CHURCHES TOGETHER IN ENGLAND
A new framework for local ecumenism
Consultation with Member Churches and Intermediate Bodies
1. One of the key on-going tasks of Churches Together in England is to support and encourage local ecumenism in its many and varied manifestations. In 2013, Churches Together in England asked the National Ecumenical Officers of the churches which are principally involved in local ecumenical partnerships (LEPs) to address issues which these partnerships are facing in a new ecumenical contexts to that in which they have developed. At that time I wrote:
There is serious disquiet about the effect LEPs are having on regional church leaders' perceptions of ecumenism. We now have more than anecdotal evidence that this is the case… The danger is that this is casting a cloud over the entire ecumenical enterprise. Churches Together in England does not ‘own’ LEPs, the churches do, and we therefore agreed that the first stage in addressing this problem is to ask you as the National Ecumenical Officers of the churches principally involved in LEPs, to convene a meeting to examine the problem, and to suggest ways forward…..options may include deciding not to create any more LEPs, to design new ways of ecumenical engagement, and to consider what legislative tactics already exist within denominational provision to enable local co-operation and joint working. There are doubtless many others.
2. The attached paper A New Framework for Local Ecumenism is meant for consultation with the member churches of CTE and Intermediate Bodies. In doing their work the National Ecumenical Officers quickly realised that they could not address issues of LEPs without understanding where/how they fit in to the wider spectrum of local ecumenism. The paper is not the final word, but is meant to stimulate discussion and reflection on this subject. The National Ecumenical Officers are the first to acknowledge that the report is written from the viewpoint of the traditional partners and the recent Enabling Group meeting noted that the process has not yet fully engaged the Pentecostal and new churches which are members of CTE. These churches will not necessarily begin with the same questions and needs. The Enabling Group intends to enable a wide consultation, in which these voices will be expressly encouraged.
3. The Enabling Group has therefore agreed that the Report should now be circulated with the request that member churches and intermediate bodies respond by October 2015. There are questions in Annex 1 which are intended to help engagement with the text itself, but we also invite our respondents to comment more widely.
4. Those churches which have not traditionally been involved in the more institutional forms of ecumenism are especially invited to respond. Intermediate Bodies are also invited to engage with local groups and partnerships in formulating their responses.
5. In the light of the responses received, the National Ecumenical Officers will continue their work specifically on Local Ecumenical Partnerships. We also intend further work on the wider picture by a group which is more representative of the membership of CTE, in response to Part 1 of the report.
6. Please send responses to lep@cte.org.uk by 31st October 2015.
David Cornick
General Secretary Churches Together in England
EG 15-03 15 errors corrected
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CHURCHES TOGETHER IN ENGLAND

Report of the Local Ecumenism Working Group

A NEW FRAMEWORK FOR LOCAL ECUMENISM
INTRODUCTION
1. There is a clear Biblical imperative for our churches to work and worship together in witness, service, evangelism and holiness. The unity that already exists between Christians and between churches, founded on a common confession of core Christian faith and on a common call to proclaim the gospel, is being made visible through a wide variety of joint actions and responses to the needs of local communities. Making our unity visible serves the advancement of God’s kingdom. What we hold in common is greater than the differences between churches, and much is being done together by emphasising that we are already one in Christ; this is something to celebrate. The differences between churches are often felt to be barriers to even greater co-operation and visible unity, and can contribute to making our working together at local level more complicated. But we can also see these differences as opportunities for enriching and energising our life together. In some respects, local ecumenism is about celebrating the unity we already have, and also enabling the exchange of gifts and harnessing diversity for the service of mission and growth.
2. The on-going legacy of Local Ecumenical Partnerships at its best, as a way of working with the differences between churches, has enabled churches to tap the depth of their different traditions within committed partnerships, and has empowered Christians at local level to live out together and make visible our calling to be one.
3. The story of local ecumenism in Britain over the last half century is a remarkable story, not least because the churches have continually sought new ways of witnessing, proclaiming, serving and worshipping together. Churches which have been ecumenical partners for many years have had to address new challenges as their relationships and mutual understanding has deepened, while relationships between new partners are growing as the Christian landscape becomes more diverse. The way we do local ecumenism therefore needs to change and develop as it addresses new needs and challenges. The task of the Working Group on Local Ecumenism is to help that process of development.
4. The aims of the Working Group are therefore twofold:
a. To seek greater clarity about the purposes, structures, and language of local ecumenism: this will involve reviewing the language, classification and definitions that have grown around Local Ecumenical Partnerships, and to see how Local Ecumenical Partnerships relate to other expressions of local ecumenism.
b. To develop an enabling framework for a wider range of churches to work together at local level: this will involve presenting a refreshed framework for ecumenical partnership which will be mission led, inclusive of new as well as traditional partners, and embrace a range of models, both old and new. The framework will include a summary of basic principles and definitions, a tool kit of enabling processes, and small number of worked examples.
5. In this report we set out the basic principles upon which these tasks are being engaged. We are confident that the recommendations of this report will help to achieve these goals while affirming existing local ecumenical partnerships and encouraging them to thrive. The Report is in two parts. Part I – the Principles of Ecumenical Partnership – sets out our thinking about churches working together in partnership. We would like to know whether this account of partnership makes sense to the member churches of CTE, and to receive insights, especially from newer members of CTE, which will help these ideas to connect with the widest possible constituency.
6. In Part II - Learning from Experience: reflections on partnership as experienced in Local Ecumenical Partnerships and Fresh Expressions – we grapple with some of the issues associated with Local Ecumenical Partnerships as they have developed over the years, and with some of the challenges presented by the mission shaped focus, especially in church planting and fresh expressions, of many of our churches. This second part is inevitably more relevant perhaps to those churches which have traditionally participated in Local Ecumenical Partnerships, but we hope the insights of newer member churches will be able to help us here as well.


