
Archbishops’ Council services review

Introduction to the service review group’s report 

1. How the review began

 

1.1 The Archbishops’ Council’s service review was set up at the end of 2004 with a brief to review all areas of the Council’s work. By sounding out stakeholders and making its own investigations it was to establish whether that work was cost-effective, of high quality and met stakeholders’ needs, and consider whether the Council’s relationship with its working partners had scope for systems efficiencies. 

1.2 The formal terms of reference for the group were to ask, of each area 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 The exercise was prompted in part by unrest from one diocese in particular at what was a difficult time in the church’s financial life (clergy pensions, stipend aspirations, the rising maintenance bill and dwindling supporter base) and by a sense that the centre’s financial demands upon diocese and parish could not be sustained without some further accountability and examination. 

1.4 As much to the point was a wish on the Archbishops’ Council’s part to give a good account of itself and seek some affirmation for its work from those who know it. Hence the Council proposed, and Synod agreed, to a ‘total service’ review carried out by a small and independent team of members from varying walks of life but all connected into parish life and well aware of the importance of grass-roots demands for accountability.

1.5 The members of the review group were David Urquhart, Bishop of Birmingham; Sydney Norris, former Home Office finance director; John Ormerod, accountant; and Margaret Swinson also an accountant and a member of the General Synod. Staff support was headed by Gill Laver, former Archbishops’ Council finance director in phase 1, with David Hanson of the Church Commissioners’ policy unit as assistant for both phases. 

1.6 The review was asked to look at all Archbishops’ Council’s activities, each unit and division by turn, in three phases over the space of three years. Phase 1 covered the Council for Christian Unity, the Legal Office, Ministry Division and Mission and Public Affairs, and the review group made its report on those divisions to the Council on 23 November 2005, with a number of detailed recommendations.

1.7 The review group worked on a ‘light-touch’ basis in terms of both staff and member-level input, which inevitably limited the depth of exploration possible. As it commented at paragraph 2.8 of its report on phase one: 

‘This was … 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.’ 

1.8 Yet there was a clear case for fuller examination. The Chairman’s introduction commented that the interdependence of the church’s activities at different levels needed the organisation as a whole to be considered if real systems improvement and efficiency gains were the goal. We have argued – and still do - for the Archbishops’ Council to support a church-wide organisational development process. We continue to have some reservations about the value of a review of what are really management issues for the Council’s individual administrative units by a very lightly-resourced body of outsiders. 

2.
After the phase 1 report

2.1 Despite the group’s reservations, it is clear that the dialogue it has brokered between stakeholders and service providers has had value in prompting new action. There have been developments on several fronts following the group’s phase one report of November 2005 and its wider issue and publication on-line early in 2006. 

2.2 First, the divisions reviewed in phase one put implementation plans to the Council in March this year, setting out how they would take forward the recommendations made by the review group. Amongst the aims set out, Ministry division proposed to:

· draw more upon HR skills and resources in working towards the clergy terms of service review recommendation that there should be set up a professional HR function to support bishops and their staff. 

· review the division’s committee structures and scope for IT systems efficiencies and rationalisation in the coming year.

2.3 The Mission and Public Affairs department intended to: 

· work with Communications and Church House Publishing on the practical implications of looking to communicate/publish some of its work in more accessible formats for a wider audience (the Council for Christian Unity would also consider this in respect of its own material).

· discuss the adoption of practical criteria for measuring the impact and outcomes of the division’s work, such as copy sales, volume of media coverage, and social actions; and to apply these to the division’s business plan for 2007. 

2.4 The Legal Office has already moved towards outsourcing property legal services for the Church Commissioners as explored in the review group’s report and is looking at new line management arrangements for the Commissioners’ Official Solicitor. Also under investigation are options for offering legal advice and information more pro-actively within the church by providing services for registrars, diocesan secretaries, archdeacons and others.

2.5 A second development is Synod’s agreement in 2006 to receive and consider five-year plans setting out the working aims and priorities of each of the national bodies and administrative units that reports to or works with it. This process of dialogue and audit will inter alia enable the Council’s divisions to give a further account of, and invite responses to, their implementation proposals as plans move forward. 

2.6 Third, the review group has completed the second phase of its work, as set out in the reports that follow on the Cathedrals and Church Buildings division, the Central Secretariat, the Communications Office, Church House Publishing and Human Resources. Here too, stakeholders have helped to focus issues for the group and for the divisions and, the group hopes, to build what will become a suitably-owned plan for future action. The addition in this phase of expert advisers who gave their time and efforts free has usefully added to our thinking capacity. We are well aware, even so, that the challenges we raise in these reports are in many cases already on their radar of managers responsible for the work in question.What will matter is the action that follows.  

2.7 We would hope that longer-term action plans would not be constrained by a presumption that overall costs and budgets must be frozen and, therefore, little can change.  Budget limits are an understandable reflection of financial reality within the church; and we note nonetheless that savings in some areas of the Council’s activity in recent years have enabled further investment in others (such as Cathedrals and Church Buildings) where there was a current need. But we would encourage each department to be free to ‘think the unthinkable’ in setting its five-year plan and, within the plan’s parameters, making its annual budget bid; to look at what it would do with additional resources, if it had them, and where the immediate and longer-term benefits would lie; and then to set its aspirations and put forward its bid accordingly. It is likely that not all those aspirations will be accommodated in the budget eventually agreed, but even if no more money is available overall, identifying new wish lists at departmental level helps to refresh priorities.

2.8 Fourth, we return to organisational development. The group’s proposal was discussed with some hesitancy by the Archbishops’ Council in March, a wish for worthwhile reform being offset by reluctance to create upheaval and distraction at a challenging time and for uncertain gain. But whether the church’s operating systems across the board are right remains a key question, even though there are risks in the change that the answers to it might produce. 

2.9 The Council and the Archbishops have agreed on the need for action, nonetheless. The Archbishops have now established a small working group, comprising Bishop David Urquhart, Chris Smith, chief of staff at Lambeth Palace and Dr Emma Loveridge assistant to the Archbishop of York, and helped by a short-term project assistant with ministerial and research expertise. The group’s brief is to map out working relationships and decision flows across the Church of England, with reference to specific examples of major decision processes by way of case-study (the development of the Church Urban Fund and the Hind process relating to regional training partnerships for ministerial training are the likely focus of study). The working group will report back to the Archbishops by Easter 2007 with the aim that its findings can inform future plans. 

2.10 This welcome step is, in effect, the exercise suggested at paragraph 3.19 of the group’s report on phase 1. That report went on to hope that ‘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’. That must remain the aim. 
3.
Looking ahead

3.1  In general terms, as will quickly become clear, in carrying out the second phase of this review we were once again impressed by the skill and evident commitment of the staff teams we met, and by the respect they have clearly earned from partners, colleagues and customers. We hope that our findings and recommendations will be self-explanatory. 

3.2 There is one major point we wish to highlight here. Through our review of Ministry division in phase 1 and of HR department this time, it became clear to us, as it already is to many in the church, that both units are responsible for part of what is an essential and in many ways indivisible area of concern for the church: namely, support for its people – its key resource - in their work, whether lay or ordained, and at whatever level from national to local. Ministry division leads in providing a framework for selecting, training and supporting clergy and lay ministers; but only recently has it begun to include the professional personnel skills that are essential for this kind of role. The centre’s HR department has relevant skills and expertise; and yet beyond the national institutions these skills inform the church’s support for ministers and staff only in part. In short, the deployment of HR-type skills across the church supports the organisation less effectively than it should. This continues to be an issue as the divisions work with dioceses to settle effective diocesan-national HR support arrangements for clergy and lay staff across the church. We would urge relevant officers in the church to grasp this issue and work for solutions as a matter of urgency. 
3.3 Looking ahead, the group would like to do two further things. First, to urge forward the organisational development process detailed above with all possible energy and support. There should be publicly-stated aims, buy-in from the church at all interested levels, and a timetable for the work. The support and leadership of the two Archbishops and their Council will be key to its success. 
3.4 Second, we invite a pause for thought over phase 3 of the service review. Granted that a light-touch, independently-brokered dialogue between service providers and stakeholders, and the action plans emerging from that, have proved to have value so far; the group still thinks it possible that a better approach can be found for the remaining units due for review. Some areas are highly technical – Finance and IT chief among them – and some, notably Finance and the Church of England Record Centre, are already in a period of rapid change and/or working to new mandates which largely determine the divisions’ future course (implementing a major new accounting system in the case of Finance; strategic redirection under the newly appointed head of libraries and archives in the latter case). The two remaining areas earmarked for review are Education – whose director post is newly vacant at the time of writing, following Canon John Hall’s appointment as Dean of Westminster – and internal audit. The group would argue for a format closer to detailed self-audit by the divisions’ heads themselves, with detailed scrutiny by an informed ‘friendly critic’, and by relevant stakeholders both before and on publication of the phase 3 findings. 

3.5 But it is for the Archbishops’ Council to decide.
Archbishops’ Council’s service review group
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Archbishops’ Council services review

Review group’s report on the Cathedrals and Church Buildings Division

Background

 

1.9 The group considered the work of the Cathedrals and Church Buildings Division (CCB) as part of the second tranche of investigations that make up the Archbishops’ Council’s review of the services provided to the Church by all its departments. 

1.10 The group’s task was to ask, of each area 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?

1.11 The background to the review and the group’s overall approach is set out fully in the main report to the Archbishops’ Council that serves as a cover note to this one. An account specific to this division follows.

2.

Process

2.11 Individual group members took the lead on each area under review. Sydney Norris led the CCB review in collaboration with the Ven Peter Elliott, Archdeacon of Northumberland until early 2005. As a former member of the Church Heritage Forum and of a number of English Heritage panels and committees and a member of the Pastoral Measure review group chaired by Peter Toyne, Archdeacon Elliott took on the role of ‘friendly critic’ for the review. He and Syd Norris were helped, as with other parts of the review, by David Hanson of the Church Commissioners’ policy unit. An early draft of the review’s findings and recommendations was shared with the head of the department. Resulting comments have been incorporated into or influenced the present text.

2.12 The reviewers liaised with the Head of Division over a shortlist of consultees, representing stakeholders in the division’s work and people concerned with built heritage matters. They included parish clergy, archdeacons, bishops, diocesan secretaries, diocesan advisory committee secretaries, chancellors, cathedral deans, chapter clerks, architects and fabric advisory committee chairs, General Synod members and staff colleagues, plus representatives of English Heritage, the DCMS and the national amenity societies. 

2.13 The reviewers recognized that the division had been established in recent years to bring together staff servicing the existing activity of the Council for the Care of Churches and the Cathedrals Fabric Commission, with a loose co-ordinating body – the Cathedrals and Church Buildings Group – at member level. The division’s unitary identity and its campaigning focus were of relatively recent date and still developing. No formal ‘activity value audit’ had previously been carried out in respect of CCB; but the division kept its activities under scrutiny to ensure value for money and align them with the needs and wishes of stakeholders. Its current strategy and priorities were the result of doing so. 

3.
The Cathedrals and Church Buildings division’s activity

3.6 The division is served by a staff of 16. Its current annual budget is just over £700,000 including £620,000 for staff costs. There is external funding from the Ecclesiastical Insurance Group for the research assistant post; the two posts concerned with advising dioceses and parishes about telecommunications in churches in relation to the national aerials agreement (see para 3.5) are externally funded as a consequence of income from the approved installer. There are also two volunteer part-time librarians.
3.7 There are three main areas to the division’s activity. Its staff service the Council for the Care of Churches (CCC) which advises, chiefly under the Care of Churches and Pastoral Measures, on proposed structural changes and liturgical re-ordering, fabric conservation and upkeep, and the treatment of contents and fittings of high value and/or artistic and historic merit. Approval lies with the diocesan chancellor, advised by the diocesan advisory committee (DAC). The chancellor may in some cases delegate authority to the archdeacon (similarly advised). The CCC has no formal determining role; but for any proposal to alter or extend a listed church ‘to such an extent as is likely to affect its character as a building of special architectural interest’ or which has archaeological implications, and in some unlisted church demolition cases, it is a required consultee – as it also is in cases involving the ‘introduction, conservation, alteration or disposal’ of historic contents or objects. In addition, parishes and diocesan officers are always free to seek its advice. The Council’s archaeological and architectural reports under the Pastoral Measure on churches in the early stages of consideration for redundancy are a statutory requirement. On behalf of the CCC the division also publishes, in print and on-line via the Churchcare website, substantial practical guidance for parishes and practitioners on maintenance, archaeology, lighting and the like. 

