and the Central Board of Finance with transactional and other legal services in relation to investment, see and other property. 6 other staff support the Church and Corporate teams.
· The Official and Deputy Official Solicitors, supported by another lawyer, advise and support the Commissioners in connection with their statutory powers and obligations. The Deputy Head (Operations) works across all teams.
2.2 The Legal Office does not of course handle the totality of Church of England legal work. Some national bodies go outside for at least some legal services – for example, the Pensions Board’s long-standing advisers on pensions law are Linklaters. As the advisers’ September report set out in detail, national-level costs totalling over £3.3 million (before repayments from third parties) are split very roughly 50/50 between internal and external provision. Figures beyond the national bodies’ costs are approximate but dioceses, using a range of providers, pay well over £1million for their further legal services. Then there are the costs incurred by the 43 cathedrals and a number of parishes. To rationalise this complex pattern would be a major project. The current review has focused solely on the Legal Office, noting that it has distinct customer bases and that almost all of its gross funding is shared between the Church Commissioners (two thirds) and dioceses via the Archbishops’ Council (the remaining third). 

2.3 The advisers noted that the Legal Office was examined in detail as part of the Archbishops’ Council review Discerning the Future. The Archbishops’ Council’s Budget Group identified no scope for cost-savings ‘without incurring additional external costs of a higher magnitude’ but encouraged the Legal Office to continue to examine, with its clients, opportunities for systems development and rationalisation.

3.
Stakeholders’ views

3.1 Feedback from stakeholders was analysed in the team’s September report, to which readers can refer for more detail. The 48 survey respondents and the 13 people interviewed in person by the advisory team are listed at Annex 1. To summarise, the survey of stakeholders’ views revealed the following:

3.2 The work of the Legal Office’s synod and church teams is greatly valued. It includes supporting the General Synod; maintaining and updating the church’s legal framework (faculty jurisdiction, clergy discipline and suchlike); supporting the church’s input into public policy and government legislation. In these areas the Legal Office is found highly skilled and knowledgeable, providing a reliable, accurate, responsive and high quality service. Some however regretted that responses were not always as speedy as they might be, noting resource pressures and overstretched staff as the likely cause.

3.3 Some wished the Legal Office to develop its service to dioceses. Pro-active advice including print and on-line guidance, and a more comprehensive consultancy and telephone service to registrars and other diocesan officers would be welcome. 

3.4 Others urged the Legal Office to give priority to foreseeing future issues and to be pro-active in consolidating and simplifying the complex framework for church legislation – a project the Legal Office was keen to take on, resources permitting. Others asked for pre-emptive work that would aim to promote mediation and reduce litigation. 

3.5 Those respondents able to judge compared the team’s value for money favourably with the costs, likely or actual, of private legal practice and City law firms in particular, government legal services, local authorities, and another church denomination’s property division.  Arguments were made both for a strong centre and for devolving work locally, but few saw significant duplication between national and regional/diocesan levels. 

3.6 Comments about the Legal Office’s property work were more mixed. The Pensions Board wished the Legal Office to handle its residential conveyancing and was concerned that lack of resources meant it was unwilling or unable to do so. The advisory team noted that the Legal Office was working with the Pensions Board to secure cost-effective external arrangements. 

3.7 The Church Commissioners buy in legal services externally for stock exchange and high-value commercial work but look to the Legal Office for much of their property work. They commended individuals but were concerned by a possible lack of commercial acumen, thin resources, overstretched staff and too little depth of cover for busy and high-pressure urgent work, and the resultant business risks. Land registration was falling behind schedule. The Legal Office challenged some of these concerns but accepted the need for a stronger focus on some of the Commissioners’ property work and had proposed some redeployment to achieve this.

3.8 Respondents raised the issue of outsourcing, with comments for (in the interests of quality) and against (cost). Some challenged, others supported, the existing ‘mixed economy’ of internal and external provision. Many felt a central pool of expertise should not be lost, that over-commercialisation could lose essential goodwill and weaken working relationships, and that prices might rise once external solicitors had captured the market. If work were outsourced, an in-house team would have a useful role in drawing up the terms of engagement. 

3.9 Issues of staff management were raised. It was suggested that for clarity of reporting lines the Church Commissioners’ Official Solicitor’s line manager should be the head of the Legal Office, not the Secretary to the Commissioners. The Commissioners were open to considering this. 

3.10 Some questioned the internal allocation of responsibilities. The Legal Office however believed work was properly distributed in line with individuals’ skills and capacity. Routine tasks had been moved down the skills hierarchy through systems development. The Legal Office was currently reviewing its support staff needs. Salaries remained a concern following the pay and grading review, whose reassessment of responsibility levels had indicated some Legal Office staff were overpaid by as much as 60% compared with the ‘standard point’ set for each post in the review (market-related additional allowances were addressed separately). 

3.11 The Legal Office felt some administrators needed to be more focused in their requests for its advice in the interests of effective use of resources. There was also an issue of time management by some Legal Office staff – some seniors put in many extra hours - and an occasional tendency towards over-designed solutions. It was noted that in recent years the Legal Office’s electronic case management system had made possible a significant reduction in support staff levels. 

4.
The review team’s views and recommendations
4.1 As noted at 1.4 above, the review team prepared an interim report and recommendations for submission, with the main review group’s assent, to the Archbishops’ Council in September. 

4.2 The team carried out its review on a relatively light-touch basis and it was not possible for the reviewers or their staff to carry out a substantial cost-benefit analysis to inform detailed recommendations about the provision of legal services. However, they supported the Legal Office’s disinclination to recut the basic division of responsibilities between local and centre. 

4.3 The reviewers recommended that there should be broad criteria for future decisions about service provision. That is to say, decisions on whether given legal services are provided in-house or externally should be based on: the availability of resource; the quality and speed with which work could be done; in-house knowledge or other added value (such as relationship with policymakers); the size of transaction and level of risk; and cost-effectiveness.  The issue of business risk was key: arrangements that would enable the Legal Office’s services to be less thinly spread in high-value areas and would provide room to strengthen resources elsewhere should be sought.

4.4 The reviewers did not wish to be over-prescriptive about which items of work should be done where - much would depend upon detailed evidence and cost-analysis. But their outline view, based on the criteria above, was that in principle specialised church-specific work should stay in-house; low-value transactional work should go out; and high-value and high-risk projects should also go out. 

4.5 In their September report, the reviewers expanded on what this might mean in practice – subject to discussion with clients and more detailed testing. They envisaged the following pattern of service provision was possible:

· The Legal Office’s advisory and public affairs work on church legislation, input into government legislation and public policy consultations, and advice to registrars, other diocesan officers and parishes would stay in house.  

· Advice on the Church Commissioners’ corporate and trustee responsibilities  - the Official Solicitor’s role - would stay in house.

· The Legal Office would also retain its general advisory role for the national bodies on, for instance, issues of company law and trusts. 
· Arguments for and against reducing the Legal Office’s role in transactional work were finely balanced. Subject to cost/benefit analysis, conveyancing for the Pensions Board, operating under a regime needing no special church knowledge, could in principle be handled externally as there are possible economies of scale with a larger provider. 

· Dialogue between the Legal Office and clients should continue alongside market testing in respect of the Commissioners’ property transactions. A short-term pilot study with legal transactions for one rural estate handled externally and others in house, could help gather evidence for a longer-term decision. 

· Land registration should either be resourced fully or outsourced as a time-limited project.

· In the latter case, and with any other outsourced work, the Legal Office should audit buying in arrangements to ensure value for money. 

· They should prepare a memorandum of guidance for external service providers to ensure continuity of knowledge.

· Guidance notes and precedents should be made available on-line to other Church of England bodies and registrars in the interests of wide knowledge-sharing

· The Legal Office should seek to develop a more formal consultancy role for key diocesan personnel such as registrars and diocesan secretaries. 

· The possibility of a ‘law commission’ to consolidate and simplify church legislation should be explored further, on the understanding that synod can and should commit the necessary time for implementation. 

· Developing access to pro-bono legal advice on specific and specialised issues such as stem cell research would be valuable.

4.6 The reviewers also commented on a number of staff management issues:

· It was recognised the Legal Office needed to attract and retain staff of the requisite ability and experience; the reviewers recommended that pay structures should confer sufficient flexibility, within a fixed budget, to make that possible. 