PART I – THE PRINCIPLES OF ECUMENICAL PARTNERSHIP
The diversity and untidiness of local ecumenism
7. Local ecumenism is necessarily diverse and untidy. It is diverse in terms of the forms in which it takes and the motivations which drive it. A lot of joint action takes place at local level, which takes many forms and involves an increasingly wide range of ecumenical partners. It would be a mistake to attempt a systematic typology of different forms of ecumenical working which emerge at local level, because local ecumenism is generally a dynamic set of relationships and actions and embraces different levels of commitment and agreement. Rather, a dynamic model is needed to see how different expressions of ecumenism interact with and feed off each other. One way of seeing the patterns of ecumenical relating and working emerging at local level is in terms of the interaction of two dynamic movements, as illustrated in the diagram below.
[image: ]

8. The horizontal movement flows between relations of and actions by like minded individuals to those which are increasingly church based. One way of speaking of this movement is as ‘Christians together’ at one end of the spectrum to ‘churches together’ at the other. The vertical movement flows between actions needing fairly low levels of organisation and structure to those which need to be more highly organised and structured – for example on one hand churches joining in a litter pick in their area to providing a night shelter for the homeless on the other. The key principle in this vertical movement is joint action leads the way with organisation and structure following. The organisation and structure is not an end in itself but enables action to happen. 
Structures follow relationships and actions 
9. Structures based on commitment and agreement should enable churches to do joint actions which otherwise they could not do together. The combination of the two movements illustrated in the diagram creates a space in which diverse relations and actions can exist. So the bottom left hand sector is characterised by relational networks, the upper left hand sector by para-church organisations; while the lower right hand sector is characterised by churches sharing informally in each other’s’ activities and the upper right hand sector by churches relating and acting together through partnerships based on commitment and agreement – the upper right quadrant is where the varieties of Local Ecumenical Partnerships are located. All these various expressions of ecumenism are fundamentally rooted in good relations, shared spirituality and a common calling to serve the Kingdom of God. 
10. Our aim is to liberate language and therefore thinking about partnership between churches of different denominations at local level. Here, we want to focus on partnership, as energising and enriching, and as an engine for growing into unity. As local ecumenism has developed over recent decades, the language of partnership has increasingly been used to describe it. This may be partly due to the recognition that the institutional unity of churches is more remote, and that rather than expressing our unity in structures, we do so more through partnership. However, we suggest that the language of partnership must be used consistently and in a precise way, and that the richness of this language be fully articulated in relation to local churches working in partnership.
Partnership, Agreements and Covenanting
Partnership
11. The idea of partnership is used in many secular contexts, but in the context of partnerships between churches we want to emphasise its use in the New Testament, and especially in the Pauline Epistles. For an accessible discussion on this subject see the Church of England – Church of Scotland Report Our Fellowship in the Gospel (2010)[footnoteRef:2] which discusses the use of the idea of koinonia as partnership in the sense of ‘active participation in the life of the Christian community and a meaningful, active, salvific relationship with God, Son and Spirit’ and ‘an active encouragement to work together for the common good of the church, springing from a shared experience of the energising grace and Spirit of Christ.’  [2:  Available from: http://www.cofe.anglican.org/about/gensynod/agendas/july2010/gspapers/gs1792.pdf ] 