3.8 Under the Care of Cathedrals Measure the division’s staff service the Cathedrals Fabric Commission for England (CFCE), which both has an advisory role in the operation of the system as a whole and good practice, and determines applications from cathedral chapters and their fabric advisory committees relating to specified categories of work affecting the cathedrals, their precincts and historic objects. 

3.9 The division’s church-wide policy interests have taken shape as a distinct campaigning and consciousness-raising agenda. Instances include lobbying for a national VAT rebate for repairs on listed church buildings and, currently, for wider state support for the share of the nation’s built heritage represented by church buildings. This endeavour is owned at committee level by the divisional group and the Church Heritage Forum (CHF), which brings together other bodies in the church with built heritage responsibilities.

3.10 Related divisional responsibilities include:

· The centralised administration of grants for fabric upkeep and object conservation and repair. Some of these are available to other denominations and across the UK. The total volume of grant funds is around £200,000 each for artefact conservation and fabric repairs. Funds towards the conservation of the historic contents of churches come from outside donors. The work accounts for 11% (1.7 full-time staff equivalent) of divisional staff time.

· The Archbishops’ Council’s Telecommunications Office, established in 2002 by the national aerials agreement (running until May 2007), monitors the performance of the church’s approved aerials installer QS4, advises dioceses and parishes about proposed telecommunications in churches and offers guidance including via the website.  The work takes up 13% (2 full-time staff equivalent) of staff time and is part-funded through payments from the approved installer. 

· The division maintains the joint CCC and CFC library, as required under the Care of Cathedrals Measure. It contains reference works on church architecture, history and archaeology, local church and area guides, and a large archive of original, often unique, material (photographs, plans, correspondence) including some 16,000 church-specific files housed in the Record Centre. The reference library is sited with the division’s office premises. The collections are a valuable staff resource. Wider public access, though still modest (c2 visitors per week) and relatively unadvertised, is made possible by the work of two part-time volunteer librarians. The former paid post of librarian fell to budget cuts in 2002 on the retirement of the previous postholder. 

3.11 Direct advice through statutory casework involves an estimated 34% (5.5 full-time equivalent) of the division’s time.  Providing publications, guidance, websites, training events etc in support of the casework involves a further 18% (2.9 full-time equivalent) of its time. Policy accounts for some 24% (3.85 full-time equivalent).  

3.12 Staff work is owned at member level by the three committees - the Council for the Care of Churches, the Cathedrals Fabric Commission, with the divisional group and Church Heritage Forum giving wider buy-in. The two former bodies meet some 9 or -10 times and the Forum three times per year. All members are volunteers, who include a spread of expert knowledge, skills and insights (architects, church historians and archaeologists as well as liturgists, generalists and clerics).
3.13 A key policy aim of the division is to drive the strategic agenda and messages of the CHF’s document Building Faith in Our Future (2004): that churches matter, that without support they are at risk, and that a sounder basis is required for their funding – a 50:50 partnership with the state over repair costs is the goal – as well as to strengthen the church’s capacity to develop the use of its buildings for worship and mission to the wider community. Other aims include the review of the national aerials arrangements, and implementing the Care of Cathedrals (Amendment) Measure 2005, which introduces many changes of good practice and clarifies the circumstances in which applications to the CFCE are needed, but also gives scope for the streamlining of dual secular and church controls and for more local decision-making. 

4.
Stakeholders’ views

4.1 Almost without exception, stakeholders affirm that the division’s work adds real value to the mission and ministry of the church to the nation at large. That church buildings speak to all kinds of people through varying situations and life stages is not in doubt. Many respondents reflect on the dual demands of heritage and mission in the area of buildings care, while recognising there is no simple distinction between the two. 
Information and communication

4.2 Respondents value and welcome the practical information and advice provided through the division. Many find the CCC’s casework advice sensitive and helpful; and in relation to care and maintenance its ‘publications on various topics are excellent’, comments a DAC secretary.  Both in print and through the ‘churchcare’ website’s material such as the A to Z of guidance on church maintenance, the division seeks to provide advice that is of general interest and application, while directing enquirers elsewhere when appropriate (eg to the Ecclesiastical Insurance Group) for fuller information or, for detailed guidance on options and implementation, to diocesan advisory committees. One respondent listed some additional topics on which it would be useful for the division to produce guidance, and we have passed on these suggestions to the division. 
4.3 Another commented that multiple sources – instancing the churchcare website, the EIG, the Churches Main Committee and 43 dioceses – can confuse, adding ‘…what is really required is a well resourced 'one-stop-shop' that all parishes and dioceses can access.’ The group notes that the development of the one-stop advice shop is also an aim set out in Building Faith in our Future. It believes that to a degree the division fulfils that role already on matters of general application, and the churchcare website seems a useful first port of call for enquirers at DAC, parish or archdeacon level dealing with a variety of subjects with which they may be unfamiliar. There is no doubt room for improvement in signposting churchwardens to the best sources of advice. We understand that proposals for improvement from DAC secretaries, particularly suggestions on additional areas that could usefully be covered, are likely to be welcomed by the division.
4.4 Some question whether information flows between dioceses, cathedrals, parishes and the centre are truly effective. Much of the centre’s information for parishes is cascaded via diocesan officers, though the website also has a useful role. The group recognised that in some cases this could tend to slow up the delivery of information, and wondered whether more might be done electronically. One respondent pointed to the newsletters some dioceses issued for churchwardens and suggested this might usefully become standard practice. Another writer pointed to the link between information and outcomes and suggested that, for example, archdeacons’ visitation questionnaires and the responses should inform parishes’ buildings maintenance cycle more fully. 
4.5 The division could facilitate more events and networking around key topics, suggests another: ‘An initiative from the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings to expand its well-established educational role by arranging regular church maintenance days around the country for churchwardens and fabric officers, has failed to attract any national or diocesan church funding… The division itself could not help as it has no budget for such fundamental national projects… it does seem extraordinary that despite giving churchwardens the legal responsibility for looking after churches, little training is given by the church corporately.’ (The group notes that the initiative in question was encouraged by the division and has now been given Heritage Lottery Fund support.)
4.6 Surprisingly little was said by external stakeholders about the division’s CFCE role or relationships with fabric advisory committees and chapters. The group notes that this central role came about in relatively recent years, as before the Care of Cathedrals Measure 1990 cathedrals had substantial autonomy on fabric matters with no external controls. Day to day, cathedrals have access to far more expert advice than, say, parishes have day to day, and confidence in that advice. This may partly account for the relative lack of comment on the central CFCE function, but we also think the absence of comment may indicate general satisfaction with the way the present arrangements are working.
Authority and decisions 

4.7 The complexity of the church’s decision systems has its critics. A respondent writes that parishes can be ‘astonished by the variety of overlapping comments that they can receive from DACs, amenity societies, and statutory bodies (the Division and EH)… it is seldom clear to a parish where the different views fit in or when they need to be sought.’ Some fear DAC secretaries are sometimes under-qualified or under-resourced for their roles, and would urge more strength at the centre. ‘In an ideal world, the division would be speaking directly to fellow professionals with experience of heritage and planning who had discretion and authority to deal directly with parishes…’ For others, a smaller role for the centre is the answer, with the CCC dropping most of its casework and involving itself only in very specialist matters or at the request of the DAC or Chancellor. The group notes, however, that casework policy and advice inform each other and that it is difficult to do one effectively without sufficient experience of the other. 

4.8 In general our respondents hold back from suggesting a new split between responsibilities. Instead, they urge timely consultation in order to lessen any disconnection between the various players – the secular authorities, amenity societies, the Church Commissioners in respect of Pastoral Measure matters. The same point applies to relationships between dioceses and the centre: ‘Parish clergy and churchwardens have to look in two directions, CCC and DAC, on heritage matters on many occasions and this can be time-consuming and costly. Greater direct collaboration between CCC and DAC should be the aim.’

Staff and resources

4.9 Staff skills were widely praised. Many respondents commend the director’s leadership and focus on key campaigning issues. One feared that a lack of in-house professional advice in areas such as architecture led to over-reliance on the committees to formulate advice on schemes and grant applications, so that ‘statutory processes can become much extended and there is a danger that one volunteer’s views or favoured solutions can dominate.’ 
4.10 Others fear the division tackles too much with too few resources. They argue for it to focus on the national policy and campaigning agenda that no-one else in the church can take on, with a lighter approach to casework and devolved administration of repair and conservation grants. ‘A small national organisation is bound to have difficulty in being effective with as many as 16,000 parishes … it is essential that there is a national expert group to set policies and standards for those who are directly responsible...’ 
4.11 It is strongly urged by the national bodies’ new libraries and archives director that, funds and priorities permitting, cataloguing and conservation would benefit the CCB library. Repair and conservation of the file archives, with some staffing, would boost future access to a resource that could effectively support the church’s mission and heritage communities. This major project is costed at some £250,000. More affordably, an on-line catalogue of the main reference library at c.£70,000 would pay dividends in boosting visitor numbers and information-sharing.  
5.
The review group’s assessment

Activity and communication

5.1 Stakeholders’ responses and its own findings have left the group in no doubt that the division contributes a great deal to the mission of the Church of England in the important area of buildings care. 

5.2 The division’s practical information for dioceses and parishes in matters of buildings care and legal procedure is valued. In the group’s view, this is an economical way of working, providing useful central guidance on new statutory requirements and their application to churches as well as sound and up to date guidance on problems that many churches are likely to meet at one stage or another. As noted at 4.2-3 above, suggestions for any additional areas to cover can helpfully be made to the division.

5.3 Some respondents question the timeliness of some of this information, but no other single source of general advice seems as effective.  As recent examples, timely information about an EU directive that was feared (wrongly) to affect the viability of work on organs, and about government budget changes affecting VAT reclamation, has been beneficial to many local church members seeking clarification. It makes sense for this to be provided from a single base. Details provided by the division, in print and on-line, about grant-giving charities and agencies, are also helpful for people faced with the task of raising money. 
5.4 The ‘timeliness’ issue may be as much to do with dissemination as production. It is clear to the group that the communication systems linking centre, diocese and churchwardens / church members could benefit from improvement. The group recommends that:
i. DAC secretaries and archdeacons should ensure parishes know of the informative churchcare website.  Many do not, and spend time and effort reinventing wheels. 
ii. The division produces periodic guidance notes that are e-mailed to DAC secretaries and archdeacons – but these are likely to reach parishes only selectively and in hard copy. Many parish officers use e-mail extensively and it should be feasible at DAC or archdeacon level to offer automatic and free onward transmission of the division’s output to churchwardens/parish officers if they wish, with recipients free to opt in or out at any time. This would be more manageable than seeking to maintain a more extensive mailing list at the centre (although the division has extended its mailing list of updates on Building Faith in Our Future to all who have asked to be kept informed). The division, with diocesan officers and the Communications Office, should explore this and other effective and economical ways of passing information from the division to all interested potential recipients. 
iii. In the interests of knowledge-sharing and network-building among diocesan and parish-level practitioners, we recommend that archdeacons’ conferences should spend some time on issues of church maintenance and that the division should be ready to field members to assist in such discussions – as we understand that, subject to resource constraints, it would be happy to do. 
iv. There is some confusion and difference of views within dioceses over when consultation or formal application is required for schemes of work or repair, and which parties should be involved: a diocesan code of practice would be of help. There are also differences of view between dioceses, in that chancellors can take differing views over which proposals count as de minimis and can be handled at local level. The group understands that the Ecclesiastical Judges Association (representing diocesan chancellors) is working towards a consistent list of minor  works not requiring faculty. The division should continue to support this and should continue to encourage clear protocols to ensure/enable consistent practice across dioceses and churches.
Priorities and resources