· The Legal Office and its clients needed to exercise discipline in their use of time: lawyers’ attendance at meetings should be more selective, standby being the better alternative; administrators should be focused in their requests for legal advice; tendencies to work too many hours and to explore too many avenues should be guarded against. 

· The reviewers supported the Legal Office’s steps to address succession planning issues and commended its review of support staff levels.

· They supported ‘single command’ line management; the Church Commissioners’ line manager should therefore be the head of the Legal Office, not the Commissioners’ Secretary, and the Commissioners’ needs as customers be secured through a service level agreement.

4.7 Finally, the reviewers did not consider their recommendations as set in stone. Some depended for implementation upon fuller factual evidence; some would be refined in the light of circumstances; others reflected developments already in train.  They therefore proposed that they review the recommendations in six months’ time and comment further on the process of implementation. 

5.
Subsequent developments
5.1 The Archbishops’ Council broadly supported the report it received in September and its recommendations insofar as they related to services provided for the Council, and to the possibility of providing consultancy services to dioceses on a more formal basis. 

5.2 Subsequent discussions revealed some reservations on the part of other in-house customer bodies. While the Pensions Board was content, as recommended, to work with the Legal Office on a tendering exercise to find a cost-effective external source of conveyancing services – and to look again at the in-house option if acceptable alternatives proved hard to find – the Church Commissioners were inclined to favour a swifter move towards outsourcing in the interests of managing what they see as a significant business risk. 

5.3 The review group recognises that business risk is rightly a major consideration for a large investor, and that ultimately decisions on the purchase of services must be for that body. Nonetheless it continues to support the view that fuller evidence should be gathered and a cost-benefit analysis be carried out before a final decision is taken. The group understands conversations are going ahead between the Church Commissioners and the Legal Office with that in view. 

5.4 The review group further supports the recommendation noted at 4.7 above that the review team should stay in place to work with the Legal Office and its customers to oversee the implementation process.

 Annex

Written responses to consultation on the Legal Office

	   Date
	Respondent
	Diocese
	Position 

	10/03/2005
	Canon Judy Hunt
	Chester
	GS / Clergy Discipline committee member

	18/03/2005
	James Behrens
	Leicester
	Chancellor

	18/03/2005
	Charles George QC
	Southwark
	Chancellor

	19/03/2005
	T A C Coningsby QC
	York
	Vicar-General

	19/03/2005
	Andrew Jordan
	Guildford
	Chancellor

	21/03/2005
	Very Revd John Methuen
	Ripon & Leeds
	Dean of Ripon

	23/03/2005
	Dr Julian Litten
	Chelmsford
	Synod & steering committee (rules) member

	24/03/2005
	George Pulman QC
	Chelmsford
	Chancellor

	27/03/2005
	Geoffrey Tattersall QC
	Manchester
	Chancellor & General Synod member

	02/04/2005
	Sir Mark Hedley
	Liverpool
	Chancellor and High Court Judge

	03/04/2005
	Judge Cardinal
	Birmingham
	Chancellor

	04/04/2005
	Mark Chaloner
	-
	Church Commissioners Chief Investments Officer

	05/04/2005
	James Hall
	St Eds & Ipswich
	Diocesan registrar

	05/04/2005
	W E Chapman
	-
	Prime Minister's Secretary for Appointments

	11/04/2005
	Rt Rev John Packer
	Ripon & Leeds
	Diocesan bishop

	14/04/2005
	Michael Lindley
	Ripon & Leeds
	Diocesan surveyor

	17/04/2005
	Judge John Bullimore
	Blackburn/Derby
	Chancellor, General Synod member

	19/04/2005
	Chris Hodson
	Southwell
	Diocesan registrar

	20/04/2005
	N J Richens
	-
	Secretary, Ecclesiastical Law Association

	21/04/2005
	Rev Rupert Bursell
	Durham/Oxford
	Chancellor

	21/04/2005
	Raymond Hemingray
	Peterborough
	Diocesan registrar

	22/04/2005
	Timothy Briden
	Bath & Wells, Truro
	Chancellor

	22/04/2005
	David Taylor
	Lichfield
	Diocesan Secretary

	22/04/2005
	Ven Clive Mansell
	Rochester
	Archdeacon of Tonbridge, GS & CC member

	26/04/2005
	Anne Ashton
	-
	GS and legislative steering cttee member

	26/04/2005
	Brigadier Ian Dobbie
	Rochester
	General Synod member

	26/04/2005
	Dame Sheila Cameron
	-
	Dean of the Arches & Auditor

	27/04/2005
	Sheri Sturgess
	Truro
	Diocesan secretary

	27/04/2005
	Rt Revd Dr John Saxbee
	Lincoln
	Diocesan bishop, member of GS working parties

	27/04/2005
	Shaun Farrell
	-
	Pensions Board Chief Executive

	27/04/2005
	Dr Matthew Lavis
	Ely
	Diocesan Secretary

	27/04/2005
	Philip Gale
	-
	Acting Director, Church of England Record Centre

	27/04/2005
	Andrew Howard
	Winchester
	Diocesan secretary

	28/04/2005
	Paul Clark
	-
	Church Commissioners’ Chief Surveyor

	28/04/2005
	Andrew Brown
	-
	Commissioners’ Secretary 

	28/04/2005
	Steven Webb
	Chelmsford
	Chief Executive

	28/04/2005
	Mark Hill
	Chichester/Europe
	Chancellor

	28/04/2005
	David Cheetham
	St Albans
	Diocesan registrar

	29/04/2005
	Lesley Farrall
	Bristol
	Diocesan Secretary

	29/04/2005
	Tony Ramsey
	-
	CC staff, clergy payroll manager

	05/05/2005
	Monica Bolley
	London
	Diocesan synodical secretary

	06/05/2005
	Michael Huskinson
	Worcester
	Diocesan registrar

	09/05/2005
	Philip Arundel
	Ripon & Leeds
	Diocesan secretary

	09/05/2005
	Roger Harwood
	Oxford
	Diocesan director of glebe and buildings

	20/05/2005
	David Williams
	-
	AC head of central secretariat; Clerk to GS 

	26/05/2005
	Louise Gilbert
	Rochester
	Diocesan Secretary

	08/06/2005
	Peter Foskett
	Bradford
	Diocesan registrar

	20/06/2005
	Thomas Hoyle
	Blackburn
	Diocesan registrar


People interviewed by the advisers to the review group

	   Date
	Interviewee
	Employer 
	Position

	21/03/2005
	Paul Lewis
	Church Commissioners 
	Head of Pastoral & Redundant Churches 

	21/03/2005
	Christopher Daws
	Church Commissioners
	Financial Secretary 

	20/04/2005
	Paul Clark
	Church Commissioners 
	Chief Surveyor

	20/04/2005
	Philip James
	Church Commissioners
	Head of Policy Unit

	20/04/2005
	Mark Chaloner
	Church Commissioners
	Chief Investments Officer

	20/04/2005
	Andrew Brown
	Church Commissioners
	Chief Executive 

	17/05/2005
	Shaun Farrell
	Pensions Board
	Chief Executive 

	17/05/2005
	Paula Griffiths
	Archbishops’ Council
	Head of Church Buildings division

	17/05/2005
	David Williams
	Archbishops’ Council
	Head of Central Secretariat

	17/05/2005
	John Clark
	Archbishops’ Council
	Head of Mission and Public Affairs

	17/05/2005
	Mark Humphriss
	Archbishops’ Council
	Head of Financial Policy Unit

	17/05/2005
	William Fittall
	Archbishops’ Council
	Secretary General 

	25/05/2005
	Fiona Smith
	Transport for London
	General Counsel


Ministry Division 

1.1 The group was asked to consider the work of the Ministry Division as part of phase 1 of the review of Archbishops’ Council services, set up in December 2004, whose task was to explore in respect of the work done by each of the divisions under review:

· What is this work achieving for the mission of the Church of England?

· How satisfied are the relevant stakeholders with its quality and value?

· What is its relationship to related activity elsewhere in the church, especially at diocesan level, and is there scope for some streamlining?
· How high a priority is it to continue the work at national level and, if it is to continue, what can be done to improve cost effectiveness?
1.2 The background to the review of services and the approach the review group took to its task is set out more fully in the review group’s main report to the Archbishops’ Council dated 23 November 2005.