12. Local Ecumenical Partnerships are particular examples of churches working in partnership. Partnerships do need to be supported by agreements and structures but it is especially important to keep sight of partnership as active participation and co working. The agreements supporting a partnership express both the ‘will’ and the ‘can’: they enable something to happen that otherwise would not happen and they enable something to happen that otherwise could not happen. 
13. We suggest that there are both pragmatic reasons and theological, missiological and relational reasons for churches to work in partnership. For example, pragmatically working together in a new housing area to plant a new local church has been shown often to be an effective way for denominations to engage with planners and developers, and to deploy their limited resources. Again, it may make sense in a small rural community for local congregations to combine forces and to worship together in one building. Pragmatism may appear to be the main driver, but pragmatism without a theological, missiological and relational basis will not be sustainable. 
Elements of Partnership and Agreement
14. Much joint activity, for example study groups, some forms of service in the community, occasional joint worship, has little need of formal structures and agreements between churches. Specific actions, such as Street Pastors and Foodbanks, need to be organised and have a proper structure in order to be effective. These organisations are usually set up in parallel to the churches involved – they are often then described as para-church activities as noted above in  paragraphs 6-8. However, as discussed above, partnerships between churches enable them to share actions which are essential to their life as a church: its ministry and worship, the way it makes decisions, its money and buildings, its growth, spiritual as well as numerical. Although some degree of sharing is possible without any formal agreement, the churches which have traditionally been involved in church to church partnerships have recognised that above certain thresholds of sharing in these areas, there will be tipping points, where there will need to be a framework of commitment, vision and purpose. For different churches the tipping points for certain shared actions may be different, so it is important for churches to understand each other’s needs in this respect. For some churches, some areas of sharing will not be possible at all, as a result for example of differences in baptismal or Eucharistic discipline, or polity.
15. Churches which have ben involved in such partnerships have found that each of the following joint actions requires participating churches to agree to work together, and to be committed to these joint actions over a period of time. That agreement and commitment creates a framework, expressed in the form of a written agreement, without which their co-operation would be more vulnerable to the negative influence of individuals. 
a. To share the deployment of ministry as well as simply sharing ministry;
b. To establish a joint pattern of worship as well as simply worshipping together;
c. To celebrate the sacraments together, where the discipline of churches allows;
d. To grow congregational life through mission, joint baptism, confirmation and discipleship;
e. To establish a joint governance structure which relates to each denomination; and
f. To invest in joint mission initiatives with significant input of ministry, housing and financial resources by a number of denominations, which may establish worshipping communities.
16. We acknowledge that the highly developed consensus between the churches which have traditionally participated in local ecumenical partnerships may be addressing different questions to the ones that the newer members of CTE will need addressing. At the same time, some partnerships are already developing between churches which have not traditionally been involved in Local Ecumenical Partnerships. It is important that we listen to how these new partnerships are developing, and understand the purpose behind them and the issues that arise. 
17. We recommend that each denomination make attempts to simplify its arrangements for entering into partnerships which incorporate the elements a to f in paragraph 15 above.
Partnership and Covenanting
18. Partnership and Covenanting are not quite the same things, although there will be more or less overlap depending on a church’s interpretation of these two terms. One of the best discussions of local covenanting is in the paper ‘Local Churches in Covenant’ approved by the Catholic Bishops’ Conference of England and Wales[footnoteRef:3]. According to this paper, local covenanting has a number of characteristics: [3:  Local Churches in Covenant: A paper approved by the Catholic Bishops’ Conference of England and Wales (London: Catholic Media Office) 1983.] 

a. It is made in response to the work and calling of the Holy Spirit in the context of a growing relationship. 
b. Its purpose is to make a difference, in terms of the churches having a sense of joint calling, communion with each other and commitment to each other under God, and also in terms of the churches participating together in God’s mission through their shared actions. 
c. It is bifocal: on one hand the emphasis is on the growing unity between the churches in their face to face relationship, and on the other, it is on their partnership together in God’s mission in their shared actions side by side. 
d.  It takes place with the approval of those in authority within the participating churches: without the leaders a covenant would have no authority; without the congregations’ activities it would have no substance.  
e. It has an element of permanence, or the intention of permanence.
19. The concept of local covenanting developed in a context in which local churches do not attempt to come together to form a single worshipping community, but where they retain their own identity and distinctiveness. So the term ‘congregations in covenanted partnerships’ developed to refer to a second type of Local Ecumenical Partnership alongside the single congregation type. This model took some time to be regarded as a Local Ecumenical Partnership, as noted by the 1984 report ‘A Framework for Local Ecumenism’:
Some have wondered if a Local Covenant (as envisaged by the Roman Catholic document ‘Local Churches in Covenant’), should be registered as parallel to LEPs, or as an LEP itself.  The document itself makes clear that they see Local Covenants as Local Ecumenical Projects (Page 12: ‘Every Local Covenant is really an LEP in basic form’. ‘It must be pointed out that a Local Covenant or LEP can only exist with the approval of the denominational authorities of the Churches concerned’.)  We recommend that they are a category of LEP and be registered as such.[footnoteRef:4]    [4:  A Framework for Local Ecumenism, Churches Committee for Local Ecumenical Projects in England, (1984), published as GS Misc 191] 

