To Become a Mission Partnership:

A Review of the Life of MKCC.

Final Report
1. Purpose of Review

The constitution of the Mission Partnership required that a five-year review be carried out. Normally this would have been carried out by external denominational representatives. However, within the MP executive there was an emerging sense that a review, more radical than we could expect from external reviewers, was timely. Given also that we had had difficulty in finding external reviewers, the decision was taken that we should conduct this review ourselves.

The purpose of the review agreed by Assembly and Executive was:

To enable the discovery of a new vision for the Mission Partnership that both ‘works for’ the developing community of Milton Keynes and also ‘works for’ the developing communities of Christians

2. Process of Review

The present group started work in August 2006. A process was drawn up with a number of key elements:

i) Agreement of an outline approach and key criteria for success with Assembly and Executive

ii) Listening and gathering information from a wide range of sources through questionnaires and a conference

iii) A review of contextual factors

iv) Exploring a theological basis for mission and ecumenism

v) The development of a draft vision statement

vi) The exploration of structures, methodologies, styles and processes that take forward this vision

vii) Regular feedback to Assembly, Executive and Presidency

Of course this was not a linear process. Whilst certain elements were done at particular stages of the review, many aspects were visited several times. A number of documents and reports were produced along the way.

3. Aspirations

A threefold basis for our thinking was developed early in our discussions, was agreed by the MP and has stood the test of time through all our thinking. This was that the hallmark of the life of the MP should be:

· realising Life

· representing Christ

· releasing Energy 

The following aspirations for the Mission Partnership were expressed throughout the review process at all levels: 

i) A focus on mission

ii) engagement with a wider spectrum of churches than at present in the Mission Partnership 

iii) Characteristics of MP should be flexibility, lightness of structure and ‘green’ in operation

iv) That we should reflect the values of openness, transparency, and welcome

v) MP needs a paradigm shift not a refinement of existing vision

4. Contextual Factors

A number of contextual factors are present today, some of which were not present when MKCC came into being:

i) The likely doubling of the MK population. Over the next 20 yewars Mk will double its urban population with the building of large new communities on Greenfield sites. While it is unlikely that the traditional inherited churches will undertake a significant building programme in these communities, three large independent churches are already planning buildings to seat between 500 and 1000 people. Many churches are planning other responses.
ii) Rapid social change. Established institutions eg the Monarchy are decreasing in influence and we no longer hold common stories that once shaped our sense of who we are as communities. New forms of family, technology and high levels of mobility mean that we relate to one another in different ways.
iii) The Church in extended transition. Questions are being asked about traditional and modernist ways of being church, and post-Christendom models are being explored. Overall in the UK church attendance is in decline. There is also evidence to show that Christians are more mobile in their church allegiance. Many people have rejected ‘religion’ in favour of ‘spirituality’. The church can be perceived as exclusive, irrelevant and narrow. Increasingly the wider church is experimenting with new expressions of church community.
iv) A Wider Constituency of Churches in MK. Since the MK Churches Council first came into existence, many other churches, representing a wide range of traditions and ethnicity, have been established in MK. Many of these churches express the desire to be partners with us in mission without having to ‘buy in’ to MP or LEP structures.
v) Existing national ecumenical structures. Ecumenical life in MK was created at a time of great ecumenical excitement at a national level. Since then, enthusiasm at national level for structural unity has waned, funding for ecumenical posts has diminished, and the search for unity, if a priority at all, is understood in other ways.

vi) The location of power within the denominations: legislation and charity registration require that the denominations be clear about their responsibilities and lines of accountability. 

5. Areas Giving Cause for Celebration

i) Acting as a sponsoring body, and through the work of the moderator, the Mission Partnership offers ongoing ecumenical support to LEP parishes, single congregation LEPs and Churches Together Groups.

ii) Mission Partnership is a vibrant city-wide network serviced by the Mission Partnership office, and by the Moderator. The Who’s Who always sells out.

iii) Mission Partnership is a strong praying network, supported by the Prayer Cycle.

iv) Mission Partnership is an employer for ecumenical mission. Besides the Moderator and two office staff, it currently employs the MK Development Chaplain, and one of the directors of the Christian Foundation. One further CF director and one 25% CF staff member are seconded to us.
v) Mission Partnership holds a number of ecumenical mission projects through the work of the Executive. It has a strong track-record of innovative projects, such as Christ the Sower School.

vi) Mission Partnership offers an excellent financial service to the denominations, collecting and processing denominational contributions etc.

vii) Mission Partnership offers advice on all kinds of matters relating to the churches in the city.

viii) Mission Partnership offers ecumenical consultancy to outside bodies and groups., and a point of reference for students researching ecumenical subjects.
ix) Mission Partnership has a number of projects affiliated to it, and is building partnerships with a number of centres for ecumenism, such as Queen’s College and Bossey.