	MINISTRY DIVISION

Structure, staff and costs

25 full-time, 3 part-time salaried and 4 part-time honorary staff. Budgeted costs for 2005 are £1,328,709, with Vocations & Selection (£526,549) the largest area. 

· Vocation and Selection Develops recruitment policy, organises vocational conferences and 50 selection conferences per year for about 700 candidates seeking ordination, trains approx 450 bishops’ selectors. Liaises with vocations group for minority ethnic Anglican concerns. 

· Theological Education and Training Advises House of Bishops about policy on training and formation for ordained and Reader ministry. Implementing the Hind report. Management of c£9m pa budget for training colleges, courses and schemes plus c£3m pa maintenance grants.
· Deployment, Remuneration and Conditions of Service Projection of deployment trends;  develops national stipends, fees and pensions policy; takes forward McClean review of clergy terms of service.
· Ministry of and among Deaf and Disabled people Encourages effective provision for the ministry of and growth of the Church among Deaf people including new training scheme for Deaf Lay Ministers. 
· Central Readers’ Council Organise national conferences; conduct review of lay ministry and its future; produce The Reader magazine three times a year; maintain national database of readers.

Work plans in 2005:

· Finish implementing revised selection procedures

· Implement Hind management and financial framework

· Review of small colleges

· Review inspection, validation and moderation programme

· McClean follow-up including clergy capability framework and freehold reform



1.3 The Ministry division, whose work and structure are set out below, works with dioceses in relation to the identification, selection, training and deployment of ordained and lay ministers, and with training institutions in relation to the provision of training. 

2.
Stakeholders’ views
2.1 Survey responses, many of them from practitioners such as diocesan directors of ministry and ordinands, heads of training institutions and courses, left no doubt that they valued the division’s contribution to the mission of the church. It provided a national and consistent framework for clergy stipends and terms of service, and for the selection and training of ordinands. Important reforms such as the McClean review of the terms of service for clergy could only happen if driven or co-ordinated from the centre. 

2.2 Feedback on the quality of support provided by the division nonetheless revealed some sharply divergent views. Many spoke highly of the work’s quality and found staff approachable and helpful. But less favourable comments from others included ‘autocratic’ and ‘poor listeners’. Several respondents noted that staff were working under pressure. Policy implementation – notably following the Hind report - drew criticism as being high-handed and badly planned. Why not first test out proposals with willing dioceses on a pilot basis, asked one?

2.3 Respondents questioned whether the balance of responsibilities between the Ministry division and others locally was right. Some felt all selection procedures for ordinands should be centrally administered and could be simplified, for instance the handling of candidates panel procedures; devolution of pre-conference administration to dioceses was inefficient and a mistake. All grants should be handled centrally for the sake of consistency and fairness. Conversely, some argued for more devolution and flexibility in training: Ministry should set guidelines and let those responsible locally ‘get on with it’. Duplicate and top-heavy college and course inspections were frequently complained of; clearer co-ordination was needed.

2.4 Many of these issues of where to locate practical responsibilities and how to rationalise procedures were, it was noted, already under review in the light of the recommendations of the Hind report, to which there was a developing if uneven response across the county. 

2.5 It was noted that the division had undergone an activity and value audit in 2001. The findings of that audit had been supportive and its recommendations for further efficiency had largely been implemented. These had included: setting up an internet archive – most of Ministry division’s publications were now on the internet - and other IT improvements; that selection secretaries should work with dioceses to raise the recommendation rate for candidates; and that the number of selection conference venues should be reduced to two. Electronic data handling offered further scope for efficiency gains, however. 
3.
The review group’s views 

3.1 The review group recognises Ministry division’s selection, training and deployment tasks and its co-ordinating role as crucial to the church’s ministry. There are questions about efficiency and potential inconsistencies in the way these responsibilities are shared between the division and each of the dioceses. In areas of theology and policy these are matters for the House of Bishops. We note below potential opportunities identified in the course of our albeit ‘light touch’ review for further consideration by the division and, in due course, its new director.

3.2 Part of the activity of the division is similar to that carried out in commercial organisations by the Human Resources function.  It was until quite lately the case that there were no professionally qualified HR staff in the division or in training.  We therefore welcome the recent appointment of a qualified HR professional to the key role of deployment and remuneration committee secretary and we would support the division’s taking steps to review its needs and plan further to recruit and train HR professionals, and to learn from changing practice in the commercial sector.  

3.3 We note that others in the church are taking steps to meet their need for increased professional support in this area. Dioceses in the north-west region have recruited a specialist adviser for lay employees and will share the cost; the national bodies’ HR function has taken on two extra employees to support dioceses and their clergy in working within the new common tenure framework. There is clear scope for synergies here; the group considers that a full exploration of HR support needs across the church may be one of the most fruitful areas for building cost-effective links between the centre and dioceses, supported by improvements in IT systems and administrative process. 

3.4 Within the Ministry division we recommend that, with the involvement of consultants or experienced HR professionals, current end-to-end processes – that is, all relevant processes relating to recruitment, training, support of ordained and, where relevant, lay ministry and retirement -  be reviewed to see what is redundant and what can be streamlined. This recommendation concerns not only work within the division but the links between the division and what is done elsewhere – in other parts of the centre’s administration (the stand-alone Crockford’s database, payroll, pensions), in dioceses, and in training institutions. It is a large objective and implementation of any resultant findings would be a long-term project. We revert to specific aspects of this below. 

3.5 We recommend that the division’s committee structure and process should be looked at with a view to lightening them. Paperwork for bishops’ selectors could be slimmed down on a trial basis. 

3.6 We question whether the division’s financial management and reporting systems support its work as well as they might. Given that detailed financial information is held within the Finance division, section leaders do not see financial management as a key part of their responsibilities and there are no consistent financial and operational targets or regular reports.  We recommend an overhaul of the procedures for planning, setting performance expectations and regular reporting.  

3.7 The division maintains a substantial stand-alone financial function to oversee the level and administration of theological college course tuition fees and grants to candidates, as well as dealing with the cost aspect of candidates’ selection conferences. It is headed by a qualified accountant and supported by the equivalent of two full-time administrative staff. There is an important read-across from grants and fees policy to their financial administration, which it would be wrong to lose. But it seems to the group that the process of payment itself should require no special ministry or HR expertise; indeed the division could benefit if it were freed from the mechanical aspect of this work and able to focus more fully on financial policy issues. In the interests of efficiency and economy of scale we recommend that the Ministry Division ceases to handle financial administration functions itself and that these should be serviced through the Archbishops’ Council’s accounts department. This should be addressed as part of the current major project to install new finance systems across the national church institutions, which is due to go live in mid-2006.
3.8 The division’s financial administrators and some survey respondents highlight an inconsistency whereby trainees’ basic maintenance grants are paid via the division but those for the support of married ordinands are paid direct by dioceses. All are diocesan-funded and the costs are shared between dioceses through a central pooling mechanism; the difference is purely one of administration. Views differ: some argue for diocesan handling in the interests of speed and responsiveness; but there are often-remarked inconsistencies as a result in the support available to candidates in different dioceses. While the group believes that centralised arrangements should be both cost-efficient and properly responsive, it is aware that a proposal put to Synod in 2004 to centralise the payment of married ordinands’ support grants was extensively discussed and strongly resisted. To revisit the issue at this stage risks diverting the church’s energy from other more fruitful areas and, for this reason only, the group does not recommend doing so. 

3.9 The group has not been able to make an in-depth study of administrative processes, but anecdotal evidence strongly supports the view that the division relies too heavily on paper-based or stand-alone IT systems which result in duplicated efforts and inefficiencies. There appears to be a large overlap between the Ministry division’s data input for grant approvals, and the Accounts Department’s subsequent data input for grant payments – a matter that we hope our recommendation at 3.7 would address. Paper-based filing systems carry their own administrative cost: the division’s file registry contains about 2,000 files on candidates and ordinands.  