20. The Working Group suggests that after 30 years there is a need to refine the language even more. To this end we make the following observations:
a. The concept of local covenanting is too important to apply only to one type of partnership, because it helps our churches to understand local ecumenical working in many contexts. We therefore suggest that it is not used to describe a particular model of partnership but to refer more to the permanent, transformative, spirit led and participatory nature of partnerships. 
b. Local covenanting invariably embraces partnership, but not all partnerships will necessarily be established through local covenanting. By differentiating between partnership and local covenanting, we hope to liberate both words – to encourage churches which understand, for example, joint action less in terms of local covenanting and more in terms of working together for the sake of mission; and to encourage more forms of partnership working between a wider range of churches.
c. Particular partnerships between churches do not necessarily have to include agreements on all the six elements of partnership mentioned in paragraph 15, and may indeed include other elements not listed here. 
d. It will not be possible for all churches to engage with all the elements of partnership listed in paragraph 18; for example, differences in Eucharistic and/or baptismal discipline puts limits on the joint celebration of the sacraments. Partnerships do not have to include all churches, either actually or potentially.
e. Partnerships between churches may be entered into for a limited period of time, and may focus on a specific area of joint work.
21. The question we would like to ask is whether this account of how we understand churches working in partnership is recognisable to the member churches of CTE.  With a large number of churches having joined CTE over the last few years it is not necessarily the case that all churches will share this approach. There is a conversation to be had at many levels within CTE, Intermediate Bodies and between member churches to develop a shared theological and practical framework that can enable our working together across the widest possible spectrum of churches.



PART II: LEARNING FROM EXPERIENCE - REFLECTIONS ON PARTNERSHIP AS EXPERIENCED IN LOCAL ECUMENICAL PARTNERSHIPS AND FRESH EXPRESSIONS
Local Ecumenical Partnerships
22. [bookmark: _GoBack]Local Ecumenical Partnerships have been around, under various names and in different forms for over 50 years, first as Areas of Ecumenical Experiment, then as Local Ecumenical Projects and more latterly as Local Ecumenical Partnerships. There are a number of reasons why a radical look at the purpose, basis and structures of Local Ecumenical Partnerships is needed.
23. First we are in a quickly changing context with new mission challenges and opportunities for new sorts of mission partnerships between a widening spectrum of churches. The current basis of Local Ecumenical Partnerships has developed as a result of a long process of negotiation and accommodation between a relatively small number of churches - principally the Churches of the Baptist Union, the Church of England, the Methodist Church, the Roman Catholic Church and the United Reformed Church, and a small number of other churches. The structures of Local Ecumenical Partnerships have therefore evolved to accommodate the needs of these main participants. Joint working at local level is now developing between a wider spectrum of churches for whom the current basis for Local Ecumenical Partnership is unfamiliar.
24. Second, there is a sense of fatigue around the complexities and other difficulties associated with a growing number of Local Ecumenical Partnerships. Some of this fatigue is due to new requirements of charity registration and safeguarding, to the challenges associated with reduced level of resourcing for ministry and with the reduced capacity of Intermediate Ecumenical Bodies to support and review Local Ecumenical Partnerships. However, it is important to acknowledge that this sense of fatigue is wider than Local Ecumenical Partnerships, and is part of the condition of other parts of the Church in this country.
25. Third, there is a serious issue about perceptions of Local Ecumenical Partnerships (or LEPs as they are often referred to) within the churches. The term is often used to refer only to so called Single Congregation ‘LEPs’, which for many people have associations of being bureaucratic, complex and difficult . The roots of this issue of perception are seen in the history of the development of local ecumenism. For a full account of this history see the paper ‘Telling the Story – the Origin and Development of Local Ecumenical Partnerships’ by Bishop David Hawtin and Roger Paul.[footnoteRef:5] This narrow use of the term is a barrier to understanding and using the rich variety of potential forms of Local Ecumenical Partnership that are already agreed and available and also the development of new forms.  [5:  Hawtin, D. and Paul, R. Telling the Story – the Origin and Development of Local Ecumenical Partnerships, Archbishops Council 2011. ] 

Models of Partnership
26. Partnership is clear to see when two or more local churches of different denominations share significantly in worship, ministry, congregational life and mission, as in the many examples of Congregations in Covenanted Partnerships. The churches participating in the partnership preserve their own denominational identity and denominational bodies, but the key thing is that they each understand that partnership adds value and that the exchange of gifts energises. The effectiveness of such partnerships depends very much on committed leadership and good relations between leaders and having clear processes for working together – for discerning, deciding and planning joint action. However, where there is one ecumenical worshipping community, expressing partnership is more challenging.
Together as one worshipping community: A fundamental tension
27. Where there is one worshipping community[footnoteRef:6] – what we may describe as a single ecumenical worshipping community - formed by bringing two or more congregations of different denominations together, or by two or more churches planting a new church together, or by growing a fresh expression through joint pioneer mission, it is not always clear how partnership can be expressed.  [6:  A single ecumenical worshipping community may be focused on one centre or building, but may also be multi-centred, for example in Milton Keynes, where there are a number of multi centred ‘ecumenical parishes’.] 