5.5 The division chooses well the issues it will prioritise and publicise. Advice aimed at helping churches make a reality of energy conservation, and negotiating for concessions on VAT are good examples. Looking ahead, staff resources will be needed to build the case for state funding towards church repairs, building on the ‘Next Steps’ document and, if it gains government support, to develop it into a practical scheme proposal (method of application, approval, funding the running costs). This may need investment and a background of automatic budget constraint is unhelpful. The group urges that the Archbishops’ Council should have clear mechanisms for evaluating cost/benefit and be ready to invest further in the division’s work in areas where a clear longer-term benefit for the church is in prospect. 
5.6 In particular, there should be a readiness to invest in research into and advice on new areas of knowledge for church-wide benefit. Only the centre can sensibly do this work. The national aerials agreement and the work of the Telecommunications Office are an example, enabling local churches to make informed decisions in what was previously an unknown area and, if they wish, receive a commercial rate of income. (Transitional arrangements and the maintenance of a website to inform dioceses must be properly funded when the agreement enters its wind-down phase, using the aerials site income available for the purpose.) Solar heating for churches and other environmentally-friendly energy systems will be new areas to look at. 
5.7 The group believes the church has a moral and stewardship responsibility – and a legal one in the case of cathedrals information  - to make the collected information in the CCB library, some of it the result of legacies and donations, available to the interested public and those concerned with church history and conservation. Investment in doing so will also equip the staff and their professional partners and colleagues better for their work. With reference to the outline proposals and costs quoted at 4.11 above, the group therefore believes the case for resourcing and modernising the CCB library should be made fully and that costed options should be developed for further consideration by the Council. The group suggests that as part of that exercise the Director of Libraries could usefully explore the scope for some external funding.
5.8 The group notes some stakeholders’ concerns about work pressure on CCB staff and the need for sharper priorities. The group could not address this management issue in detail within its own limited resources. But in principle it believes the division should focus on (a) providing advice for general benefit within the church, saving multiple efforts in cathedrals, dioceses and parishes, and (b) pursuing a strategic policy agenda, negotiating with government and partner bodies as only a central function can do. The group believes (5.12 below) that the division’s case-work and court-of-appeal/national overview role should stay, but with a presumption of local handling and decisions wherever possible. 
5.9 The group is aware of concerns that the transfer to the CCC of Pastoral Measure responsibilities now handled by the Advisory Board for Redundant Churches may make further demands on the Council and staff. Realistic resourcing is an issue that needs regular monitoring. 
Operating framework and decision systems 

5.10 The church’s statutory framework for the care of its buildings – faculty jurisdiction et al – is generally held to work well, and the group does not disagree. It secures commitment and expertise for the church; it saves public authorities expenditure of time and money on applications, advice and approvals; it combines sensitivity to the church’s mission needs with heritage conservation safeguards that help demonstrate to the government that the system has some rigour – a point that has all the more force given the church’s campaign for new help from public funds.  
5.11 Within this system the group considers that authority and decisions are reasonably well located. As noted at 4.6, the division’s CFCE role drew little comment, and is in any case tightly governed by the existing statutory framework. The group has no recommendation here other than that made in general terms at 5.14-15 below. 
5.12 Some have called for the CCC to be less active in casework; but diocesan advisory committees are not always expert across the board, well resourced or aware of their own weaknesses and shortcomings. The CCC’s role as a national body of expertise is also a reassurance for government. Removing casework from it would tend to detach members from familiarity with diverse situations and challenges and would mean that national guidance is less well informed and credible. Subject to the recommendations at 5.14-15 that there should be an incremental lightening of procedures and a presumption in favour of local decision-taking where possible, the group recommends the CCC should retain its casework role. 
5.13 But the system can seem top-down, legalistic and daunting for those in parishes. A big change in spirit and presentation is needed. As one of our group members put it, ‘DAC secretaries and archdeacons should be seen as those with overall responsibility for guiding and assisting PCCs and churchwardens in the care of their buildings, not simply as persons one gets in touch with (or fails to) when at a loss how to go about things, or worse, as obstacles to get over in order to get things done.’  The group believes the role of the DAC, the chancellor, archdeacon, parish and the CCC as mission enablers working together needs reasserting and publicising widely and directly. The flow and content of all information and all requests should be governed by that aim. 

5.14 The governing measures are sufficiently specific about consultation requirements to enable a reasonable division of responsibility between DACs and CCC.  But it appears that parishes sometimes approach the Council on matters that one would expect to be decided satisfactorily within the diocese, unless at the end of the day the Chancellor wanted additional advice from the Council. Partly this results from uncertainty – hence our recommendation at 5.4iv – but partly it comes from an instinct that favours referral. We recommend subsidiarity: the division and its partners should seek to avoid anything coming to the centre that can effectively be dealt with through diocesan/local machinery. 
5.15 We also recommend that the division and its stakeholders should keep the statutory framework under ongoing review and look at scope for devolution and for lightened procedures. The Care of Cathedrals (Amendment) Measure now in train, which will increase the scope for matters to be settled at FAC level, is an encouraging step in that direction. 

5.16 The reviewers attended a meeting of each of the division’s three committees. It saw that the Church Heritage Forum has a useful role in agenda-setting and oversight/direction. The review group questioned whether there was real justification for the existence of both the Forum and the CCB divisional group – the latter, as noted at 2.3 above, helping at member level to co-ordinate the division’s activity while the former (see 3.4) represents a wider range of interests. The group concluded that for the present there was still advantage in having the two bodies, despite there being some overlap in membership (and both are chaired by the Bishop of London), but felt that in the medium term this issue should be looked at again with a view to creating a single co-ordinating body for the division’s overall built heritage policy agenda. There would arise the question of what link to have between this supervisory body and the Synod.
5.17 As to the two casework-handling committees, the CCC dealt with a heavy agenda with clarity and speed. Its focus was clearly to facilitate mission within the context of valuing heritage, and considerable efforts were made to identify with parishes and give suitable support and guidance. There was good discussion among members, and confidence in the staff judgement when endorsement was all that was required. The CFCE, which has a determinative as well as an advisory role, also handled a large agenda. We note that a measure of preliminary work and investigation through site visits and the like is carried out by task-specific sub-groups, with a brief to report back. In the interests of expeditious and focused handling of committee business we offer just one recommendation: to encourage a clear focus on permissibility rather than simple preference, we suggest that the Commission’s discussions should ask whether there are any grounds for finding that a given proposal is not well-reasoned and justifiable (rather than, ‘is this the proposal the Commission itself would have wanted to see implemented’).
Knowledge and skills

5.18 Many of the division’s staff hold skilled and highly responsible roles. It is not clear to the group that plans for succession (knowledge-sharing, mentoring and the like) exist in the event of retirements or other staff movement. The point seems especially  acute in the case of the head of division’s role but also applies to other members of the team. The group endorses here the recommendation it makes in its report on the HR division, that HR should work with divisional managers as needed to ensure that suitable succession plans are in place, and recommends that the head of the Cathedrals and Church Buildings division should work with HR on such a plan for CCB.

5.19 Skills outside the central CCB division are vital. The archdeacon and more particularly the DAC secretary have key roles in the support of the mission of the church through its buildings. Archdeacons of course have many other priorities. But the DAC appointment is a statutory necessity, and a skilled post-holder is all the more important to the effective running of the church’s buildings care systems if the archdeacon is not a buildings specialist.  Looking to future appointments, the group therefore recommends that those appointed to DAC secretary posts should either have previous experience of dealing with building maintenance matters or should be given induction training to familiarise them with features of building work on which they are likely to be looked to for advice.  
5.20 Parish clergy have a key position in buildings care. They should before ordination have some knowledge of the governing procedures and whom to turn to for advice.  Before taking charge of a parish they should have the opportunity to see a case study of tackling a building project - e.g. roof, heating or lighting - with an eye to machinery for mounting an appeal for funds and for managing a project.  When they have to face a project the archdeacon or the DAC secretary should be ready to suggest  knowledgeable people who can offer advice on setting up committees and project control.  This is not to say clergy should become project managers in addition to the many other demands upon them. But the group recommends that clergy should be sensitised in training to see buildings as important for mission and should have access to practical advice and support at suitable stages as suggested above.   

6.
Summary of the group’s recommendations 

 

6.1 To improve the flow of information from the centre to parishes, the review group recommends that DAC secretaries and archdeacons should ensure parishes know of the churchcare website. 

6.2 The division should explore with partners effective ways of passing the information it sends to dioceses onwards to interested potential recipients locally such as churchwardens and clergy, including through free subscription to the onward transmission of emailed news bulletins. 

6.3 It should encourage archdeacons to give some time to buildings issues at their conferences in order to improve knowledge-sharing and network-building among diocesan and parish-level practitioners, and should stand ready to field staff to share in those discussions. 
6.4 The division should continue to work with DACs, archdeacons and chancellors to promote clear protocols and de minimis guidelines for scheme applications and consultation to ensure/enable consistent practice across dioceses and churches. 
6.5 The Archbishops’ Council should be ready to invest further in the division’s work in areas where analysis shows there could be long term benefit, including research into and dissemination of good practice and advice on new areas such as environmental issues.
6.6  Costed options should be developed and the case be made for resourcing and modernising the CCB library for consideration by the Archbishops’ Council, including investigation of the scope for external funding.
6.7 The division’s operating priorities should be practical advice for churches and cathedrals and the pursuit of its strategic policy agenda.
6.8 The CFC and CCC should retain their present role in casework and approvals, but with a presumption in favour of local decisions and lightened systems where possible.
6.9 The shared role of the DAC, diocesan chancellor, archdeacon, parish and CCC as mission enablers should be reasserted and widely publicised, and the presentation of all instruction and information be consistent with that spirit. 
6.10 Procedures should be governed by the aim of subsidiarity: nothing should come to the centre that can properly be dealt with by diocesan/local machinery.

6.11 The statutory buildings care framework should stay under review with a view to exploring room for devolution and lighter procedures.

6.12 In the medium term the roles of and overlaps between the Church Heritage Forum and the Cathedrals and Church Buildings divisional group should be revisited with a view to creating a single co-ordinating body for the division’s overall built heritage policy agenda. 
6.13 Given its determining role and for added clarity of focus, the CFCE’s discussions should be governed by asking whether the proposals before it are well-reasoned and justifiable within the policy framework set by the Measure.

6.14 The division should work with HR division to ensure suitable succession plans for the replacement of skilled, specialised and senior staff are in place.

6.15  DAC secretaries should either have previous experience of buildings management or should receive suitable induction training.

6.16 Clergy should be encouraged in training to see buildings as important for mission and should have access to practical advice and support as needed. 
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Archbishops’ Council services review

Review group’s report on the Central Secretariat 

Background

 

1.12 The group was asked to consider the work of the Archbishops’ Council’s Central Secretariat as part of the second tranche of investigations that make up the Archbishops’ Council’s review of the services provided to the Church by all its departments. 

1.13 The group’s task was to ask, of each area 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?

1.14 The background to the review and the group’s overall approach is set out fully in the main report to the Archbishops’ Council that serves as a cover note to this one. An account specific to this division follows.

2.

Process

2.14 Individual group members took the lead on each area. Mrs Margaret Swinson led the review of the Central Secretariat, assisted by Sydney Norris who led a brief examination of the Research and Statistics department, which comes under the secretariat umbrella. In this, he was helped by the expert advice of Bernard Silverman, Professor of Mathematical Statistics at Oxford University and vice-chair of the Statistics Department’s professional panel of reference. David Hanson of the Church Commissioners’ policy unit provided the secretariat for the review. 

2.15 The reviewers liaised with the head of the Central Secretariat over a shortlist of people to consult representing main stakeholders in the division’s work, and with the Head of the Research and Statistics department and Professor Silverman over suitable lines of enquiry in that area. Consultees were principally members of the bodies served by the secretariat: Synod, the House of Bishops et al. Senior members of the Secretariat staff were also consulted. A draft of the review’s findings and recommendations was shared with the heads of the Secretariat and the Research and Statistics department, and their comments have been built into the present text. 
3.
The Central Secretariat’s activity

3.14 The Central Secretariat provides staff support for the church’s main central governance bodies: the General Synod and its three Houses (the House of Bishops, House of Clergy and House of Laity), the Archbishops’ Council, the Business, Appointments and Standing Orders Committees, the Liturgical Commission, the Dioceses Commission, the Churches Funeral Group, and the National Child Protection Liaison Group.  The Secretariat also services the Review Group for Senior Church Appointments and other ad hoc committees and working parties as required.