3.10 A similar point applies on a larger scale across the institutions. Currently, all the administrative bases maintain separate paper files on candidates, ministers and clergy pensioners, with existing IT systems giving limited ability to search or analyse data and performance statistics, and with the risk of inconsistencies in information storage in each place. We believe that there could be considerable benefit in making the administration and support processes consistent across the institutions.  
3.11 We would also recommend exploring the scope for pooling the provision of back-office functions – providing accountancy for training colleges and courses on a common-service basis, rather than each institution handling its own accounts function, could be an example. This goes with the grain of recommendations in the Hind report (para 7.11) published in 2003 and now well into its implementation phase.

3.12 Both steps could then justify more effective and better integrated IT operations and systems. Currently, data sharing and transfer is manual and time-consuming; the development of electronic files and data transfer could cut out substantial duplicated effort. Data ownership and protection issues would of course need care. We recommend that a small team of members of the division and the Archbishops’ Council’s IT department, plus a diocesan director of ordinands, carry out a short-term feasibility study into systems adaptations to enable electronic data transfer and that the division’s director reports back to the Council on the outcome.
3.13 The central administration has no continuous database for ordinands and then for ministers. The group understands that some of the relevant data has to be captured a second time once newly-ordained ministers move to the national payroll. The IT systems in question are of some age and are stretched to capacity. An upgrade and integration would have clear benefits. Looking more widely, a similar argument holds for IT links with dioceses. A church-wide IT strategy that would save dioceses ‘going it alone’ at needless effort and expense would be valuable. The national church bodies’ IT steering group could be empowered and its remit widened (see 3.10-11 of the review group’s main report). Ideally, the church would have a Chief Information Officer whose role would be to spot opportunities and needs for change and investment, and to set IT policy across the church accordingly. All of these are issues for a pan-organisational development process such as we recommend in our main report to return to.  

3.14 A major opportunity could be the creation of a national database of candidates and clergy that could be accessed by individuals, colleges, dioceses and centre. Significant potential benefits include time and effort saved  in record keeping not just at the centre but in dioceses and the training institutions. This would be a challenging project and require investment and a committed champion to challenge current practice and encourage change. The group is aware that the division’s 2001 activity and value audit recommended exploring the creation of such a national database and that a subsequent feasibility study counselled against it. But processes and systems development opportunities evolve, and we believe options should be further explored. We recommend that a small team of members of the division and the Archbishops’ Council’s IT department, plus a diocesan director of ordinands, carry out a short-term feasibility study and that the division’s director reports back to the Council on the outcome. 
3.15 The group also considered secretarial and support staff levels. Ministry Division’s complement of support staff – currently 9.5 - has, we note, traditionally been on the high side compared with some others. We commend the recent move to recruit a temporary selection secretary for the six month period of greatest workload, rather than maintaining static staff levels throughout the year despite variable work patterns. But we believe the department has scope to explore further whether its needs are serviced in the most cost-effective way possible, and we would encourage its new director and senior staff team to take the lead in doing so within, say, the next twelve months.

3.16 The group is aware that there are large issues here; that Ministry division is already working with colleagues within the church on major change processes which they have helped to drive and promote; that there is considerable appetite in and outside the division for further deliverable and practicable systems improvements; and that the division’s new director will have a key role to play in picking up these challenges.  

4.
Summary of the group’s recommendations 

4.1  In summary, the group recommends that the Ministry division should: 

· subject to reviewing the division’s needs and in the context of consideration of HR support needs across the church, take further steps to recruit and train HR professionals

· review and aim to streamline operations, including committee structure and process and paperwork for bishops’ selectors

· overhaul financial and operational planning and performance monitoring procedures

· transfer to the Archbishops’ Council’s accounts department the division’s financial functions in relation to the payment of course fees and ordination candidates’ grants, taking full advantage of opportunities offered by the new finance systems to be implemented by mid 2006.

· work towards making administrative support processes consistent across the institutions 

· explore the scope to pool the institutions’ back-office functions on a common-service basis

· with the input of the IT department and a diocesan director of ordinands, conduct a study into the feasibility of IT systems improvements such as electronic data transfer and, in the longer term, a multi-access national IT database of candidates and clergy

· review the level of the division’s administrative and secretarial support

Annex

        Written responses to consultation on Ministry Division

	Date
	From
	Diocese
	Position

	10-Mar-05
	Canon Judy Hunt
	Chester
	Diocesan Director of Ministry

	18-Mar-05
	Margaret Bradnum
	Wakefield
	Principal, diocesan ministry scheme

	18-Mar-05
	Canon David Hoyle
	Gloucester
	Diocesan Director of Ministry

	21-Mar-05
	Dr Malcolm Brown
	Ely
	Principal, East Anglia MTC

	21-Mar-05
	David Hewlett
	Birmingham
	Principal, The Queen's Foundation 

	21-Mar-05
	Richard Bryant
	Newcastle
	Principal, Newcastle LMS

	22-Mar-05
	Rt Revd John Went
	Gloucester
	Bishop of Tewkesbury, chair of VRSC

	22-Mar-05
	Ven Bob Reiss
	Guildford
	Senior Inspector, Theological Colls/Courses

	22-Mar-05
	Canon John Goodchild
	Norwich
	Principal, Norwich diocesan ministry course

	23-May-05
	Margaret Sentamu
	 - 
	Senior Selection Secretary, Ministry Division

	24-Mar-05
	Penny Driver
	Ripon & Leeds
	Director of Ordinands

	30-Mar-05
	Canon Geoffrey Walker
	Canterbury
	Director of Ministry & Training

	3-Apr-05
	Canon Hazel Whitehead
	Guildford
	Principal, diocesan ministry course

	11-Apr-05
	Rt Rev Dr Alastair Redfern
	Lincoln
	Bishop of Grantham; Finance Panel chair

	11-Apr-05
	Canon Dr Judith Maltby
	-
	Chair, Theological Educ & Training Cttee

	12-Apr-05
	Canon Tim Herbert
	Carlisle/Blackburn
	Principal, C&B diocesan training inst.

	13-Apr-05
	Rt Revd John Packer
	Ripon & Leeds
	Diocesan bishop; chair of DRASCS

	14-Apr-05
	Trevor Pitt
	-
	Principal, NEOC, Durham

	18-Apr-05
	Elizabeth Jordan
	Lichfield
	Director of local ministry

	19-Apr-05
	David Ison
	Exeter
	Bishops' selector, CME officer

	20-Apr-05
	Canon Andrew Clitherow
	Blackburn
	Diocesan director of training; bishop's selector

	20-Apr-05
	Canon Roger Spiller
	Coventry
	Diocesan director of ministry and ordinands

	20-Apr-05
	Canon Terry Joyce
	Southwell
	Diocesan director of ordinands and curate training

	21-Apr-05
	James Newcome
	Carlisle 
	Bishop of Penrith (ex DDO, tutor and selector) 

	21-Apr-05
	Rt Revd Dr John Saxbee
	Lincoln
	Diocesan bishop, involved with working parties

	26-Apr-05
	Brig Ian Dobbie
	Rochester
	General Synod member

	27-Apr-05
	Susan Penfold
	Wakefield
	DDO, bishop's selector and Fin Panel member

	27-Apr-05
	Shaun Farrell
	-
	Church of England Pensions Board Chief Exec

	28-Apr-05
	Nick Mercer
	London
	Diocesan director of ministry

	28-Apr-05
	Linda Jones
	Liverpool
	Educ selector, ex candidates panel member, reader

	28-Apr-05
	Dr Matthew Lavis
	Ely 
	Diocesan secretary

	28-Apr-05
	Canon Dr Brian Russell
	Birmingham
	Bishop's Director for Ministries

	29-Apr-05
	Rt Revd David Hawtin
	Derby
	Bishop of Repton

	30-Apr-05
	Rt Revd Ian Brackley
	Guildford
	Bishop of Dorking

	3-May-05
	Mrs Margaret Brown
	Chichester
	General Synod member

	5-May-05
	Canon Julie Hutchinson
	Peterborough
	Dioc Director of Ordinands / Vocations Advisor

	9-May-05
	Marilyn Parry
	Oxford
	DDO team leader 

	9-May-05
	Mark Humphriss
	-
	Archbishops' Council head of financial policy unit

	13-May-05
	Rt Revd Nigel Stock
	Chester
	Bishop of Stockport, senior vocational selector

	16-May-05
	Canon John Green
	Worcester
	Diocesan Director of Ordinands

	25-May-05
	A N Ramsey
	-
	NCI staff, clergy payroll manager

	27-May-05
	Louise Gilbert
	Rochester
	Diocesan secretary

	31-May-05
	Rosemary Pearce
	Oxford
	Writing on behalf of DDOs

	3-Jun-05
	Philip Arundel
	Ripon & Leeds
	Diocesan secretary

	29-Jun-05
	Rt Revd Graham Dow
	Carlisle
	Diocesan bishop 

	5-Jul-05
	Ven Clifford Offer
	Norwich
	Archdeacon of Norwich


Mission and Public Affairs Division

1.1 The group was asked to consider the work of the Mission and Public Affairs (MPA) division as part of phase 1 of the review of Archbishops’ Council services, set up in December 2004, whose task was to explore in respect of the work done by each of the divisions under review:

· What is this work achieving for the mission of the Church of England?