28. On one hand, from the local perspective, the single ecumenical worshipping community will have a very strong sense of being the local church in that place, with a single united identity. Members may see themselves first as members of the one worshipping community, rather than as members of denominations. For many people who worship in such situations, the one worshipping community is therefore their local church, and they may see themselves as non-denominational Christians. 
29. But on the other hand when there is one worshipping community, it can express partnership as a partnership of gifts and traditions which interact and enrich each other. These different gifts and traditions somehow need to be supported, nurtured and expressed within the one worshipping community – for example by nurturing and expressing the traditions and gifts of the different denominations in worship, rather than aiming for the lowest common denominator. One very important way in which such support and nurture are given is through the connections that the one worshipping community has with the wider Church through the participating denominations, to draw on resources, training and development and being upheld by the oversight which the denominations provide. Seen in this way, the local church is one worshipping community with multiple connections. It is a laboratory of receptive ecumenism, where the distinctive gifts of each tradition in the partnership are nurtured and the exchange of gifts is encouraged and enhanced.
30. The questions of membership and governance of single ecumenical worshipping communities raise particular issues. With membership, there are two contrasting approaches. 
31. The first approach is to understand membership of the one worshipping community as prior – individuals may then be members of all the participating denominations by virtue of their belonging to the worshipping community. The difficulty with this approach is that the different understanding and practice of membership of different traditions is replaced by one dominant understanding and practice which may reduce the potential for interchange and mutual enrichment around Christian discipleship and initiation.
32. The second approach is for individuals who belong to the one worshipping community being admitted into membership of one or more of the participating denominations. It is then through denominational membership that membership of the single ecumenical worshipping community is defined. It is possible for an individual to have multiple membership (i.e. to be a member of more than one or even all of the participating denominations) expressing multi-denominational belonging which in practice goes some way to help those who hold a non-denominational view of Christian discipleship. It is important to have an understanding of membership which draws on the richness of traditions and which honours a sense of belonging and commitment to the local worshipping community.
33. A theologically sound understanding of membership is the basis of the governance of a single ecumenical worshipping community. Enabling participation of those who belong to the community, and making good decisions and managing resources are essential to fulfilling the community’s vision and call to mission. Having a single governing body for the community is one way (but not the only way) of doing this. However,  the local denominational structures still need to exist, to enable the community to connect with the wider Church and through which the participating denominations provide the significant resources – for example personnel, oversight, grants, specialist expertise – for the benefit of the whole community. Achieving this with the minimum of bureaucracy is an immense challenge, which the demands of charity regulations and of safeguarding have brought into focus in recent years. We believe the complexity of governance can be reduced, and propose to bring forward suggestions for how to achieve this in the next phase of our work – see ANNEX 2 for some initial ideas.
A challenge to churches – ecumenical church planting and fresh expressions
34. Church planting and fresh expressions put into sharp relief issues to do with partnership where groups with a denominational identity at local level do not exist. There are a number of approaches to establishing a new church community, including church planting and fresh expressions which each raise their own challenges. 
Traditional Church Plants
35. A church plant may begin with a group of people sent from another church. The sending may come out of praying about evangelising a particular area – for example a new housing development – and discerning what they believe the Holy Spirit is calling them to do. The process of discernment may also involve listening to the community and research of the area. From the outset the aim will be to establish a worshipping community which has the capacity to grow into a fully-fledged, mature local church. The church plant will express many of the characteristics of its parent, but adapted to its own situation and context. It may be dependent at first on the sending church, but over time will become more independent. Connections with a wider network may be built up alongside connections through the parent. It could grow into an independent church, or it could become connected into a particular network or become a local church of a denomination.
36. There are examples of churches being planted in this way ecumenically, where for example the planting group is drawn from two or more different larger churches. As the church plant develops into maturity it retains connections to all of its parents. In his study New Housing, New Partnerships?[footnoteRef:7] George Lings concluded that such ecumenical church planting works best when the distinct traditions of the parent churches are clearly expressed. This is the case with the Church on the Heath in Elvetham Heath, Fleet, a four way partnership, and Whaddon Way Church, Bletchley, an Anglican – Baptist partnership. The Philadelphia Network in Sheffield is a three way partnership with Anglican, Baptist and House Church streams. It is interesting to note that in none of these cases, the church plants have been constituted as a Church of England parish. [7:  Lings, G. New Housing, New Partnerships? Encounters on the Edge, No. 23 (Church Army)] 