3.15 There are 19.3 full-time-equivalent staff, including 5.5 in Research and Statistics (not counting the further 6.5 in the Council for Christian Unity).  The total budget of the Central Secretariat for 2006 including Research and Statistics (but not the CCU) is £1,337,150.

3.16 To unpack those activities in more detail: the head of the Secretariat is supported by a full-time PA. Among his leadership and liaison responsibilities he is, as Clerk to the General Synod, secretary to its business committee and responsible for draft agendas, business forecasts and proposals for the effective dispatch of business. 

3.17 The Synod unit has 1.8 full-time-equivalent staff, with extra support on a flexible basis from others in the secretariat team during the busy run-up to groups of sessions. It is responsible for accommodation, logistics and servicing the groups of sessions. 

3.18 The House of Bishops secretariat (3 full-time equivalent) has similar roles in respect of that body and also provides policy and secretariat support for time-limited episcopal working groups on issues such as women bishops and House of Lords reform. 

3.19 The Liturgical and General department (3 staff) services, as needed, the House of Clergy, the Liturgical Commission and revision and steering committees for liturgical business, the Dioceses Commission, the ecumenical Churches’ Funeral Group (which liaises with practitioners and government) and ad hoc reviews such as those concerned with senior church appointments. The department includes the newly-appointed national worship development officer, who liaises with dioceses, training institutions and other partners to promote worship standards country-wide. 

3.20 The Archbishops’ Council secretariat (1.5 staff) helps ensure the smooth running of that body, manages members’ induction training, drafts its annual report and also services time-limited reviews.  A child protection post is shared with the Methodist church, an appointment made possible by the joint Anglican-Methodist covenant of 2003. The secretariat also provides 1.5 staff (PA and half-time assistant) to support the Secretary General to the Synod and Archbishops’ Council. 

3.21 The role of the Secretary-General is not strictly counted within the Secretariat, though the costs of his post and his 1.5 support staff are included in its budget (and in the staff numbers given above).
3.22 The Secretariat also includes the Research and Statistics department, as well as the Council for Christian Unity which was separately reviewed by the service review group in 2005. This area is a substantial operation in its own right, with 3 executive and 2.5 support/administrative staff plus temporary assistance and total budget of £252,800. It is supported by an informal panel of reference chaired by the Dean of Wakefield, with Professor Bernard Silverman as vice-chair.
3.23 The department provides a research and statistical/information service to the Archbishops’ Council and other national institutions, to the wider church, academic researchers and the public. Its core work is the design, analysis and national reporting of the annual parochial returns. These along with the historical information now available are analysed to help explore patterns of practice and since 2000 the department has encouraged dioceses to use this information by sharing its developing database.  In recent years the department has widened its research function for the Archbishops’ Council, examining for example the changing national social context of the Church of England and working more closely with others in the Council at policy-making level. It also helps to communicate and interprets government statistics to key personnel in the church. 

3.24 Its public reach is considerable: it participates increasingly in conferences and media debate through regular articles and the publication of research findings, and hosts an annual fringe meeting at Synod.  It works with ecumenical partner churches (its head chairs the Churches Together in England Statistical Gatherers Group) and undertakes, on a paid contractual basis, the annual analysis of local and national Methodist mission statistics.  It publishes and communicates information increasingly via the internet, while its ‘Time to Listen’ booklet series is being promoted across the church to provide a research toolkit for local parishes.

4.
The views of stakeholders 

4.12  The pool of stakeholders from whom the group drew comment was inevitably smaller than that for other areas under review. Only the governance bodies directly served by the Secretariat are really able to offer informed comment on this work, and all were represented in the group’s enquiries. However, the members of those bodies include a wide range of interests and perspectives, from diocesan dignitaries and parish clergy to people with expertise in professional fields outside the church, and all are connected with church life at parish level.

4.13 Responses were very positive and the skills and commitment of the Secretariat team members widely praised. One representative of the governance bodies conceded that these could be ‘demanding constituencies’ yet believed they were consistently well served by the staff. A bishop served by Secretariat personnel in two capacities said the staff are hardworking, efficient and pro-active; a Synod and recent Archbishops’ Council member, chair of a major review exercise, commented that the Secretariat is ‘first class’ in the way it handles agendas, resources discussions, manages follow-up and helps to move business forward. Comparisons that he was able to draw with other organizations were favourable. 

4.14 Some feared strain on resources. One respondent felt staff were working at the limit of their capacity and that over-work and excess hours were an issue that the governing bodies should at least stay alert to. Some suggested work patterns were part of the difficulty; that staff over-attended meetings and that too many sets of notes were taken. This was not just a resource issue but a constraint upon trustee members if a heavy complement of staff were present and listening and/or note-taking. Discussion was apt to become less free as a result. Another, while recognising that debates and policy issues needed to be properly resourced, felt there was a case for lightening (say) Synod’s paperwork and making it more reader-friendly, without loss of quality or substance. 

4.15 The downward trend in staff numbers in recent years was noted, here as elsewhere in departments of the Archbishops’ Council and other national institutions. But the point was strongly urged on the group that Secretariat staff could not simply be trimmed to the bone but needed to keep some capacity for handling projects and peaks and surges in workload on a one-off basis. 

4.16 Some respondents expressed concerns about governance. In driving policy agendas forward, was there a sound balance between staff and members that properly reflected the respective advisory and decision-making roles of each? One respondent felt that, while it was sometimes right for staff to move things on, they and not members too often took the lead. He had been surprised to be offered substantial uncommissioned drafting work by staff on policy that he was charged with taking forward – yet recognised that, on the whole, members ‘do not have the time to think through their agendas, write their own papers and move matters forward. The staff carry all of that. [They] deserve our thanks and admiration…’ Conversely, the Secretary to the House of Bishops should have an enhanced role and more opportunity to design its agenda, suggested a member of that body, thus enabling the House to be more effective. 

4.17 One respondent said that the relative functions of all the governance groups needed to be looked at, and that there was duplication of discussion by essentially the same people in different meetings. The review group could readily see how this might become the case and would encourage the Archbishops’ Council to take a candid look at the streamlining of the church’s development of strategy and implementation of its objectives. 

4.18 One respondent felt the value to the wider church of the work of the Secretariat and the bodies it supported was not as well advocated as it might be. Bishops, among others – as well as the staff – could take more responsibility for doing this. There needed to be willing communicators at diocesan level to assist in such advocacy. One suggestion was that there could be a more proactive link between the Synod secretariat and dioceses, in which designated people within each diocese would be responsible for contact and information.

4.19 Suggestions were made for further steps the Secretariat itself could take: that it might publish a short account of business done after each meeting of the Archbishops’ Council (as is already done for Synod); and that in the interests of transparency the Council might invite interested observers to its key meetings, just as the Church Commissioners invite diocesan observers to the meeting in which their annual allocation of money is decided.  

4.20 The liturgical commission, a specialised area, drew very little comment, but what there was, from one present and one ex-member, was wholly favourable. 

4.21 A number of respondents commented on the role of the Research and Statistics department. This was considered vital work, increasingly high-profile and essential to the church’s understanding of itself and its context, and to its formation of future strategic policy aims. It provided the church – its centre, dioceses and parishes - with reliable information on the basis of which it could target action and resources more effectively. It gave essential support for the church’s mission and had flourished under the leadership of Lynda Barley, its present head, and ideally should be better resourced, said one. Its value extended beyond just the Church of England.

5.
The views of the review group

5.1 The Secretariat aims to meet the needs of its governance bodies as fully yet cost-effectively as possible. The effectiveness of those bodies themselves drew some comment (questions rather than solutions, unsurprisingly) but, strictly speaking, are somewhat outside the review group’s remit. Beyond that, stakeholder satisfaction, skills and cost-management are the relevant issues and the Secretariat’s managers, given their close relationship with stakeholders and funders, are well alert to these. We therefore claim no major insights but would make just the following comments.

5.2 On the question of whether staff time is well used at meetings and excessive/duplicate note-taking, the group understands that at least one of the governance bodies is already taking moderate steps through constitutional changes to curb this tendency and promote leaner working patterns. This important step is wholly in line with best organisational practice. The group therefore supports this and recommends that the other governance bodies served by the Secretariat should follow suit. 
5.3 The group recognizes that the Secretariat has held staff numbers and costs under constant review. Part of that process was reflected in the activity value audit of 2000 which made a number of recommendations for operational efficiency gains across the Secretariat and the bodies it serves. They included reducing the frequency of Synod groups of sessions; more rigorous decisions on setting up working parties; better IT use; moving towards electronic voting; tighter criteria for circulating Synod reports; reducing two senior posts. Of these, the post reductions and some procedural streamlining have been achieved (Synod normally now meets twice not three times a year; the House of Bishops’ standing committee has been slimmed down); other work is in the pipeline and/or ongoing. Since the arrival of the present Secretary-General, support staff numbers within the Central Secretariat (including CCU and Research & Statistics) have reduced from 17.5 in 2002 to 14 in 2006 (although this includes the transfer of half a post to the Ministry division). This includes a net loss of two support posts within the core Central Secretariat and one in the CCU. There were a larger number of support posts prior to 2002, and there has been a progressive reduction in support posts since the Archbishops’ Council was set up in 1999. 

5.4 At policy officer level, the group notes that the creation of a shared child protection officer post, funded 50/50 by the Methodist and Anglican churches and replacing the Church of England’s previous full-time officer, has responded to the new opportunity of the joint Anglican-Methodist covenant to work in an efficient and cost-effective way. 

5.5 But the group supports the arguments made against excessive trimming of staff support in order to keep some surge capacity. There need to be people who can release part of their time from other tasks and turn, say, to assisting the core synod office staff at busy times, or to providing secretariat support for one-off time-limited review and working group tasks as needed. It was suggested that this, rather than over-staffing at ‘peak levels’ or under-staffing so that there could be no such capacity was the right course: the group agrees and, within overall financial prudence, supports the maintenance of some flexible project-handling capacity for the Secretariat.
5.6 The role of the Secretary-General did not attract special comment. Clearly the chief executive role is important. One feature of the Church of England’s organisation is that it has, not one, but several (strictly speaking, eight) administrative governing bodies at national level including the Archbishops’ Council, Church Commissioners, Pensions Board, both Archbishops’ headquarters and the Lambeth Palace library. All have distinct functions, many of them defined in law, and a well-established network of professional relationships. The group notes that the church-wide project of ‘working as one body’ continues to bear fruit, including through the series of five-year plans presented to Synod by each of the main administrative bodies – at least one of which has adopted the goal of working with partner institutions to consolidate functions and reduce administrative overlaps. As these aims move forward, it may in time become possible to amalgamate bodies - and reduce the number of chief executives. But this will be quite some way off.
5.7 As to whether staff or members drive policy agendas: the group recognizes that staff and members work together differently depending on the body/committee in question. In specialised areas, staff and members share the expertise and background knowledge necessary for moving business forward. Some bodies depend partly on staff for agenda-setting and awareness of context, given that members can be expert in their field but not across the board. The key principle, it was suggested to the group, is that if the church is paying for the staff’s expertise, passion and commitment, it should use them. Granted that the role of staff is ultimately to facilitate members’ decisions, not set policy themselves, it seems right for members to set the vision, officers to draft and propose policies to express it and for members to interrogate those policies. This balance is well described by John Carver in ‘Boards that Make a Difference’. To the extent that there is felt to be an issue here, the group recommends that members, with staff support, should lead in ensuring that proper parameters for the effective division of responsibilities between members and staff are in place.  
5.8 The larger issue of committee structure and numbers, with the possible danger of duplicate discussions, is also a matter for governance bodies and support staff working together to address. Committee structures, as noted in the group’s phase 1 report, invite a fresh look (paragraph 3.6 of that report recommended a review of committee structures and reporting lines). Any change will need buy-in from members; but it lies with staff to be alert to and explore practical options. The group recommends that the Council and, more particularly, its Secretariat should actively seek out and promote opportunities for beneficial reform. 