6. Areas giving Cause for Concern
i) Members of the Executive and the Presidents are the Trustees of the Mission Partnership. They must therefore ‘retain ultimate responsibility for running the charity’ . We are not convinced that Exec members and the Presidency are aware of this responsibility. Trustees should also be clear on the purposes and powers of the charity. The current constitution does not make these clear.

ii) The Mission Partnership appears sometimes to make decisions on behalf of other charities. When acting as the Methodist Circuit or URC District it makes decisions on behalf of these charities. There is usually no clear separation of responsibilities in meetings and again Exec Members do not appear to be clear on their responsibilities in these decisions.

iii) The lack of clarity about where decisions are made and power lies. eg Even those of us who have been involved in MP for years are unclear as to lines of representation and accountability within MP structures. Questions are often asked about what real power a given meeting actually has to make decisions - there is often an impression of only rubber-stamping decisions which are made elsewhere, or being unable to take decisions because certain factors are outside MP control. 
iv) The Presidents themselves admit to being unclear as to when they are acting as denominational leaders, when as trustees of the Mission Partnership and when as members of the Sponsoring Body.
v) Trustees are required to ensure that they manage conflicts of interest. We have no systems for declaring and managing such conflicts.

vi) Necessary ‘maintenance’ tasks can dominate time and energies. Much time and energy is spent on maintaining and servicing current structures which might better be orientated towards mission.

vii) Ecumenical progress within the national context. The changing national context means that we are increasingly an ‘island’ of ecumenism. Often more interest and support are expressed by churches overseas than by churches on the British scene.

viii) Repetition of meetings. Much information is repeated at different meetings. Most members are not actively engaged in the business section of the meeting.
Do our current approaches, methodologies and structures realise Life, re-present Christ and release Energy?

7. To become a Mission Partnership

Simply put the direction of the review group has been to explore how we might more effectively live our name; Mission Partnership.

Mission

In our reflections we have sought to acknowledge the five marks of mission:

· Proclaiming good news of the kingdom

· Teaching, baptising, nurturing

· Responding to human need by loving service

· Transforming unjust structures in society

· Safeguarding creation, renewing the earth.

In addition we have sought to recognise that:

· It is God’s mission. God is working; how do we engage in that work? (we are joiners, not initiators)

· If God’s mission is ‘to reconcile all things; to bring all things into unity in Christ’, then our involvement in God’s mission requires us to work more inclusively. 
Partnership

Milton Keynes has developed some highly successful, internationally recognised specific approaches to bringing Christian communities together. However we recognise that these very processes and structures have sometimes excluded others. Certain independent churches express the view that Mission Partnership churches are only interested in each other.
We identified four themes which broaden and underpin our thinking about the nature of ecumenism 

i) Hospitality: The welcoming of friend and stranger is a sign of the growth of our love for God (Matt 13:31; Luke 10:25-28).

ii) The completion of the Kingdom: The Kingdom moves towards fulfilment in the coming together of all things (Eph.1:9-10; Col.1:15-20).

iii) Reconciliation and peace making: Reconciliation and peace making are fundamental tasks of ‘God’s children’ (2 Cor.5:18; Matt.5:9).

iv) Re-presenting Christ: Through the ways we are together we make real the presence of Christ in the world (John 17:21)

 ‘the thrust of ecumenism is no longer one church but one world’ (Professor Michael Taylor, formerly Director of Christian Aid) 

8. Proposed ‘Paradigm’ Shifts

As indicated we have been asked to propose substantive changes to the way we operate. Our proposals are predicated on a number of significant shifts in our understanding of who we are and what we do.

	From
	To

	Mission as a subset of ecumenism

seeking to include everyone

drawing churches into structural unity

meeting as a sign of unity 

solely an initiator

single route ecumenism
	ecumenism as a subset of mission

seeking to engage with everyone

drawing churches and others into ecumenical engagement with mission

meeting/unity to support mission

initiator and joiner

Multi route ecumenism


9. Offering a Vision

We offer a vision statement that catches what we perceive to be an ‘emerging ecumenical spirituality’. 
The Mission Partnership seeks to: represent Christ, realise Life and release Energy by creating environments, within Milton Keynes, that encourage an interface between churches, and between The Church and The World. 
We would also like to offer some suggestions for the style of working.