Fresh Expressions
37. A second approach – broadly associated with fresh expressions - is where a new worshipping community is established as a result of pioneer mission, which enables a new community to develop by stages into a mature worshipping local church. This approach contrasts with the church planting approach described above, but may also be the result of a group of pioneers sent from another church. The aim is to build a worshipping community which expresses the culture and context in which it is set. The values and emphases of the sending church are still there, but in a more subtle and hidden way. Pioneering in partnership brings many benefits including the sharing of resources and the added value of not promoting one particular denomination within an area which has had little contact with denominational churches. Is it appropriate to conceptualise such a worshipping community as a partnership in the way that single congregation partnerships or traditional ecumenical church plants can be? If not, what is the appropriate way for the wider church, as represented by the resourcing denominations to relate to and support the local worshipping community? 
Oversight
38. The oversight of partnerships between local churches is a key issue. Where there are agreements on core matters, such as the deployment of ministry, worship, governance and Christian initiation and the other areas listed in paragraph 18, the appropriate authority of a participating church will need not only to approve the agreement, but also to support the church community on the ground to fulfil the agreement. We suggest that the responsibility for oversight of such partnerships lies with the authorities of the participating churches themselves. 
39. The model of oversight for Local Ecumenical Partnerships through a Sponsoring Body was formalised in 1984 in the report ‘A Framework for Local Ecumenism’ (1984)[footnoteRef:8] and developed out of the forms of oversight which had developed on the ground in the preceding two decades. The CTE Review of Intermediate Ecumenical Life in England (2011) highlighted issues that Intermediate Bodies face in performing the sponsoring function of Local Ecumenical Partnerships, including [8:  See footnote 2.] 

a. Evidence that the sponsoring function dominates the Agenda of the Intermediate Body, curtailing other matters which members regard as a higher priority. 
b. The difficulty of maintaining levels of interest in the wider ecumenical forum of the Intermediate Body rather than solely between the denominations participant in the LEP; 
c. The lack of capacity to undertake exhaustive reviews of Local Ecumenical Partnerships, and a loss of a rationale for these reviews.
40. The Review recommended that Intermediate Bodies reassess their role and function as Sponsoring Bodies by differentiating clearly between the responsibilities of the Sponsoring Body and those of the Churches participating in an LEP. Nothing that has happened since the time of the review has served to alter the thrust of this recommendation. We therefore make the following suggestions to the CTE Enabling Group and through that to the Intermediate Bodies and the denominations.
Registration
41. The formal definition of Local Ecumenical Partnership includes their registration by the Sponsoring Body as well as the approval of the agreement which establishes the partnership by the denominational authorities. There is a fundamental question about whether partnerships between churches should be registered. Does it add to the bureaucracy without adding any value?
42. We agree that registration is a valuable function because it enables an accurate list of partnerships to be maintained, it records basic information about the partnership and it gives recognition of the partnership by the wider Church. Registration can be seen as wider ecumenical recognition of the partnership, and it performs the additional useful function of checking that all agreements are properly in place. We see this as an important but limited role which can best be performed by the Intermediate body. We suggest that registration could include the following:
a. Check that all agreements are in place.
b. Record 
i. the date of establishing of LEP;
ii. the churches which participate in the partnership;
iii. the location of the partnership;
iv. the characteristics of the partnership;
v. the date when agreements need to be reviewed.