5.9 The group notes that the Secretariat is already taking steps towards better church-wide dissemination of its work and that of the bodies it serves. With the practical assistance of the Communications Office and IT department, these include posting synod agendas, papers and reports of proceedings on the Church of England website and broadcasting proceedings via the internet. Other initiatives are the Synod digest developed with the Communications Office, and the bulletin of communication points to enable members to communicate Synod’s activity more widely. The group encourages the Secretariat head to take soundings at diocesan level to assess how effectively these communication initiatives are followed up locally. It would also encourage the Secretariat to explore further options for open and transparent communication along the lines proposed at paragraphs 4.7-8 above. 
5.10 The group notes that the profile of the Research and Statistics department is continuing to develop. An appetite within the church to research how best to utilise scarce resources, both financial and in terms of personnel/clergy is in part driving a number of its current research projects, often in conjunction with partner bodies. Examples include cathedral visitor/tourist research (working with the Association of English Cathedrals), drivers and barriers to church weddings (with the Communications Office), diversity monitoring across the parishes (with the dioceses and CMEAC), the changing deployment patterns among parish clergy and changing expectations of parish ministry.
5.11 There are three main points the group would raise in connection with the department’s work. First, that it is hampered in the analysis and material it is able to produce for the church because the core data it needs from parishes is sometimes incomplete. This appears to be partly because the department’s requests for information in questionnaire format are made (as church procedures require) via dioceses and may often reach parishes without the accompanying guidance or explanation that the department prepares for issue with them. The group recommends that the department should work with dioceses collectively to secure their co-operation in ensuring that all such requests for information are clear and persuasive, enabling parishes to comply effectively with them.
5.12 Second, the department’s expertise can bring clear benefits to other areas of the Archbishops’ Council’s policy work – yet at present, situated as it is with the Council’s Secretariat, the research function of the Archbishops’ Council lacks direct and immediate access to policy making forums.  Negotiations to contribute to policy discussions rely on the instigation of the department and its director, with the result that research may not be used fully to inform discussions among senior church leaders and staff. The group would not recommend that Research and Statistics staff are present at every Council meeting where policy is discussed – a time-consuming solution – but it sees the merit of the department’s being able to be included in central project planning at earlier stages, not brought in as an ‘add-on’ to policy. We recommend, therefore, that each Council division should know there is someone they can call on to give advice or attend meetings at an early stage in any policy development, without feeling they are wasting that person's time, and should be encouraged to do so.
5.13 Third, it is evident to the group that the Research and Statistics department’s work is of substantial benefit not just to the Church of England but to a wide variety of other parties, from partner churches to academic researchers and interested individuals. With the exception of its contract for annual statistic research for the Methodist church, none of this work is charged for. While recognising that the Church of England as a public body will tend to provide assistance and services free of charge where it can (the point applies to public access to its records holdings, for example) the group recommends that the department should give some thought to whether charging-out for services would be practicable and reasonable in some instances - the case, say, of substantial help given with a discrete project. 
6.
Summary of the group’s recommendations 
6.1 The group recommends that the Council’s governance bodies should hold Secretariat practices (eg note-taking) under review in order to ensure the most effective use of staff time. 
6.2 The group supports the maintenance of some flexible project-handling capacity within the Secretariat.
6.3 The group recommends that members, with staff support, should lead in ensuring that proper parameters for the effective division of responsibilities between members and staff are in place.  
6.4 The group believes the Council and its Secretariat should seek out and promote opportunities for beneficial reform in the number and structure of the committees/governance bodies served by the Secretariat. 

6.5 The group encourages the Secretariat head to take soundings at diocesan level to assess how effectively its communication initiatives are followed up locally. 

6.6 It encourages the Secretariat to explore further options for open and transparent communication along the lines proposed at section 4.7-8 above. 
6.7 The group recommends that the Research and Statistics department should work with dioceses collectively to secure their co-operation in ensuring that all requests for statistical/financial information are clear and persuasive, enabling parishes to comply effectively with them.
6.8 Council divisions should be advised that Research and Statistics staff are available to advise or attend meetings at an early stage in any policy development.
6.9 The department should give thought to whether charging-out for services would be practicable and reasonable in some instances.
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Archbishops’ Council services review

Review group’s report on Church House Publishing

Background

 

1.15 The group was asked to consider the work of Church House Publishing (CHP) as part of the second tranche of investigations that make up the Archbishops’ Council’s review of the services provided to the Church by all its departments. 

1.16 The group’s task was to ask, of each area 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?

1.17 The background to the review and the group’s overall approach is set out fully in the main report to the Archbishops’ Council that serves as a cover note to this one. An account specific to Church House Publishing follows.

2.

Process

2.16 Individual group members took the lead on each area. Group member John Ormerod led the CHP review assisted, as with other parts of the review, by David Hanson of the Church Commissioners’ policy unit. An early draft of the review’s findings and recommendations was shared with the head of the department. Resulting comments have been incorporated into the present text or otherwise influenced it.

2.17 The review group drew up a shortlist of consultees in consultation with the head of the department under review. It represented a range of main stakeholders, including commissioning departments and individuals within the national bodies as customers, and CHP staff members. Consultation included correspondence and follow-up conversations with occasional reference back to the head of department. 

2.18 The near-final draft report was shared with the group, which approved it in the context of its full report on the phase 2 review. 

2.19 The review had regard to earlier reviews of the department. In 2001 CHP (along with the Church House Bookshop, now sold) underwent a detailed activity value audit, a number of which were carried out on Archbishops’ Council service departments at a time of budgetary constraint. That review made detailed recommendations, some of them now implemented, some still in the process of being so. These centred around administrative efficiency, strategic priorities, developing new media and niche publishing formats, internal financial disciplines and clearer service-level expectations for a more informed provider-customer relationship. Some of those issues are still live and are reflected in the group’s comments below. 

2.20 The group also recognises changed circumstances. CHP has a new head of Publishing, appointed late in 2005, keen to seek out opportunities to refocus CHP’s work to deliver maximum impact and value for a given spend. The department benefits from a change in staff reporting lines, to the director of Communications rather than, as formerly, to the director of Finance. This change is intended better to reflect CHP’s role as a key communications and mission function and not simply as a financial cost-base. These factors mean that fresh consideration of challenges and ways forward for CHP is now timely.

3.
Church House Publishing’s activity

3.25 As official publisher to the Archbishops’ Council and the General Synod of the Church of England, Church House Publishing produces a range of material to support and articulate the mission of the Church of England. It publishes around sixty new titles each year, ranging from news-making reports to books on church care and conservation and educational resources for children’s and youth work. Its reference and liturgical publications include Crockford, The Church of England Year Book and Common Worship. CHP has a successful electronic publishing programme involving web publishing and CD-ROMs.  
3.26 Some CHP publications are profitable, some are not. Of CHP’s twin objectives, one is to provide a cost-effective professional publishing service for the Archbishops’ Council, in traditional and electronic media, including ‘official’ documents emanating from the Council’s divisions and free literature. The second is to subsidise the cost of non-commercial activities undertaken  in pursuit of the first by maximising the financial return from successful trade publications originating both from Council departments and elsewhere in the church. 
3.27 In recent years the Archbishops’ Council has aimed for CHP to be cost-neutral, the hope being that it would deliver no net charge to the Archbishops’ Council’s budget by the end of 2006. In the interests of cost-effectiveness, sharpened criteria are to be adopted on the selection of publications and the focus will be on those that not only are the most important strategic publications for the mission of the church but that also can generate significant turnover and profit. CHP recognises, however, that there is ambiguity in reconciling these competing aims of ‘official publisher’ and profit maker.
3.28 CHP has an annual turnover of some £1 million and net costs of £600,000pa allowing for sales and stock write-offs. The net figure includes staff costs, currently a little over £470,000pa. The 2006 budget assumes sales revenue of £995,000 and a gross profit percentage of 71%. Modest figures are put on CHP’s contribution to Finance Department staff costs and to staff costs recognised as service functions for the Archbishops’ Council.
3.29 At 31 July 2006 CHP employed 13 staff, or the equivalent of 11.3 full time, reduced from 14.3 full-time-equivalent in 2004. CHP staff are all professionals with relevant expertise, including experience across the publishing industry, and work with a range of authors, freelance editorial staff, designers, printers and suppliers of outsourced functions such as distribution.

3.30 CHP draws on external expertise and authority. Key contributors and stakeholders include the Publishing Board, which aims to provide strategic guidance for CHP’s work and a link through its members into the Archbishops’ Council. The Visual Liturgy Task Group includes members expert in both electronic publishing and liturgy, and takes a valued and ‘hands-on’ role.
3.31 A key issue already identified for CHP as an internal department of the Council is balancing the expectations and requirements of its internal customers – the commissioning departments – and the scheduling and budgetary discipline required to reach at least a break-even position. Being required to fast-track publications with limited financial return can lead to potentially profitable publications receiving less attention and even being delayed. Conversely, if a commissioning department delays work on a publication of considerable financial importance, this can also impact on CHP’s financial planning and performance.

3.32 CHP pursues operational efficiency and value for money, including through exploring options for outsourcing. It is recognised that the flow of financial information could however be improved, and steps are in hand to achieve this. Outsourced functions include trade warehousing and distribution, handled through Marston’s, who provide this service for a range of Christian publishers and charge 13.5% of turnover. Direct-mail fulfilment is through the Methodist Publishing House who charge 18% of turnover (including postage) – a considerable saving on the discounts required by the book trade (typically 40-50%). 

3.33 CHP is exploring new market areas and opportunities. Web-liturgy and options for on-demand and limited-run reprint facilities are examples. CHP’s electronic publishing programme includes Visual Liturgy, the leading worship-planning software in the UK, used by an estimated 30% of parishes in the Church of England. Versions for the Church of Ireland and Methodist Church have been launched in recent years, and there is strong potential for the technology to be more widely used across other Anglican provinces and denominations. An upgrade in 2006 will introduce a subscription-based payment model, which will help generate sustainable revenue for ongoing technical support and the updating and improving of the service. The new media team is also responsible for the Crockford directory on-line and for the Common Worship website. 

4.
The review group’s findings 

4.22 Stakeholders’ comments left the group in no doubt that CHP’s activity is widely recognised as an important role in the mission and ministry of the church. 

4.23 Its staff are seen as energetic, creative and valuable contributors in communicating the church’s message.  A number bring experience from other publishing organisations.

4.24 CHP’s processes are not well understood however, and customers are often frustrated by the lead times for publications.  This stems from a lack of forward visibility by CHP of its potential demands from departments and a formal mechanism for identifying and agreeing priorities.  The department is seen by some as bureaucratic/excessively risk adverse at times. The internal communications challenge is to show customers how and why its processes are often unlike those of other Archbishops’ Council departments, while helping them better to understand and appreciate CHP’s aims and the risk and financial pressures it faces. There needs to be early communication from commissioning departments: ie when manuscripts are commissioned, not completed. 

4.25 The group has found from staff and clients that CHP has worked and is working hard to improve its efficiency and profitability. As the above outline of activity indicates, staff numbers have been reduced and new sources of revenue are being sought. But cut backs have left CHP with no support staff and some question whether this is the most efficient way of working, even granted that this is common within publishing companies today. 

4.26 The review group had not the resources to carry out in-depth benchmarked cost testing, but noted that comparisons were made by the 2001 AVA between CHP and Cambridge University Press. These found that the former’s production costs compared well and that print runs sizes and stock handling offered scope for efficiency gains – issues that CHP have continued to engage with recently. 

4.27  Day to day management is however hampered by a lack of relevant / timely management information.  This has been a consequence of some staffing and systems difficulties which it is hoped can be addressed by the summer.  The Archbishops’ Council’s new SAP accounting system should help to move this forward.

4.28 The need to work closely with the Communications division has been recognized. It is  already reflected in the Communications Department’s review of all significant CHP output prior to publication, and now by the designation of Communications director Peter Crumpler, in place of the former director of finance, as line manager with oversight of CHP.  