· How satisfied are the relevant stakeholders with its quality and value?

· What is its relationship to related activity elsewhere in the church, especially at diocesan level, and is there scope for some streamlining?
· How high a priority is it to continue the work at national level and, if it is to continue, what can be done to improve cost effectiveness?
1.2 The background to the review of services and the approach the review group took to its task is set out more fully in the review group’s main report to the Archbishops’ Council dated 23 November 2005.

1.3 The MPA division combines the work of the former Boards for Mission and Social Responsibility, the Committee for Minority Ethnic Anglican Concerns and the Hospital Chaplaincies Council. All of these were brought together in 2002 following the Guildford review, set up at the end of 2000 to consider and recommend how best to rationalise and reconfigure the work and structures of the Archbishops’ Council’s then Church and World Division, its Boards and Councils and the Committee for Minority Ethnic Anglican Concerns. The work and structure of the division are given overleaf.

2.
Stakeholders’ views

2.1 The division attracted the most survey responses. There were over 80 replies from diocesan representatives and from a wide range of colleagues involved with various aspects of mission and public affairs work. 

2.2 Given the large and diverse remit of the division, it is unsurprising that responses reflected varying depth of knowledge and precision. Responses from those closest to the division’s activities often affirmed the work they were aware of. Those from some other stakeholders – including bishops, diocesan secretaries and synod members – sometimes raised questions, challenged value for money and scope for organisational efficiency gains, but did so in more general terms. It was not often possible to tease out what, more precisely, respondents might have in mind, and a lack of precision is inevitably reflected in the analysis the group has been able to make. It will be for the division itself, in partnership with relevant stakeholders, to address specific areas in more detail with a view to exploring and delivering beneficial change. 

2.3 That said, the group would comment as follows on the basis of feedback and its own reflections. Respondents affirmed that MPA division’s national level work sustained the church’s presence and input in areas as wide-ranging as hospital chaplaincy work, urban life and faith issues, asylum, the ethics of war and peace, and mental health policy. At diocesan level, the division supports networks of rural officers and missioners and provides regular briefs, reports and resources that are widely communicated through regular internet bulletins. It also connects with the work and mission of parishes both via dioceses and directly – by engaging with church charities and agencies that have good grassroots contacts, through the DEFRA-supported network of 2000 ‘parish pumps’, through the inter faith ‘presence and engagement’ programme bringing activity and resources to over 1000 mixed-faith parishes, and through reports, resources, study guides, Lent courses and the like produced for local churches’ use by the division’s mission theology adviser. And that is not an exhaustive list of MPA activities affirmed by the survey responses. 

2.4 Few respondents, in short, doubt that the division makes a real contribution to the church’s mission at all the levels at which it operates. It enables the church to have a voice in national and international affairs and contribute to public social debate – being, as one respondent put it, ‘an effective irritant’ ensuring that mission issues are kept to the fore; and resources the life of the church locally. 

	Mission and Public Affairs Division
   Structure, staff and costs

Three groups: Hospital Chaplaincies, Community and Public Affairs and Mission, and 28 full and part-time staff, some of whom are funded or part-funded from non-diocesan sources including £58,800 for chaplaincies and £180,075 for mission posts). The net cost to the dioceses is £963,396. Based in Church House, Partnership House at London Waterloo and Arthur Rank Centre at Stoneleigh, Warwickshire / Leamington.

· Hospital Chaplaincy national focus for all chaplaincy work (Church of England, other denominations and multi​faith) in NHS hospitals and trusts. Close links with Department of Health. Advice to Trusts on chaplaincy provision. Regular contact with and training programmes for chaplains in Trusts. 
· Community and Public Affairs advise on social and public policy issues and legislation including home affairs, criminal justice, mental health, marriage and family life, environment, medical ethics, science and technology, urban issues, asylum, international and development affairs, minority ethnic Anglican issues. Support for bishops in the Lords and diocesan networks.
· Mission: evangelism, Mission-shaped Church, engaging with spirituality in society beyond the Church, inter faith relations and advice, world mission agencies and diocesan links; rural concerns and government rural policy. Support for diocesan networks in all these areas.
   Work plans for 2005

· Implement new policy guidance and workforce strategy for NHS chaplaincies
· Youth ministry development officer project, subject to external funding

· Marriage and relationship strategy training events for dioceses

· Faith in the City 20th anniversary events; develop the church urban resource unit
· Parish pump workshops on sustainability 

· Advance church’s views in relation to major government legislative programme
· Promote training packs on criminal justice and mental health and spirituality
· Lead initiatives flowing from mission shaped church
· Develop access to mission theology resources via website and support networks


2.5 The quality of work done by staff was highly commended, despite the time and resource pressures that commentators also noted. Drawing comparisons with government, one respondent ‘marvelled’ at the achievements of such a small number of people. There were some criticisms: some regretted the amalgamation of mission with public affairs work and suggested there had previously been more depth of coverage. Some asked for the division’s work to be better communicated. Too much ‘undigested material’ was issued; there should be abstracts or user-guides on the website rather than full reports. It was suggested the division could be more imaginative in pursuing practical outcomes to benefit the church, and that more of its work should be done on a budgeted and time-limited task-force basis.

2.6 A significant number challenged the relationship between the division and its partners at local and national level. The division was urged to work more closely with ecumenical partners. A few respondents regretted the reduction in MPA-supported diocesan events and seminars in recent years. Some felt strongly that the division should act as clearing house and disseminator for dioceses’ work – say, by endorsing a diocesan piece of work for publication nationally, rather than aiming to produce everything itself - and that the division’s work priorities should be set with reference to what dioceses and local church members actually wanted. An apparent lack of forward planning was also noted. Some suspected an overlap between the work of MPA and Lambeth. 

3.
The review group’s views

3.1 The assessment of the review group is that the points noted above all have weight. There is a balance to be struck in assessing whether areas of work are best led by the centre or more locally. The division has a clear role in enabling the church to influence public policy making and to speak at national level including through supporting bishops  in the House of Lords. The current lively public debates on issues such as assisted suicide and euthanasia, the environment, incitement to religious hatred, mentally disordered offenders, combating terrorism, are all ones where the church’s voice needs to be heard. Equally, the division has to be alert for issues in society that call for a church response and are not raised by government or parliamentary business. In all of these areas, the intended outcome of MPA’s work – which might be, say, for a change of decision in Whitehall or Westminster – may often be less instantly tangible in the parishes but nonetheless has real impact for the church at all levels. 

3.2 Stakeholders’ responses made clear how the division’s role in supporting local activities was valued. The group also recognises the value of a national-level focus for individual pieces of project and policy work that otherwise risk ‘spinning off’ in different directions. This did not, however, mean the division had to do everything itself. The group recommends that the division should work towards a consultative planning process which can consider whether tasks are best fulfilled by commissioning work from dioceses or others or exploiting work already in progress elsewhere. 

3.3 As part of that process, the division should review its objectives with reference to dioceses’ practical needs and priorities. This is not to say that local or diocesan decisions or concerns should drive the division’s work agenda – the focus of some MPA work is rightly national and the local impact will be less immediate -   but they should inform it. 

3.4 The division should look in depth at drawing upon and acting as disseminator for dioceses’ work, though the group recognises that to reduce capacity at the centre without a robust diocesan network being in place would simply diminish the resource available to some, perhaps most, dioceses. The underlying issue here, of course, is that of the ‘right size’ for the central as against diocesan administrations – an issue the group touches on at paragraph 3.17 of its main report in commenting upon organisational development. But even in the context of the status quo the group believes there is scope for improvement. It suggests that a small group including parish and diocesan representatives and members of MPA division should consider practical possibilities for process improvement and rationalisation across national, diocesan and local levels and make recommendations within one year. 