43. We suggest also that 
a. the agreement establishing a Local Ecumenical Partnership should be approved solely by the denominational authorities,
b. the partnership should be registered by the Intermediate Ecumenical Body, and 
c. the registration information be sent to Churches Together in England in order to maintain a national register. 
On-going Oversight
44. We suggest that the responsibility for on-going oversight should be firmly recognised to be with the appropriate denominational bodies of the churches participating in the partnership working together. The Intermediate Body may offer support in this and there is a particular role here for the county and denominational ecumenical officers to facilitate communication. The way this is done jointly depends very much on the context of the relationships between church leaders and key officials in these churches, which underlines the importance of face to face meeting. In each case decisions need to be made as to whether support for the on-going life of the Local Ecumenical Partnership needs to be put in place. In some cases, it may be appropriate for the church leaders to appoint an ecumenical accompanier to assist a new partnership, or one that is in a period of transition, development or change. In other cases, no particular on-going support may be needed.
Review
45. The subject of reviewing Local Ecumenical Partnerships has exercised Sponsoring Bodies in recent years and there are many resources available. We suggest that the nature of the review should not be prescriptive, but depends on the needs of the Local Ecumenical Partnership at a particular time. We suggest that the decision about timing and scope of reviews should be the responsibility of the participating denominations. The Intermediate Body may offer support as appropriate. The nature of the review undertaken can take a number of forms – ranging from self review by the members of the partnership itself, to a period of accompanying and reporting, through to a full scale review of the whole life of the partnership – depending on the needs of the partnership and the issues which it faces at different stages of its life and development. 
46. Although it is important to minimise the amount of bureaucracy associated with ecumenical partnerships, it is also important to ensure that problems do not build up over time because the basic agreement on which the partnership is based is no longer fit for purpose. We suggest therefore that there should be a regular check by the partnership itself that all the relevant agreements and approvals are in place, as would be the case in other areas of local church life, such as for safeguarding policies and procedures of the local church. This regular check would help to alert the partnership, and the denominational authorities, when amendments need to be made or updated.
Learning from the local
47. Over the years, all the manifestations of local ecumenism, including Local Ecumenical Partnerships, have generated a body of experience, insight and theological reflection on the unity and mission of the Church. As they continue to adapt to new missional and ecclesiological challenges, they continue to present the churches with important challenges about ways of being church. Local ecumenism and national/international ecumenical relations should not be put into separate, watertight compartments: on one hand the opportunities of local ecumenism are to some measure dependent on the level and quality of relations and agreement between churches at national/international level, and on the other hand ecumenical theology and faith and order conversation needs to be rooted in the experience and challenge of the local church. We would like to see the interchange between local and national to be renewed and resourced. To that end, we encourage conversation between the Intermediate Bodies and CTE, and within and between the churches about how this might be achieved.
Local Ecumenical Partnerships: where now?
48. The definition of Local Ecumenical Partnership, agreed by member churches of CTE in 1995, is as follows:
A Local Ecumenical Partnership exists where there is a formal written agreement affecting the ministry, congregational life, buildings and/or mission projects of more than one denomination; and a recognition of that agreement by the sponsoring body and by the appropriate denominational authorities. (see Travelling Together page 11).
49. We do not propose in this report a new definition, but we do suggest that in the light of this report, the Enabling Group and the member Churches of CTE consider whether this definition needs to be revised. We suggest above that partnership agreements not only affect core areas of church life, but also enable joint actions (shared ministry, joint worship and sacramental sharing, joint or shared governance and so on) by local churches which otherwise would not, and in some cases could not happen. Furthermore, changes to the definition may be required in view of our recommendations concerning oversight, registration and the role of the Intermediate Body as sponsor of Local Ecumenical Partnerships.
50. We also invite the Enabling Group and the member Churches of CTE to consider how the negative perception of Local Ecumenical Partnership can be creatively addressed. It is not a matter merely of presenting the status quo in a more positive light; simplification of processes, new thinking about partnership, releasing imagination in developing different models, the involvement of a wider range of churches are all needed to transform the narrative. One question to consider is whether, as well as a revised definition of Local Ecumenical Partnership, the term itself needs refreshing. There is a precedent for this – as noted above, Areas of Ecumenical Experiment were renamed as Local Ecumenical Projects in the early 1970’s, and Local Ecumenical Projects as Local Ecumenical Partnerships in 1995. 
51. In 1995, the member Churches of CTE agreed on the definition of six categories of Local Ecumenical Partnership:
Category 1:	Single Congregation Partnerships
Category 2:	Congregations in Covenanted Partnerships
Category 3:	Shared Building Partnerships
Category 4:	Chaplaincy Partnerships
Category 5:	Mission Partnerships
Category 6:	Education Partnerships

52. While we recognise this categorisation has been helpful, we suggest that such categorisation hides the potential and actual variety of forms of partnership that exist. We therefore suggest that rather than think exclusively in terms of categories of partnership, understanding the variety of partnerships in terms of their characteristics may help to express the variety that is already on the ground and may suggest other potential forms of partnership.


CONSULTATION
53. The goal of reforming the framework for Local Ecumenical Partnerships, revising the definition and attending to the perceptions associated with them is to help energise churches to work, worship, witness and serve in partnerships for the gospel in their local communities. We invite the Enabling Group, the member Churches of CTE and Intermediate Bodies to consider the substance of this report and to respond to the suggestions and questions we present here. 
54. Recognising that a number of the member Churches also have a presence in Wales and Scotland, and that Cytûn and ACTS also have an interest in Local Ecumenical Partnerships,  we offer this report as a basis for conversation within the three nations as well.
55. We request responses by the end of October 2015. We will then work to revise this report in the light of responses received, to present a final report with recommendations at the Enabling Group in March 2016.


MEMBERS OF THE WORKING GROUP

The Revd David Tatem	Secretary for Ecumenical Relations of the United Reformed Church
Ms Hilary Treavis	National Ecumenical Officer, Baptist Union of Great Britain
The Revd Neil Stubbens	Connexional Ecumenical Officer, The Methodist Church
The Revd Robert Byrne	National Ecumenical Officer of the Catholic Bishops’ Conference (until May 2014) – the Revd John O’Toole will be joining the group in the next stage of its work.
The Revd Dr Roger Paul	National Ecumenical Officer, Council for Christian Unity, Church of England


Responses to this report can be sent to: lep@cte.org.uk 







25th March 2015



ANNEX I
Questions for response
Part I
· What sort of joint actions with other churches or Christians are your church or members of your church involved in? You may find the diagram on page 3 and paragraphs 7 to 10 helpful to refer to.
· Does your church work in partnership with other churches? Does the account of churches working in partnership (paragraphs 11 to 16) apply to your church?  
· In what ways could your church consider simplifying its arrangements for entering into agreements in the areas listed in paragraph 15?
· Does your church find the concept of local covenanting as discussed in paragraphs 18 to 20 helpful? If not how would you speak of a corporate committed relationship with another church under God?