4.29 The role of the Publishing Board as currently structured is questioned by a number of those the group spoke to.  In particular there was a view that it should not be dealing with management matters such as approval of budgets and that a more flexible ad hoc advisory group might be more relevant in relation to advising on particular publications or resolving particular conflicting priorities.  Granted, there have been benefits in having a member-level group whose focus is solely CHP where there is not otherwise a logical place in the Council’s  structure for CHP to be located and its work overseen and directed. But reforming this group in a different mould, one which fits a forward plan agreed with the Council, now seems a logical and timely step.

4.30 CHP works with ecumenical partners and could perhaps flag this up more than it does, in the interests of assuring stakeholders that it seeks out both the operational efficiencies and the additional market opportunities that shared working can provide. It co-publishes with Methodist Publishing House (eg Faithful Cities); Fresh Expressions is also an ecumenical venture. It publishes Methodist and Church of Ireland versions of the Visual Liturgy Software and is currently exploring partnerships with other Anglican provinces and Roman Catholic publishers, in the field of worship-planning software. The head of CHP is a director of the ecumenical ‘Roots for Worship’ magazines, with a large cross-denominational following, representing the Archbishops’ Council’s interest.

4.31 Several stakeholders mentioned to the group an interest in exploring more ‘on demand’ publishing arrangements providing more flexibility for dealing with shorter print runs and less predictable demands.  Print on demand is fast becoming a very viable option for many publications and, as indicated at 3.9 above, CHP already has this development in its sights. It is getting quotations from digital printing specialists on producing very short runs of books that Council departments want to keep or bring back into print. There is room to embrace the opportunities and benefits of on demand print more fully and to ‘sell’ them to internal customers. A certain volume of conventional print publishing is however necessary for financial viability. 

4.32 The group noted that the best recognised authors on Christian matters within the Church of England do not generally use CHP. This was partly because of its Anglican and UK-specific reach and perhaps partly because its ‘official’ status could be a constraint upon content (despite subsidiary CHP imprints aimed at allowing a more controversial or relaxed approach). Moreover, CHP is a relative newcomer in the field and has only in the last few years produced material for an audience wider than the Christian minister, such as Lent books. These, however, have had some success, and CHP could usefully bring this to the attention of potential authors. 

  

5.
Recommendations 

 

5.1 The group affirms the primary role of CHP and the priority, within agreed budget limits, of its work as official publisher for the Church of England.  General publishing is also an important opportunity for supporting the church’s ministry and mission in commissioning and publishing and for making a financial contribution. But in both cases, communicating the church’s mission, rather than profit-making, should be the key objective. 

5.2 The group recommends that periodically, perhaps quarterly, CHP should seek client department’s input to and circulate a projected list of future publications and staff workload/project timetables.

5.3 CHP should establish a general protocol for departments working with it, and with a detailed memorandum of specific mutual expectations / commitments as each specific publication is agreed.  The protocol should be subject to review with input from customers at least every other year.  

5.4 CHP should work with Finance department to improve the accounting and management information such that timely relevant information (not just accounts) is available to CHP managers. 

5.5 Archbishops’ Council staff should consider charging departments for work undertaken by CHP. It is recognised that this may be rather cumbersome and would certainly be so until current accounting systems and support can be strengthened.  But even in the absence of actual cross charging, costs incurred by CHP (or a reasonable estimate of such costs in the absence of fully reliable data) should be summarised and shared with departments in the interest of transparency, improving efficiency and use in setting priorities in the annual budgets.  

5.6 The Publishing Board in its present form should be disbanded, and procedures for forming ad hoc advisory teams to deal with specific issues, and ensuring the representation of proper interests, should be explored and established.  The Visual Liturgy Task Group, which is charged with a specific project and includes staff and member-level representatives with relevant practical expertise, would be a good model to look at. 

5.7 The group encourages CHP to investigate further new media techniques and opportunities and to explore further and communicate to colleagues plans for on demand printing. 

5.8 CHP should consider widening its offer of services to other departments and institutions of the national church bodies, exploring costs and practicalities. These services could include design and print buying, areas where a number of church bodies currently meet their own needs. 

5.9 CHP should continue to explore – in some areas it is already doing so - working with other publishers to share service functions such as print management, warehousing and distribution.  The group recognises however that in other areas such as direct marketing, CHP’s database gives an important competitive advantage.
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Archbishops’ Council services review

Review group’s report on the Communications Office

Background

 

1.18 The group was asked to consider the work of the National Institutions’ Communications Office as part of the second tranche of investigations that make up the Archbishops’ Council’s review of the services provided to the Church by all its departments. 

1.19 The group’s task was to ask, of each area 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?

1.20 The background to the review and the group’s overall approach is set out fully in the main report to the Archbishops’ Council that serves as a cover note to this one. An account specific to this division follows.

2.

Process

2.21 Individual group members took the lead on each area. Bishop David Urquhart, the review group’s chair, led the review of the Communications Office in collaboration with Colin Browne, senior consultant at the Maitland Consultancy since 2000 and previously director of corporate affairs for the BBC, who acted as expert consultant adviser to this review. They were helped, as with other parts of the review, by David Hanson of the Church Commissioners’ policy unit. 

2.22 The reviewers liaised with the Communications director over a shortlist of people to consult representing main stakeholders in the Office’s work. 

2.23 The Communications Office connects with the church at all levels: it serves the national bodies’ central administrations, and supports bishops and others in the dioceses, including through links with diocesan communicators. Through the Church of England website it is also a resource for parishes. So far as possible within a limited list, consultees reflected the range of interested constituencies including bishops, members of the Archbishops’ Council and Church Commissioners, diocesan secretaries and communications officers, and a number of BBC and print media contacts. Members of the Communications Office staff were also consulted. The reviewers gave respondents the opportunity to develop their initial views further in conversation. An early draft of the review’s findings and recommendations was shared with the head of the department. Resulting comments have been incorporated into or influenced the present text. 
2.24 The reviewers recognized that the Communications Office’s structure and working priorities largely arose out of the Kenning Review of central Church of England communications in 2003. That review had recommended ‘a strategic positioning for the Church of England’ to express ‘the Church’s unique role in national life and a distinctly Christian perspective.’ Peter Crumpler took up the post of Director of Communications in May 2004 with a brief to direct the Communications Office in line with that vision. Subsequent areas of activity and appointments to the team - bringing in additional professional media, public relations and e-communications expertise - were informed by that goal. These circumstances meant that the work of matching activity and operating priorities to stakeholders’ needs and expectations was ongoing. 

3.
The Communications Office’s activity

3.34 The Communications Office serves the national church bodies – the Archbishops’ Council, the General Synod, the House of Bishops, the Church Commissioners and the Pensions Board. It handles their media relations, website and internal communications. It supports public initiatives such as the Government’s listed places of worship grant scheme and voicing the church’s opposition to assisted dying, to name just two. It works closely with dioceses and their communicators, as detailed below.
3.35 The team’s communications initiatives include the revised Church of England website, which is content-managed by owner departments with staff posting updates and new material to agreed protocols. There is In Review, a twice-yearly four-page insert in the church press and also available via e-mail and the website; a monthly e-mail bulletin with news of national church activities and events, sent to church leaders and communicators for wide forward distribution as well as being accessible to over 3,000 parish magazine editors via web-based syndication and placed on the Church of England website; and a weekly staff intranet magazine.  In 2005 the Communications Office launched a regular and continuing feature about the church’s work on Premier Christian Radio, with whom the Office has also recently launched a weekly focus on the role of the bishops in the House of Lords. 

3.36 It has proactive input to outside media, seeking coverage for the church’s national role and influence in society, helping the church to ‘tell its story’. It advises drama, documentary, educational and quiz broadcasts on issues relating to the church’s activities. Media enquiries are frequent and there is a 24-hour media response service throughout the year in co-operation with the Lambeth Palace press office. 

3.37 It supports bishops and others involved in the area of broadcasting policy and regulation. It co-ordinates the activities of the General Synod ‘religion in broadcasting’ group, the Church of England’s role in the ecumenical Churches Media Council and others. This work has been important during the BBC charter review and Ofcom’s review, after the 2003 Communications Act, of public service broadcasting. The communications team develops submissions to Government, the regulator and broadcasters on behalf of the Church of England, co-ordinating these with other denominations and faiths as necessary. This work has recently been developed with a weekly religious broadcasting bulletin being issued widely within the church and regular updates on broadcasting policy issues being sent to bishops and others with a particular interest in this area. 

3.38 The Communications Office’s direct support to dioceses and the wider church includes liaising with and advising their communicators on national initiatives and planned announcements. It organises network days for them to share best practice. It provides consultation and support in selecting and training communicators. Its London-based courses train several hundred people a year with differing communication roles in the church; the team also assists training in dioceses, theological colleges and parishes. It provides a press cuttings service to dioceses and a daily news briefing issued each morning to senior clergy and post-holders across the church. It answers enquiries from around the world on many subjects, by letter, telephone and e-mail and provides a weekly list of church appointments to the media.
3.39 There are 10 full time staff. The 2006 budget is £632,000 gross, offset by income of £34,000, mainly from training course fees. Of the net £598,000, 17% (£104,000) is met by the Church Commissioners and 5.5% (just under £40,000) by the Pensions Board, reflecting on a time-measurement basis the cost of the Communications Office’s direct support for the PR needs of those bodies. The remaining £454,000 is the cost of the communications function to the Archbishops’ Council, including the support for dioceses and the wider church described above, and is met by dioceses through the apportionment. 

3.40 The Communications Office is supervised at member level by a small task group chaired by the Bishop of Manchester and including experienced media practitioners Andreas Whittam Smith (First Church Estates Commissioner, founder editor of The Independent) and Anne Sloman (Archbishops’ Council, former chief political adviser to the BBC).  

3.41 The team’s plans for the coming year include a review of communications training, developing support for key communicators and advocates who speak for the church, and extending the church’s use of information and communications technology. A recent initiative involved raising the profile of General Synod through web-streaming of debates on the Church of England website. The team is also developing communications initiatives focused on Christian festivals, using web-based and other media methods.

4.
Stakeholders’ views

4.33 Stakeholders at national and diocesan levels saw communications work as important in proclaiming and furthering the mission and the confidence of the church, and valued in principle the presence of a strong centre to assist the church nationally and locally in doing so. There was, it is true, no formal comment from the parish perspective but the Communications Office receives regular feedback, mainly positive, from parishes via the Church of England website. 
4.34 Many commended the pro-activity of the team in recent years, following the Kenning review and the appointment of the present director. Some had found that in earlier years the press office could appear defensive, reactive, sometimes over-propagandistic; whereas (said one) the relationships the team was now building with the media were helpful. Media commentators backed this up: a BBC drama editor valued the Communications Office for open and factual story-line advice. It was notable that the church was attracting some positive national media coverage. The two Archbishops drew plentiful coverage; Archbishop Sentamu had a strong media profile and was communicating effectively via the secular media. 

4.35 Respondents representing the national institutions were positive. The team’s issues management was good, with clergy pensions funding being a notably well-handled issue. Other areas such as the Church Commissioners’ housing estate sales and Zurbaran sale moratorium had also been handled effectively. 

4.36 Many favoured a strong central communication function to serve dioceses’ information needs, not least for economy of scale. The team’s achievement on modest resources was found impressive (one respondent was able to compare value for money favourably with the larger and less stretched PR function of another public body). The widely-circulated daily electronic news briefing, the cuttings service, the visually improved and clearer website were welcome, and all examples of core communication work that could be more effectively done in one place than in 43. A diocesan bishop said the loss of a national communications function would be ‘a disaster’ and said that ‘as long as it doesn’t make us all into branch offices’ he valued it. 

4.37 Practical support and training for diocesan communicators was valued. Some felt that diocesan communicators might still feel under-resourced by the centre, yet the briefing was speedy and good. PR professionals were needed at the centre to link with the national press/broadcasters and advise local communicators on media opportunities. Equally, the national communications team needs to be alert to present and potential church news stories than could run nationally. 

4.38 There were pleas for more PR coherence: ‘43 different and competing messages’ were complained of by one bishop. There are issues of Anglican polity here that are beyond the service review group to address. A commoner complaint was the existence of different press offices at the centre. By contrast, noted a respondent, the German Evangelical Church ‘has a single press office in a single building. This office is proactive in giving stories to the press …’ – whereas, he argued, in England a journalist wanting to know the Archbishop's or the church's views was faced with more than one potential point of contact, leaving open the possibility of contradictory information being given out. 