3.5 The scope for closer work with ecumenical partners and other church organisations should be investigated and so should that for doing more work by task force, resourced from all appropriate sources within or outside the church, in place of a permanent body of personnel.  The division already looks for opportunities to work in this way. Examples of collaborative work include a report on trade justice commissioned from and funded by Christian Aid and debated in synod. A largely external task force supported by input from the Mission Theological Adviser had collaborated to produce the report Children Included; while a small internal task group with staff members from Lambeth Palace, the Council’s communications unit and the Church Commissioners as well as MPA was working effectively to support church input into the debate around Lord Joffe’s assisted dying bill. The group commends this pattern of working, although it depends upon willing individuals and available capacity. 

3.6 Diocesan input could play an important role in such task forces and, if this model of working were to become more general, might make it possible to lighten the centre’s capacity in some areas – if the church were at any stage to adopt that aim - while still ensuring that essential mission and public affairs topics were addressed. 

3.7 The group noted that some MPA posts receive contributory funding from beneficiaries and interested parties. The Partnership for World Mission secretary was part-funded by the mission agencies; the funding of the Inter Faith Relations Adviser reflected the relationships with other churches involved in that work in the past and now with Lambeth Palace. The training programme run by MPA’s hospital chaplaincies unit also brings in significant commercial income towards its costs. The group noted, however, that while the Mission Theological Adviser’s work – commended by a number of survey respondents - was significantly drawn upon by ecumenical partners, the post was almost wholly Anglican-funded, aside from a short-lived contribution, now ended, of £2,000 per annum from the Churches Commission on Mission. The group recommends that efforts should be made to secure realistic contributory funding towards the Mission Theological Adviser’s post. 
3.8  There is an underlying question about the size of MPA’s work agenda. Should the division aim to see done, including through dioceses and other partners and task forces, all the work asked of it? Or should it claim the right sometimes to say no? This is a ultimately matter for the House of Bishops and the General Synod as the church’s key agenda-setters, and the group well understands that the church would be very reluctant to limit its aspirations. The group nonetheless thinks it better to do some things well than many things less well and that sometimes hard choices must be made. The group recommends that the division should be free to decline to take on new work if that can only be done at a cost to the quality of its input in other areas. In practical terms, this means there should be careful advance negotiation with potential commissioning parties about MPA’s work agenda, rather than the embarrassment and own goal of publicly saying ‘no’.

3.9 The group believes that MPA’s reach into the church at local level could be developed further. There is a need for the division’s work to be communicated more widely and in a reader-friendly style (‘popular and journalistic’, suggested one respondent) – not for the sake of a higher profile for MPA (though that might be an incidental outcome) but in order that local church members can have readier access to the division’s published guidance and resources. These are issues for the division to address in partnership with the Archbishops’ Council’s communications unit and with Church House Publishing.

3.10  A clearer focus on outcomes would be valuable. MPA deservedly has many supporters. But it is not easy to know how much of its activity translates into practical results, or in what ways its reports, say, produce direct outcomes and at what level (national, diocesan, local?) in the church. This is not to deny the notable success of 2004’s MPA-produced Mission-Shaped Church report, which has sold well and has led to significant follow-up within the church. But the larger challenge cannot be ducked; the charities sector is moving to outcome-based annual reporting (Charities SORP 2005) and it has been recommended by the church’s Transparency and Accountability group that the church should also aim to do so. We would recommend that starting from 2006 MPA division adopts the discipline of measuring by relevant practical criteria the impact of its work upon church members and society – and of communicating it. Copy sales, volume of media coverage, legal or public policy change attributable to MPA input, specific social actions might all be such criteria.

3.11  The group noted that some 9 of the division’s 28 staff across its three bases (Church House, London Waterloo and Warwickshire) have a broadly administrative / support role. Given the diversity of the division’s remit, the current arrangements whereby a secretary/administrator supports the lead executive(s) in each of the division’s main areas are understandable – and were, we understand, reviewed and affirmed as being effective when the division took on its current form. Yet they tend to reflect the activities’ pre-MPA existence as distinct areas of responsibility with individual lines of accountability, and may not be the support arrangements that would be arrived at if the present division had been newly created. More pooling of support within the division could be an alternative. The division’s forthcoming  office relocation will bring in open-plan working, which may also provide opportunities for new ways of working. The group therefore recommends that it would be timely for the division to review its secretarial / support arrangements within the next year and to bring recommendations for rationalisation to the Archbishops’ Council. 

4.
Summary of the review group’s recommendations

4.1   In summary, the group recommends that the MPA division should:

· establish a planning process to consider whether tasks are best fulfilled by in-house work or by commissioning or drawing on work by others

· work with a small group including diocesan/local representatives to help link operating objectives better with dioceses’ needs and priorities, and to explore drawing more upon and disseminating dioceses’ work 

· explore scope to work more through time-limited task-forces 

· work more closely with ecumenical partner bodies

· aim to secure a realistic external funding contribution towards the Mission Theological Adviser post

· negotiate and plan MPA’s workload with the church’s main agenda setters

· communicate the division’s work more widely and accessibly

· move towards practical outcome-based assessments of the impact of MPA’s work

· review the division’s secretarial and support arrangements and make recommendations to the Archbishops’ Council within one year

  Annex

      Written responses to consultation on the Mission and Public Affairs division 

	Date
	From
	Diocese
	Position

	10/03/2005
	Canon Judy Hunt
	Chester
	GS / Rural Affairs cttee

	15/03/2005
	Ven Arthur Hawes
	Lincoln
	MPA Mental Health Group chair

	15/03/2005
	Lesley Towey
	Worcester
	Dio children's officer

	16/03/2005
	Ven Robert Freeman
	Wakefield
	Ex MPA national mission adviser

	20/03/2005
	Prof Robin Gill
	-
	Chair, Archbishop's Medical Ethics Advisory Group

	23/03/2005
	Martin Cavender
	-
	Re-Source; ex-Springboard

	24/03/2005
	Revd John Davis
	York
	Diocesan rural officer

	24/03/2005
	Roger Morris
	Coventry
	Diocesan missioner

	25/03/2005
	Graeme King
	-
	Gen Secretary, SPCK

	27/03/2005
	Rev Colin Reed
	-
	Head of Chaplaincies, Norfolk & Norwich Univ Hosp

	29/03/2005
	Rev Tim Sledge
	Peterborough
	Diocesan Mission Enabler

	30/03/2005
	Rt Rev Anthony Russell
	Ely
	Diocesan bishop

	31/03/2005
	Rev Debbie Hodge
	-
	Health Care Chapl Sec, Free Churches Group, CTE

	01/04/2005
	Rev Jonathan Osborne
	-
	West Middlesex hospital chaplain

	02/04/2005
	Rev Jim Mynors
	Ely
	Diocesan Rural Officer 

	02/04/2005
	David Currie
	-
	Mission/Evangelism Adviser, Church of Scotland

	04/04/2005
	Rt Rev Tim Stevens
	Leicester
	Diocesan bishop; chair of House of Bishops Urban Panel

	04/04/2005
	Peter Cowell
	-
	Chaplain, St Bartholomew’s hospital, London

	05/04/2005
	Ven Colin Hill
	Carlisle
	Adn West Cumberland; Chair, Ch Ho Deaneries Group

	05/04/2005
	William Noblett
	-
	Chapl General & Archdeacon to HM Prisons

	05/04/2005
	Canon Ian Watson
	-
	Chief Exec, Intercontinental Ch Soc; member BoM

	06/04/2005
	Rev Ben Whitaker
	Oxford
	Diocesan Chaplain w Deaf People

	07/04/2005
	Martin Peirce
	Oxford
	Chair, Oxford diocesan Partnership for World Mission

	08/04/2005
	Rev Dr Peter Stevenson
	-
	Dir Training, Spurgeon's College, South London

	08/04/2005
	Rt Revd Dr Brian Castle
	Rochester
	Bishop of Tonbridge; Abps' adviser on alt spiritualities

	09/04/2005
	Gordon Banks
	Truro
	Diocesan adviser in evangelism (Church Army)