Part II
· Does your church recognise the challenges for Local Ecumenical Partnerships listed in paragraphs 22 to 25?
· In what ways could your church help to simplify the governance structures for Local Ecumenical Partnerships (see ANNEX 2)?

Fresh Expressions
· Is it appropriate to describe an ecumenical fresh expression as a partnership in the way that single congregation partnerships or traditional ecumenical church plants can be? If not, what is the appropriate way for the wider church, as represented by the resourcing denominations to relate to and support the local worshipping community in a fresh expression? 

Oversight
· Would your church or Intermediate Body support the suggestions made in the report about Registration (paragraphs 41 to 43); On-going Oversight (paragraph 44) and Review (paragraphs 45 - 46) of Local Ecumenical Partnerships?

Definition of LEP
· Would your church or Intermediate Body support the suggestions about revising the definition of Local Ecumenical Partnership (paragraph 49); refreshing the terminology of Local Ecumenical Partnership (paragraph 50) and focusing more on the characteristics of partnerships rather than putting them in a list of categories (paragraph 52)?




ANNEX 2

Governance models for various forms of single congregation partnership
A1. Governance of a single congregation partnership is a crucial area. As we have noted, the governance structures can become so complex that the people involved on the ground may give up in despair. 
A2. Single Congregation Partnerships are established through a constitution. Prior to the Charities Act 2006, such partnerships were all regarded as excepted charities and there was great variation in the constitutions which were developed. With the Charities Act, and the requirement that excepted charities with an income over £100,000 per annum had to be registered, these constitutions had to be approved by the Charity Commission. This requirement has led to a greater differentiation of Single Congregation Partnerships as charitable organisations and the need to define more precisely the relationship between the charitable organisation of the partnership with the denominational structures. Different denominations have different views of the relationship of the partnership charitable organisation to the local or parochial denominational bodies. These relationships are important, because in this way the different traditions and gifts of the partners are valued and nurtured. It is when the bodies of the partner churches lose their identity that difficulties are most likely to occur, for example
a. they sometimes loose connection to parent denominational networks; 
b. the confusion that can exist around church membership; and
c. the blurring of distinct traditions in worship and other aspects of the life of the local church.
Minimising Complexity in Single Congregation Partnerships
A3. Here are some approaches to reducing the amount of complexity in the governance of single congregation partnerships.
Provide model constitutions which have limited scope for variation. 
A4. This has been the approach of CTE in meeting the needs of single congregation partnerships which have needed to register as charities, where a Model Governing Document based on an unincorporated charitable organisation model for a charity has been used. In some situations this approach has helped, especially in terms of the process of applying for charitable status. 
A5. By creating an autonomous charitable structure, the relationship of this structure to denominational bodies has had to be clarified. We recommend that churches which become partners in a single congregation partnership make clear how their denominational bodies relate to the single congregation partnership organisation. These different local relationships can be successfully negotiated, with care and commitment, but do lead to misunderstanding and frustration if not properly understood. 
A6. Rather than reducing the number of tiers of governance this approach has led to the stronger definition of the different tiers. An additional issue has been unease that the model reinforces the idea of the LEP as a new form of church, rather than as a partnership of churches, and that it is an unincorporated body, which in some situations, such as employing staff and taking out loans exposes the trustees to high risks of liability.
Explore the use of the Charitable Incorporated Organisation (CIO) model. 
A7. As a new form of charity, introduced in 2013, the CIO structure would address the issue of trustee liability, and may provide a model which affirms partnership between the participating churches. Because the CIO sets up an incorporated body, it is advisable to seek legal advice in setting one up. Providing a model constitution for the CIO which can be taken off the shelf may not be possible, although it will be important to set out clearly the overall structure of the partnership and the principles on which it is based. 
Remove one tier of governance from the local situation. 
A8. For some churches in some contexts it may be possible to designate the ecumenical structure as the equivalent of the denominational body. One example of this may be a Baptist-Anglican partnership. Here, the Baptist identity is expressed through the local church meeting and by a group of ecumenical trustees, and the Anglican identity is given either in a Bishop’s Mission Order, which designates the ecumenical trustees as the governing body of the BMO or, if it is designated as a place of worship within a larger parish, through the relationship between the ecumenical trustees and the PCC of the whole parish.
A9. The opposite, alternative approach is to delete the ecumenical structures, thereby removing one tier of governance, and for the denominational bodies to  work in partnership within the life of the single worshipping community, based on an agreement and well understood protocols. 
image1.png
Increasingly actian by individual Christians together

Increasingly arganised and structured relatianships

Para church Church to church
organisations e
Relational Churches informally share
Networks activities

Increasingly infarmal and inter-persanal relations

* A Map of Lacal Ecumenism

Uosae paseq Uoano AjBuseau|