4.39 Could the church’s ‘message’ and identity be communicated more successfully in headline terms, some asked? There was still widespread public ignorance about the church’s goals, purpose and activity. Could the team do more alongside diocesan communicators to counter that? Many sense that church-wide communications are fragmented, partly through the church’s dispersed autonomy, partly through an over-reliance on paper and emailed briefings which can in fact reduce accessibility and the clarity of the message. More direct new media use such as the web and podcasting, both well on the team’s radar, might be part of the answer, suggests one writer. Another, that communication between centre, dioceses and parishes is poor because ‘no-one is in charge’. Best practice isn’t consistently shared; wheels get reinvented. One respondent suggests there is ‘still some reluctance to resource communications work professionally at diocesan level; the church too readily defaults into amateur mode’. (The group notes that while this report was being compiled, the Communications Office has launched DCNet, an intranet service for diocesan communicators that enables best practice to be shared.)

5.
The review group’s assessment

5.21 The review team shared the points that came from stakeholders’ responses with Communications Office team members and had conversations that built upon those points and helped to inform and develop the review group’s views.
5.22 The Communications Office is well thought of. The team is continuing to align itself with  the priorities suggested by the Kenning review and affirmed by the church’s reception of it, and little has changed in the strategic need to do so. The church continues to seek a positive public profile in order to communicate its mission, and the importance of building on current and developing opportunities is still there. The Communications Office is already alert to these demands and is acting on them. The increasing range of professional skills it is building into its team is noted and commended by a number of commentators. The review group therefore has relatively little to add to the delivery agenda the team has already set itself, other than to affirm a range of stakeholders’ support for it. 

5.23 The Communications Office’s service to the central church bodies is commended, and appears to the group to be of high quality. In terms of outcomes, the team monitors media coverage not only for positive comment but for balanced comment around possible issues (clergy pensions funding and some property transactions for example), as the latter also reflects substantial work on the team’s part. In both cases, the statistics are good. 
5.24 The group supports continued investment in communication from the centre because this can be a resource for the whole church and save efforts in dioceses and elsewhere as other more local functions cannot. It can and does advance the church’s cause at national level and supports the institutions and departments who are in the lead in creating the church’s policy agenda, whether this be Mission and Public Affairs, Cathedrals and Church Buildings or any other. The Communications Office’s work in promoting a favourable climate of opinion among the widest possible audiences (a ‘warm sea to swim in’, as a former communications director put it) is vital to that. The campaign for more public support for church buildings maintenance is a major example: outcomes may turn in part on whether Government policy-makers sense the church has the public on its side. A communications team that is alert and responsive to opportunities that will play well nationally can have real impact here. The director has recently taken on oversight of Church House Publishing, which is a welcome step. 

5.25 The group commends the programme of ‘advocates’ that the team has in mind to promote. Articulate advocacy is key to gaining support across a wide range of topic areas. The programme will need handling with care to get the right people and the right skills to convey a clear and persuasive message without sounding ‘on message’ and over-directed.

5.26 The review group has noted elsewhere – including in its present report on the Cathedrals and Church Buildings division – that practical information (eg buildings care) and policy guidance and aspirations (a good number of MPA-originated reports, for example) that are produced by the centre could reach local church members more effectively than at present they do. Some of this is about the originating departments’ delivery networks, but some is presentational and could usefully involve the communications team. The group recommends that the communications team, working with those departments and with diocesan communicators, takes a lead in exploring options for presenting this material to ensure it reaches local audiences. 

5.27 Similarly, the group encourages the team to work more closely with diocesan communicators to help them seek out local good news stories that can be presented nationally whether in print or the broadcast media, or in the church’s own national communications vehicles such as the Church of England website, the daily briefing and the widely-distributed monthly e-mail bulletin.
5.28 The group notes that multiple points of contact, not including dioceses, can be an obstacle for journalists and for the clarity of the church’s PR overall. A single church-wide communications function may be an unrealistic aim. It is important for Lambeth Palace to be reachable by the media on matters genuinely concerned with the ministry of the Archbishop of Canterbury. But it is just as important that media enquiry traffic of a more general nature seeking a ‘church’ view, wherever it may initially be addressed, should be effectively routed. The group understands that this issue is well recognized within Lambeth and Church House and that work is under way to provide a more seamless service (a central contact number for information about the Church of England is already advertised each week in the UK Press Gazette to help the media). The group supports this work and recommends that the Communications Office should continue to explore closer co-operation on communications issues with Lambeth Palace, including a more co-ordinated approach to media relations. 
5.29 New information and communication technology is a growing area, and one that has great incidental value in speeding and perhaps democratising the church’s sometimes rigid and old-fashioned information flow and controls. The group commends the Communications Office’s increased investment in a range of new information and communication technology opportunities, including interactive website facilities (web-casting, subscription newsflashes) and pod-casting. It recommends active monitoring of feedback from these initiatives to be sure of continuing to target the best and most productive areas for investment. 

6.
Summary of the group’s recommendations 

 

6.17 The group supports the principle of investment in a central communication resource for the whole church, for coherence of message and economy of operation.
6.18 It commends the proposed ‘advocates’ programme for presenting specific topics.
6.19 It urges the communications team to explore with other departments and diocesan communicators new ways of presenting policy and guidance material so as to reach local audiences effectively.
6.20 The group encourages the team to work closely with diocesan communicators to help them seek out local good news stories that can be presented nationally.
6.21 It recommends the Communications Office should explore closer co-operation on communications issues with Lambeth Palace, including a more co-ordinated approach to media relations. 

6.22 It supports investment in new information and communication technology while monitoring customer feedback from these initiatives.
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Archbishops’ Council services review

Review group’s report on the Human Resources Department

Background

 

1.21 The group was asked to consider the work of the National Institutions’ Human Resources Department (HR) as part of the second tranche of investigations that make up the Archbishops’ Council’s review of the services provided to the Church by all its departments. 

1.22 The group’s task was to ask, of each area 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?

1.23 The background to the review and the group’s overall approach is set out fully in the main report to the Archbishops’ Council that serves as a cover note to this one. An account specific to this division follows.

2.

Process

2.25 Individual group members took the lead on each area. Bishop David Urquhart, the review group’s chair, led the review of HR in collaboration with Ms Fiona Colquhoun who acted as expert consultant adviser to this review. Currently she is Director of Consultancy and Employment, Centre of Effective Dispute Resolution; previously she was group HR director with leading global companies ICI and Cable & Wireless plc.  They were helped, as with other parts of the review, by David Hanson of the Church Commissioners’ policy unit. 

2.26 The reviewers liaised with the Head of Department over a shortlist of people to consult representing main stakeholders in the division’s work. The HR department serves the national bodies’ largely London-based administrations and, on a less formalised basis, supports diocesan bishops and diocesan office establishments through advice and services. The consultee shortlist reflected this range of interested constituencies, plus team leader members of HR staff. The reviewers gathered the views of consultees on paper and in person, and gave respondents the opportunity to develop them further in conversation. 

2.27 An early draft of the review’s findings and recommendations was shared with the head of the department. Resulting comments have been incorporated into or influenced the present text. An early consultation draft of the group’s initial findings also went to in-house management groups for comment and input.

2.28 The reviewers noted that the pan-NCI HR department was effectively a creation of the National Institutions Measure 1998 and had taken on (from 1999) functions that previously were either handled separately by each institution  - recruitment, welfare, professional training – or were left undone or handled only patchily – equality of terms of employment, harmonised employment practice and pay grades/packages, people development etc. The merging of the institutions’ HR functions in 1999 led to a reduction from 18 to 12 posts, and subsequent review of the department’s activity and service had been ongoing. A detailed activity and value audit carried out upon the merged department in June 2000 was a catalyst for HR restructuring, while devolving some staff management responsibility to the managing departments. Two further HR posts were lost through the budget freeze of 2002-04 that resulted from the Archbishops’ Council’s Discerning the Future exercise. A continuing process of self-audit, priority-setting and business plans had enabled HR to provide additional service in new areas – health and safety manager, recruitment adviser plus some outsourcing of this service, implementation manager for the McClean review recommendations on clergy terms of service - without enlarging the department’s headcount. 

2.29 The reviewers noted in particular the developing interface between HR department as such and the Ministry Division, which the service group had reviewed in 2005 and which was now subject to implementation proposals (see paragraph 2.2 of the main report). The two departments have complex and sometimes overlapping responsibilities in respect of human resource support for clergy and lay officers both at the centre and around the parishes and dioceses. These circumstances meant that the work of matching activity and operating priorities to stakeholders’ needs and expectations was ongoing. It was hoped that the group’s review would assist in that process.

3.
The Human Resources department’s activity

3.42 The Human Resources Department provides operational advice, guidance and support as well as strategic HR direction to the National Church Institutions, diocesan bishops and, on a limited and ad hoc basis, some dioceses and other parts of the church on recruitment and selection, training, performance review and development, performance management, equal opportunities and diversity management, occupational health, safety and welfare, employee relations, workforce planning, pay and information, and organisational development, including restructuring and redundancy.

3.43 There are 10.1 whole-time-equivalent posts in the department, 2 of which are used to fund an outsourced recruitment response handling service. Of the 8 posts filled by employed staff, 1 is occupied by a part-time occupational and safety, health and welfare adviser, 1 by an HR information assistant, 1 by a recruitment co-ordinator, 1.6 posts funded for McClean implementation and HR services to diocesan bishops, 2 by operational HR staff and 1 by a training, organisational development and equality manager. All the staff are professionally experienced and qualified.  

3.44 The departmental budget for 2006 is £600,593, including  £466,593 for staff costs. Employee resourcing and advice, training and development, and recruitment and deployment are the biggest areas of activity, each accounting for £100,000+ in costs. The department’s costs are split, based on usage, between all the national church bodies. 47% is charged to the Archbishops’ Council and so funded by dioceses, the Church Commissioners pay 45% and the Pensions Board 8%. 

3.45 The department’s customer base includes the national church bodies, which at the time of writing employ 427 staff. This figure post-dates the transfer of (some) Legal Office, Octavia Hill estates and Church House Bookshop staff – almost 30 in all - out of the national bodies’ employment following the outsourcing (Legal Office) or sale of those enterprises within the last 12 months. Turnover late in 2005 was 18.75% (the national average is 22%) and the gender split is almost 50-50. There are in addition over 300 further staff, some of them part-time, employed solely by either the Church Commissioners or the Pensions Board on their estates and in their residential accommodation respectively. There are 170 bishops’ staff. 

3.46 The department is accountable to the Joint Employment and Common Services Board (JECSB) and, informally, to the Archbishops’ Council HR Panel; and it negotiates and consults with trade unions through the Joint Staff Council (JSC).

3.47 A key objective is to give professional support for implementing the ‘McClean’ Clergy Terms and Conditions recommendations. Draft legislation is likely to go to Synod in February 2007. Dioceses will develop HR services across the church and discussions will take place to delineate national HR activity (likely to be in the areas of employment policy and HR strategy) from local HR activity (case management and policy application). HR department will support the group drafting the regulations, help dioceses put in place local HR functions with the right national backing to secure a smooth changeover to common tenure and produce national guidance on Ministerial Review and other procedures such as appointments, and devise training. 
3.48 HR department is also helping to redesign and implement a national job evaluation and pay system for dioceses’ use, working initially with eight in the north east. It will enhance health and safety compliance in the NCIs and diocesan bishops’ offices. It is working on disability targets and workforce age-profiling in line with forthcoming regulations, and supporting the NCIs’ aim to double by 2009 the number of minority ethnic employees (from 7% to 14%) and senior posts held by women (from 18% to 35%). Other work is focusing on staff absence management, corporate training including personal and performance development, equality and diversity awareness, fair selection interviewing, pre-retirement training, and health and safety including first aid and fire training. 