	11/04/2005
	Rt Rev James Jones
	Liverpool
	Diocesan bishop; Mission Council vice-chair

	11/04/2005
	Rt Rev John Packer
	Ripon & Leeds
	Diocesan bishop

	12/04/2005
	Rev Derek M Seber
	Chester
	Chair, North West multi-faith tourism association

	13/04/2005
	Rev Roger Williams 
	Oxford
	Dio Chaplain w Deaf People / Dio Council for the Deaf

	13/04/2005
	Revd Richard Thomas
	Oxford
	Diocesan director of communication

	14/04/2005
	Graham Hardwick
	-
	Coventry & Warwicks industrial mission team

	14/04/2005
	Andrew Lines
	-
	Gen Secretary, Crosslinks

	14/04/2005
	Revd Bill Hassall
	-
	Chapl team leader, Birmingham Heartlands Hospital

	15/04/2005
	Alison Webster
	Oxford
	Diocesan social responsibility adviser

	15/04/2005
	Rt Rev Martin Wharton
	Newcastle
	Dio Bp; member of HoB urban, env and Europe panels

	17/04/2005
	Fr Peter-Michael Scott
	RC Westminster
	Bishop's healthcare adviser

	18/04/2005
	Revd Prof Ian James
	Oxford
	Diocesan environment adviser

	19/04/2005
	Nicholas Fennemore
	-
	Senior chaplain, Oxford Radcliffe Hosp NHS Trust

	21/04/2005
	Andrew Britton
	Southwark
	DBF chair, Southwark; ex BSR member

	25/04/2005
	Rt Rev Michael Doe
	-
	Gen Secretary, USPG

	25/05/2005
	Rt Rev David Atkinson
	Norwich
	Bishop of Thetford, co-chair of MTAG

	26/04/2005
	Carol Davies
	Coventry
	Family Life Officer; FLAME trustee

	26/04/2005
	Rt Rev John Austin
	Birmingham
	Bp Aston; chair of Inter Faith Consultative Group

	26/04/2005
	Fleur Dorrell
	-
	Mothers' Union, head of Prayer, Spirituality & Policy

	26/04/2005
	Brig Ian Dobbie
	Rochester
	General Synod member

	27/04/2005
	Ann Morisy
	-
	Director of the Commission on Urban Life & Faith

	27/04/2005
	Sheri Sturgess
	Truro
	Diocesan Secretary

	27/04/2005
	Revd Ben Rhodes
	-
	Senior chaplain, St Bartholomew's hospital, London

	27/04/2005
	Rt Revd John Oliver
	-
	Ex Bp Hereford and HoL member; Ch in Wales asst bp

	27/04/2005
	John Paxton
	Worcester
	Social responsibility officer

	27/04/2005
	Judith Allford
	-
	Chaplain, St Peter's Hospital, Chertsey

	27/04/2005
	Rt Revd Dr John Saxbee
	Lincoln
	Diocesan bishop

	27/04/2005
	Dr Hugh Boulter
	Oxford
	Chair of diocesan inter faith cttee

	28/04/2005
	Linda Jones
	Liverpool
	Church growth team leader for the diocese

	28/04/2005
	Dr Kai Funkschmidt
	-
	Mission relations secretary, CTBI

	28/04/2005
	Rev Tony Ingleby
	Truro
	Diocesan rural officer

	28/04/2005
	David Shreeve
	-
	Executive director, Conservation Foundation

	28/04/2005
	Revd John Kennedy
	-
	CTBI secretary

	28/04/2005
	Revd Matthew Reed
	-
	Associate Director, Christian Aid

	28/04/2005
	Canon Nicholas Fennemore
	Oxford
	Oxford Radcliffe Hospital chaplain

	29/04/2005
	Dr Matthew Lavis
	Ely
	Diocesan secretary

	29/04/2005
	Rt Revd Anthony Priddis
	Hereford
	Diocesan bishop

	29/04/2005
	Ultan Russell
	Liverpool
	Senior officer for church and society

	29/04/2005
	Mark Ireland
	Lichfield
	Diocesan missioner

	29/04/2005
	Rt Revd David Hawtin
	Derby
	Bishop of Repton; vice chair dio mission & unity co. 

	29/04/2005
	Revd Alan Brown
	Bradford
	Bp's chaplaincy adviser; Leeds Univ healthcare school

	30/04/2005
	Canon Tim Dakin
	-
	Gen Secretary, Church Mission Society

	03/05/2005
	Mrs Margaret Brown
	Chichester
	General Synod member

	04/05/2005
	Keith Robinson
	London
	Diocesan Secretary

	06/05/2005
	Brian Pearce
	-
	Director, Inter Faith Network

	06/05/2005
	Canon Mark Brown
	Southwell
	Canon missioner; ex Bp's evangelism officer (London)

	09/05/2005
	Rosemary Pearce
	Oxford
	Diocesan Secretary

	09/05/2005
	Mark Humphriss
	-
	Archbishops’ Council head of financial policy unit

	10/05/2005
	Crispin White
	-
	Moderator, Industrial Mission Association

	26/05/2005
	Louise Gilbert
	Rochester
	Diocesan secretary

	31/05/2005
	Prof James Beckford
	-
	Co-vice-chair, INFORM

	03/06/2005
	Philip Arundel
	Ripon & Leeds
	Diocesan secretary

	03/06/2005
	Canon Sam Randall
	Bradford
	Bishop's officer for church in the world

	08/06/2005
	David Brierley
	Bradford
	Diocesan missioner

	24/06/2005
	Bill Snelson
	-
	Secretary, Churches Together in England


Council for Christian Unity

1.1 The group was asked to consider the work of the Council for Christian Unity (CCU) as part of phase 1 of the review of Archbishops’ Council services, set up in December 2004, whose task was to explore in respect of the work done by each of the divisions under review:

· What is this work achieving for the mission of the Church of England?

· How satisfied are the relevant stakeholders with its quality and value?

· What is its relationship to related activity elsewhere in the church, especially at diocesan level, and is there scope for some streamlining?
· How high a priority is it to continue the work at national level and, if it is to continue, what can be done to improve cost effectiveness?
1.2 The background to the review of services and the approach the review group took to its task is set out more fully in the review group’s main report to the Archbishops’ Council dated 23 November 2005.

1.3 The CCU is concerned with furthering the Church of England’s ecumenical relationships at national and international level, and with resourcing dioceses and parishes to build on that work locally. Its main activities and structure are set out in the box below.

COUNCIL FOR CHRISTIAN UNITY

Structure, staff and costs

3.5 senior officers, 3 support staff. The division supports the 14-member Council which meets four times a year. The budget for 2005 is £340,115. 

· Promotes theological reflection on the Church and its unity, in conjunction with the Faith and Order Advisory Group (FOAG).

· Advises the General Synod and the Archbishops' Council on ecumenical issues and resources the implementation of national and international ecumenical agreements.

· Supports the Archbishop of Canterbury’s ecumenical ministry and advises his personal staff.

· Supports unity initiatives in the dioceses and provides advice, information and support for bishops, diocesan staff and parish clergy.

· Is the main link in ecumenical concerns between the General Synod and the Anglican Communion and the national and international ecumenical bodies.
Work priorities for 2005:

· Complete first phase of the Joint Implementation Commission under the Anglican-Methodist Covenant

· Develop new patterns of co-working to support the Archbishop of Canterbury’s ecumenical ministry

· Contribute to ecumenical aspects of ‘fresh expressions of church’

· Theological study initiatives within the Porvoo communion
· Resource Synod debate on report of conversations with the Baptist Union; complete report on corresponding conversations at international level 
2.
Stakeholders’ views

2.1 The Council for Christian Unity attracted fewer responses than the other divisions – 18 in all. The responses came from diocesan officers, bishops with an ecumenical interest, and partner church representatives. Most value CCU’s achievement for the church’s mission on the basis that its work sustains an ordered ecumenical framework and helps energise the Church of England’s continued self-understanding as part of a larger and historically-rooted body (‘holding the ecumenical memory’ and ‘facing the long haul’, wrote one respondent). But not all were supportive: two respondents – one of them a diocesan secretary of several years’ standing - made a point of saying they had no dealings with CCU and could not see what purpose it served.