The Mission Partnership’s ‘personality’ will be ……..

less about structures and more about relationships
less about membership and more about participation
less about representation and more about friendship

less about duty and more about desire
less about guest list and more about open table

less about doing to and more about doing with
(NB. We are not implying that the latter in each sentence is currently missing)

10 Recommendations

In making the following recommendations the review group has sought to ensure that the life of the Mission Partnership, embodied through these recommendations, will:
i) Realise Life, Represent Christ and Release Energy.

ii) Make mission the central focus of MP activities
iii) Minimise maintenance activities

iv) Ensure transparency and locate responsibility where power lies by separating out activities for which we can ourselves be held accountable from those activities for which other agencies need to take responsibility
v) Separate out support for mission from ecumenical support 

vi) Align with developing Charity Commission requirements

We propose then : 

i) A Mission Engagement Strategy

The central element of our new proposals is the development of a Mission Engagement Strategy. This would have:

i) An overarching mission vision

ii) A number of priorities for the coming year(s)

iii) The resources available to the MP

iv) Possible approaches to priorities

v) Plans to focus these priorities in worship

The mission engagement strategy would be agreed annually and would have the form of a rolling business plan. This would prevent the need for regular recourse to a committee for accountability except where significant divergence from the strategy appeared necessary. 

ii) Communication protocols

It has become apparent that a common role for many committees is to hold partners accountable to each other. Much of this is, however, implicit. We propose the development of a series of protocols that stakeholders sign up to. This would identify matters that would be usefully communicated and to whom. It could include:

1. Proposed resource changes

2. Major policy developments

3. Major HR issues

iii) Activities
We identified four sorts of activities that the Mission Partnership needs to be engaged in:

1. Mission engagement-

Direct engagement in planning or delivering mission ecumenically

2. Mission support 

Important infrastructure that directly supports the planning or delivery of mission ecumenically

3. Networking for Mission 

The enabling of,and participation in networks that bring Christians in Milton Keynes together in pursuit of mission. The Anglican- Methodist Covenant may enable certain collaboration.

4. Ecumenical activity support 

Important infrastructure that supports local and regional ecumenical structures and maintains lines of accountability. This would include the implementation of the Methodist-URC United Area.

Our recommendation is that the activities be divided and delivered within two distinct and legally separate organisations..

a) Mission engagement, Mission support and Networking for mission would be delivered by the re-structure Mission Partnership Charity

b) Ecumenical Engagement would be supported through a separate unincorporated body
a) Mission Partnership Charity

The constitution of the Mission Partnership would need to be rewritten, approved by the current membership and the Charity Commissioners. It would consist of the following groups (see structure plan)

Members

A defined group of church representatives. NB Doesn’t need to be everybody. Elect Trustees. Approve MEG. Meet Annually

Trustees
Drawn from Members and Presidency. Holding in Trust the vision and values of the MP. This would be the accountable group in charitable terms. Meeting 4 times a year 

Coordinating group

A small executive group including Chair, treasurer and Mission Partnership Staff, To coordinate the day-to-day activities of the Mission Partnership

Mission Engagement Strategy Group

To be a focal point for developing and monitoring the engagement strategy. Meeting 10 times a year

Network Enabling group

To develop a strategy for and deliver network activities that support Mission.

1. Ecumenical Engagement

A distinct structure to support ecumenical coordination would be required as an ‘intermediary body’. This would be an unincorporated association and would include
Sponsoring Body

A network bringing together the regional Denominational representatives that enables the smooth running (and mission focus) of local ecumenical activities.
Local Ecumenical Coordination
A network bringing together local Denominational representatives that enables the smooth running (mission focus) of local ecumenical activities. Eg the conduct of regular LEP reviews with a mission focus. This could include the formation of a Methodist/URC united area.

11 Implementation
i) Present detail to Presidents, Executive and Assembly

ii) Identify process for preparing new constitution

iii) Bring final proposals to an AGM of MP

Appendix
Members of the review Group: Pauline Barnes, Peter Ballantine, Tim Clapton, Mary Cotes, Stephen Norrish.
The group wishes to thank the many people who helped in this process, not least: The Presidents, Revd. John Bradley, Revd Chris Batten, Revd Beverley Hollins, Members of the Ecumenical Oversight Group.
11 September 2008
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