4.
Stakeholders’ views

4.40 It was clear that stakeholders saw HR work as important - increasingly so as church personnel at all levels and in all bases, local, diocesan and national, took on demanding roles with a consequent need to attract, retain and develop skilled and committed people.
4.41 Many responses focused on HR’s present and potential relationship with dioceses. The close link between support for clergy and for lay staff, both in the dioceses and at the centre, was clear. This is a live issue for Ministry division (reviewed by the service review group in 2005), which is now actively promoting the McClean agenda and working with HR department and with dioceses to explore effective models of support in implementing the new clergy capability framework, with its two-way employment rights and responsibilities. ‘Is the balance between HR and Ministry/DRACS responsibilities right?’ queried one correspondent – a point to which both departments are alert. 
4.42 Diocesan officers, bishops and others beyond the national institutions value support at diocesan level from the central HR department and wish there to be more of it. A diocesan secretary has greatly valued the HR head’s advice to his and neighbouring dioceses on regional job evaluations and salaries; it saved the dioceses ‘reinventing wheels’. A bishop welcomed HR department’s input into a local staff redundancy matter but would not propose devolution of further HR responsibility to dioceses, not least because clergy are not diocesan employees. 
4.43 He would like HR to produce ‘consistent policies for use by all dioceses, practical support and strategic advice’ in recruitment and employment terms – thus breaking down the ‘silos’ in which bishops and diocesan administrators can sometimes work, suggests another commentator. One respondent adds that ‘a much more holistic approach was needed to church-wide HR services drawing in bishops, dioceses and cathedrals. HR should produce, and keep up to date, good practice models and templates for clergy employment and should give training’. Another proposed a central pool of HR expertise on which dioceses can draw. It would mean team members would need to get out and about when dealing with local issues. Perhaps services could be sold to dioceses? 
4.44 There should be more HR support post-McClean for bishops’ chaplains, who have a substantial clergy managerial role on behalf of their diocesan bishops, commented a diocesan secretary. The central department could also host training and discussion forums to help with standardising approaches and ensuring best practice. Dioceses’ HR work cannot pass to the centre because local delivery and face-to-face contact were important. 

4.45 Different responses came from staff and members of the national institutions, though these too reflected on support for dioceses and comments were consistent with those of diocesan representatives.   
4.46 There was wide recognition of the importance of the policy and strategic issues HR had engaged with. Working towards a fully-skilled, flexible, and motivated workforce; ensuring consistent terms and remuneration across the board; working with current and developing legislation affecting the workplace; aiming for best practice in diversity and equality of opportunity – all of these were key areas and it was good that HR was on the front foot in addressing them. The department’s work on the review of staff pensions was essential, and mirrored that of Ministry and Finance divisions in helping the church to explore long-term options for the clergy pensions scheme. The department’s support with staff moves and redeployments in relation to outsourced work on the Church Commissioners’ property estates and conveyancing (the review group’s November 2005 report on the legal department gives some background) was also commended.

4.47 Not all of the department’s activities, priorities and performance attracted equally positive views. New employment policy developments and initiatives left HR department ‘stretched’, some found. Its work on manpower planning, training and staff development were weakest, often left simply to departmental managers. One respondent suggested that management training but not professional training should be provided through HR. The links between HR and senior managers could be better, it was suggested. 

4.48 No respondent faulted the HR service on grounds of cost, but some nonetheless asked whether any more cost-effective arrangements might be possible. Why not explore the costs/benefits of outsourcing areas of HR work? It was noted that recruitment services were already outsourced, and were now found to be working well. 

4.49 The policy of a unified pan-NCI approach to recruitment even in specialist areas was inhibiting, it was suggested by representatives of the Church Commissioners in particular. Recruitment to asset management roles – property and (to a lesser extent) stock exchange – was a particular concern. The market-based pay additions that had been grafted on to the NCI-wide pay structure (at a slightly later date than the establishment of the structure itself, which had made for an awkward transitional phase) did not go as far as some would like towards meeting the point. Of all HR’s activity, said one respondent, there was ‘least value’ in common service recruitment; he felt it would be better if his department could use recruitment specialists in that area to get the necessary people and skills.

4.50 The view that services to dioceses should be charged for drew support. The department’s advice on individual staff capability issues and resolution processes was not always as clear, pro-active or pragmatic as it might be, said one respondent. The payroll system’s IT element seemed to have difficulties, though these were being addressed. One respondent suggested HR could usefully promote minimum IT-literacy standards and expectations for NCI staff and, perhaps, for diocesan offices too. This is, however, a practical responsibility for the IT department, which employs a trainer specifically for the purpose. 

4.51 The issue of whether internal management information should be communicated direct or cascaded through departmental managers – not all of whom were equally diligent about sharing it with their staff – was vexed, but HR could usefully promote some protocols in this area. While it is recognised that the department engages in consultation with staff representatives, there were some comments about scope for HR to improve further its consultation processes as experienced by staff overall – more openness, less ‘railroading’ – and about its role in creating positive morale more generally. Perceptions of fairness and the creation of development opportunities were at the heart of this.

5.
The review group’s assessment

5.30 The review team shared the points that came from stakeholders’ responses with HR team members and had conversations that built on those points and helped to develop the review group’s views.
5.31 The group commends the HR team’s work with dioceses to find suitable support arrangements for clergy and lay HR needs especially with the implementation of the clergy capability and management framework that arises from the McClean review. The need for robust and effective arrangements is clear. Concerns about dioceses otherwise going their own way and reinventing wheels were expressed to the group, as was the view that a mixed economy of some dioceses employing HR support directly and others buying in advice was impractical and would lead to inconsistencies. 

5.32 The main pre-condition is diocesan-wide consensus and buy-in, before effective work can happen to implement a post-McClean framework. The group urges HR department to work with Ministry division and diocesan representatives to this end including through the conferences planned for autumn and spring 2006-7. 

5.33 The House of Bishops will need to take a lead, and its members to take a supportive stance on operating and coming within the ministerial development and capability framework themselves. The group urges that the House should make time on a forthcoming agenda for an update on this and discussion with representatives of HR and Ministry division. 

5.34 It will be important for the two divisions to continue to work closely together, especially on terms-of-service matters within the remit of Ministry’s DRACS committee. The group notes that HR department do not regularly participate in that committee’s business and recommends in the interests of knowledge-sharing that, on a relatively light basis, the DRACS agenda should contain a regular slot for updates and discussion of HR-related matters. The group also recommends that both HR and Ministry division, with the Archbishops’ Council and working with dioceses, should consider afresh how responsibilities for selection, recruitment and personnel support matters should best be divided between the two national bodies in respect of both clergy and lay staff. (The group notes, for instance, that disciplinary matters are, somewhat anomalously, treated as an HR issue for lay staff but as essentially a legal matter where clergy are concerned – even though capability and discipline issues can be closely connected.)

5.35 The group supports the HR department’s taking on a wider role as a source of advice and practical help for dioceses, both in terms of the McClean framework and more generally. It recommends that this service to dioceses should be formalised and that charging-out arrangements be explored. It envisages that options for strategic and practical support from the department could include a church-wide HR internet system with FAQs and suitably updated codes of practice with robust and user-friendly guidance on capability procedures, employment tribunal rights etc. 

5.36 Parish clergy interviewing is an area where consistent advice and support would be welcomed within the church. The group understands the HR department is considering the issue of an ‘interview toolkit’ for this purpose. The group supports this as work that will provide practical benefit and save multiple efforts (and inconsistency) at diocesan/parish level. 

5.37 The group recommends that cathedral administrations should be fully drawn into discussions about options for support from the centre and charging mechanisms. It is recognised that cathedrals are often largely self-servicing but it will make sense, financially and otherwise, for them and for the church as a whole if their HR support arrangements for clergy and lay staff are consistent with those in place nationally.  

5.38 Looking at HR support within the national institutions, the group notes that the department drew supportive comment for its handling of major staff issues (grading and pay, pensions, staff transfers on protected terms), but is thought weaker on areas such as ongoing staff development which possibly tend to take second place to the crisis/urgent need of the moment. But recent initiatives are starting to bear fruit: the pan-institutional personal development plan and review system introduced by HR is into its second year of operation and the group is encouraged to note that requests for training courses and experience-based learning have increased notably during that period. 

5.39 If there is still difficulty in this area, the group believes it is rooted in a lack of clear understanding of where responsibility for staff development and facilitating career pathway opportunities lies as between HR and department managers. In the group’s view, promoting access to personal development opportunities remains an HR responsibility (even if take-up is a departmental and individual one) and the group recommends that HR should work with management bodies and their staff – say, through two-way briefings and discussion forums – to assess wants and needs and build a mandate for action. 

5.40 Staff development is clearly important for the organisation as well as the individual. In this connection, and particularly during its review of the Cathedrals and Church Buildings division (see paragraph 5.18 of the report on that division), the group noted the need for proper staff succession planning to ensure that the knowledge and expertise of staff in skilled and responsible roles is available for successors and other team members to build on. Mentoring and other training and knowledge-sharing approaches could all have a role here. The group recommends that HR department should work with divisional heads and managers to ensure that suitable succession training systems are in place.

5.41 On in-house communication more generally, HR department could promote sharper protocols and do more to get staff to buy in to open two-way information flows and idea-sharing. Forums, discussions, website, feedback sessions, drop-in clinics: all of these are worth exploring and developing. (The weekly e-bulletin All Staff, issued by the Communications Office but largely HR-based in content, is reliable as far as it goes, but lacks interactivity or the ‘wow’ factor.) A small step in this direction is the Health and Safety adviser’s regular ‘tips’. But there needs to be more. Such initiatives need not demand extra resources but if the work is identified as desirable it will be for the department to settle overall priorities and allocate available resources accordingly. 

5.42 The group was unable, within limited resources, to judge how far the NCI-wide pay structure, with market-rate additions, was a constraint upon recruitment to posts where a strong professional market existed. This area should be researched further by those concerned so suitable decisions, if necessary, can be reached in due course on proper management and business grounds. 

5.43 Value for money is hard to test objectively for HR. But in discussion with the team, group members recognised that value measured through outcomes in terms of employee satisfaction, ability to attract and - to the degree wanted - retain motivated and good individuals, performance levels, workplace desirability, dispute frequency as compared with the recognised norm for other small (say, under 1000-strong) workforces, were all relevant indicators. The group notes that the NCIs appear overall to score quite favourably in these terms. 

5.44 The group notes that the NCI-based HR complement appears, on the face of it, to be on the low side of what is standard in proportion to staff numbers serviced (1:80 is taken to be the industry standard ratio). With major changes in the pipeline that will make new demands, it is likely that the church will need to commit more resources to this area. It, and the Archbishops’ Council on its behalf, should not be reluctant to do so. Error and bad practice in the areas of appointment, employment and severance carry a high cost, as is well known.  The likely gain in efficiency and cost-saving across the board, as against 40+ autonomous approaches, is immense. 

6.
Summary of the group’s recommendations 

 

6.23 The review group commends the HR department’s work towards establishing effective diocesan-national HR support arrangements for clergy and lay staff and urges it to work with Ministry division and dioceses to reach consensus on the shape of those arrangements as a matter of urgency.

6.24 The group urges the House of Bishops, collectively and individually, to take a lead in building church-wide support for the post McClean framework.

6.25 It recommends that Ministry Division’s DRACS committee should receive and share in periodic updates on HR issues.

6.26 The group recommends that HR should look to provide strategic and advice services for dioceses on a formal basis and that charge-out options should be looked at.

6.27 Those services should include practical help with parish-level benefits such as the proposed toolkit for parish clergy interviews.

6.28 The group recommends that cathedrals should be included in discussions about future patterns of national-local HR support, with a view to their drawing on support available from the centre and/or acting fully in line with nationally-agreed guidance. 

6.29 HR department should give further attention and priority to personal and career development, working with staff to assess needs and possibilities.

6.30 It should work with the heads and managers of other divisions to ensure succession plans for lead staff are in place.

6.31 As a general communications matter, HR should explore ways in which it might sharpen and refresh two-way and personal discussion and idea-sharing with staff. 

6.32 Further detailed research into the possible constraining effect of pay standards on professional appointments should be carried out by the bodies concerned if it is genuinely an issue for them. 

6.33 For the sake of overall benefit, the Archbishops’ Council should be ready to support further investment in HR provision at the centre if the emerging shape of arrangements across the country requires it. 

Archbishops’ Council’s service review group

13 November 2006
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