2.2 There was praise for the team’s intellectual rigour and theological expertise and the depth of the work that was produced. Minority criticisms were that the material could sometimes be too wordy, and the positions taken too cautious and legalistic. A local county ecumenical officer had recently been impressed by CCU’s material and wished she had known of it sooner. She urged that the work should be more widely publicised. It was suggested – as with MPA - that a popular journalistic report on its activity would help raise its profile and support for its work.

2.3 Respondents who value CCU’s work see it as naturally a national-level function. The work very directly supported the twenty or so dioceses that have active international links. A number of respondents suspected duplication with Lambeth Palace’s ecumenical work and urged a look at rationalisation. Others, however, saw ecumenical dialogue and partnership as essentially local and were unsure to what extent CCU’s larger-scale activity either facilitated these or added value in its own right. 

3.
The review group’s views

3.1 The review group noted the breadth of CCU’s remit. Given that, it was a little disappointed at how few of those consulted offered comments on CCU and its work.  The CCU provides advice to all Dioceses' ecumenical officers, who in turn advise Archdeacons.  It assists the Bishops attending the annual meeting at Lambeth to discuss ecumenical matters. The Council itself includes six elected synod members and others appointed for their expertise.  About once a year a major debate on ecumenical issues takes place in the General Synod.  A number of bishops and church members are involved in panels, groups and committees convened, supported or assisted by CCU staff.  While it would be understandable if diocesan ecumenical officers, discharging their responsibilities on top of normal full-time clergy duties, could not readily find time to respond to a detailed questionnaire,  it is still striking how few of those who are customers or partners of CCU felt it necessary to offer their views.

3.2 It is in this context that we address the question of what the CCU is achieving for the mission of the Church of England.  The review group's view is that with its limited resources it makes an important and necessary contribution to that overall goal.  It does so both in its internal guidance and encouragement of ecumenical co-operation and in its diplomatic work with representatives of other denominations within the UK and internationally.

3.3 The CCU is a relatively lightly-staffed operation and the allocation of the time of the staff to its areas of responsibility seems logical, efficient and effective.  It is for the church as a whole, and particularly for the Archbishops' Council, to decide how much priority should be given to ecumenical work at the centre.  But it is important to note that the more successful the CCU is in establishing good working relationships and agreements with other churches, the more demand there will be for supporting staff effort.

3.4 The challenge for the review group in assessing the CCU's activity in terms of practical outcomes arises here as with MPA, and is made more difficult by the smaller (or less vocal) constituency of support. But to the extent that the work is valued, it is managed at a relatively low cost by the present small team and scope for cost-savings is clearly not large. 

3.5 The review group recognises that the unit has a significant role in informing and sustaining a network of diocesan ecumenical officers. These, it was noted, are often hard-pressed people with many other areas of responsibility, who might struggle to carry their ecumenical brief without effective support from the centre. 

3.6 The group found the 3.5 senior staff, all of them handling substantial portfolios, were managing very large demands on their time and resources. There was certainly no apparent ‘slack’. The CCU’s head thought it possible that as inter-church relationships under the Anglican-Methodist covenant deepened in a few years’ time, the Anglican mission-in-unity post might come to be shared with the Methodists. But that would be a matter for careful thought and negotiation further down the line. 

3.7 The team includes three support staff in addition to its executive seniors.  Of these, one has a part-administrative and part-executive role in his own right including website management and servicing some of the smaller ecumenical agreements. Both this and the support/PA role of the other two staff members is, in the group’s view, broadly justified in view of the senior executives’ large portfolios and extensive travel and ambassadorial commitments.   

3.8 Scope for rationalisation should be looked at further, however. The group notes that if the CCU were itself to be restructured at member level – an option that remains open to longer-term discussion – the administrative role would reduce accordingly. The group also notes that in management terms CCU staff sit as a sub-unit within the Archbishops’ Council’s central secretariat (comprising support staff for the Synod and Archbishops’ Council, plus the Research and Statistics Unit: some 29 staff in all, including the 6.5 who make up the CCU staff). Already the CCU is able to provide some secretarial assistance for Research and Statistics and has also provided relief support elsewhere within the central secretariat on occasion. Following the move to open place office accommodation, the group believes there is room to develop this flexibility further. We recommend that the secretariat’s head should within the next 6 months conduct a review of support staff across the whole division to identify possible efficiency gains. 

3.9 The group considered that the actual overlap with Lambeth Palace was probably slight. But the split between the two bases’ ecumenical work (whereby the CCU handles most European relations and Lambeth deals with relations with the Vatican and the Orthodox churches) seemed complex and lacked clear logic. Part of the explanation was that an inter-church ambassadorial role naturally rested with the Archbishop of Canterbury in his capacity as head of the Anglican Communion; indeed, some partner churches expect ecumenical relationships to be managed through the Archbishop. 

3.10 The group commends the good working relationships that exist between Lambeth Palace and the CCU (and the Anglican Communion office); these have been strengthened following the Bishop of Rochester’s review of ecumenical work in both offices last year. But there is further to go. In the longer term the group believes there is merit in creating a single ecumenical policy function for the church’s national administration and recommends that this option be explored further. This would combine the existing bases (and possibly some diocese in Europe work) and would continue to carry out the ecumenical policy of the General Synod while also supporting and being publicly owned by the Archbishop of Canterbury. Administratively, however, it should  probably be located within the Archbishops’ Council to facilitate links with other areas of Council activity, including Mission and Public Affairs work.

3.11 The group accepts the view of the CCU’s General Secretary that the Council itself is economical in the frequency of its meetings and valuable in its general role of reflection, discussion and advice, leaving budgetary matters and management of staff time to the Chair and General Secretary.

3.12 The group recommends that, as with MPA, the CCU could usefully review its workplan setting with reference to dioceses’ needs, within the overall context of the priorities set by the Archbishops’ Council. The aim would be to prevent dioceses and their parishes feeling, as at present some do, that CCU’s agenda is determined and progressed ‘over their heads’ and is outside their control . A small group representing the unit and diocesan/local members might carry out the task of reviewing practical options for change. 

3.13 The group also believes there is merit in seeking to communicate the CCU’s work more widely and in an attractive and accessible format. 

4.
Summary of the review group’s recommendations 

4.1  In summary, the group recommends that the CCU should:

· review the scale of the unit’s support staff in the context of overall provision within the Archbishops’ Council’s central secretariat

· look further at the links between CCU and Lambeth Palace and explore in the longer term the possibility of creating a single ecumenical function for the national administrative bodies under the ownership of the Archbishop of Canterbury

· address the link into diocesan and local needs in order to secure a firmer locally-owned mandate for the CCU’s work
· communicate the work more effectively to dioceses and others, including through some more accessible and popular treatments
   Annex

Written responses to consultation on the Council for Christian Unity 

	Date
	From
	Diocese
	Position

	14/03/2005
	Elizabeth Fisher
	Birmingham
	Vice Chair CCU

	21/03/2005
	Martyn Jarrett
	York
	Bishop of Beverley, CCU member

	25/03/2005
	Sheilagh Kesting
	-
	Ecumenical Secretary, Church of Scotland

	06/04/2005
	Andrew Faley
	-
	CCU member, Catholic Bishops' Conference

	10/04/2005
	Canon Martin Boxall
	Truro
	Diocesan ecumenical officer

	11/04/2005
	Rt Rev John Packer
	Ripon & Leeds
	Diocesan bishop

	14/04/2005
	Canon Chris Chivers
	Blackburn
	Cathedral canon, ex Precentor Westminster Abbey

	23/04/2005
	Mrs Kay Dyer
	Coventry
	Cov & Warks Churches Together Ecumenical Officer

	27/04/2005
	Anthony Dickinson
	Oxford
	Senior ecumenical officer

	29/04/2005
	Rt Revd David Hawtin
	Derby
	Bishop of Repton; chair of local unity panel

	03/05/2005
	Mrs Margaret Brown
	Chichester
	General Synod member

	16/05/2005
	Keith Robinson
	London
	Diocesan secretary

	26/05/2006
	Louise Gilbert
	Rochester
	Diocesan secretary

	02/06/2005
	Philip Arundel
	Ripon & Leeds
	Diocesan secretary

	03/06/2005
	Canon Sam Randall
	Bradford
	Bishop's church in world officer

	24/06/2005
	Bill Snelson
	-
	Secretary, Churches Together in England
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