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1. The Decision to Review

a) At its meeting on April 26th 2010 Churches Together in Surrey accepted that it would be appropriate to instigate a process of review. This was prompted by several circumstances.

b) The present way of working had been in place for a decade and its effectiveness and continuing fitness for purpose needed to be appraised, especially the extent to which they serve the goal of unity and mission.

c) Almost all Surrey Church leaders belong to other Intermediate bodies in the South East (Southern Area) and beyond, CT Kent, CT Sussex, CT South London primarily. This raised the question of the possibility of both streamlining meetings and developing a regional perspective.

d) Churches Together in Kent had recently concluded a review and it was thought that there might be some learning to be gained from that process.

e) The context of ecumenism in Surrey and North East Hampshire has changed significantly over the last decade; 

i) continued pressures on the resources of membership, ministry and finance in the traditional ecumenical partners 
ii) the continuing growth of independent churches and congregations 
iii) the growth and expansion of Christian Voluntary Organisations, frequently with a specific focus, most commonly children and young people 
iv) the arrival of a slowly increasing number of congregations from other world church traditions and of congregations who may be part of a denomination but worship in their own language 
v) the greatly increased profile of interfaith relationships post 9/11 and the role of the Regional Faiths Forum 
vi) the evolving relationships between faith organisations and statutory agencies particularly through partnership working 
vii) CT Surrey became a registered charity in 2008 and reviewed its Constitutional arrangements at that time.

2. The Review Process

At the April 2010 meeting the Church leaders present asked the Liaison Group to take forward the conduct of a review that took into account the changing circumstances listed above but they did not give any specific guidelines.

The Liaison Group considered this task at their meeting in June and asked 3 of its members John Roberts, Ecumenical Adviser for the Diocese of Arundel and Brighton, Captain Hilary McClintock, Salvation Army Ecumenical Officer and Revd Sue Loveday, the Ecumenical Coordinator of CT Surrey to form a preliminary working group. 

This group met and fed back the fruits of their discussion to the July Liaison Group meeting. Further discussion produced a consensus that a radical revision of the present structures and ways of working of CT Surrey was not appropriate but that there was a need to make these ‘SMARTER’, in order to try and minimise the weaknesses and shortcomings experienced in practice. Consequently it was agreed that the focus in the first instance should be a review of communications. 

The working group met again and was joined by Peter Smith, CT Surrey Treasurer. The group arrived at some proposals and reported back to the October 2010 Liaison Group meeting. The Coordinator also consulted Bishop Christopher, the Bishop of Guildford, and current Chair of Churches Together in Surrey.

This report is the result of these discussions thus far.

3.Our Present Way of Working

For the last decade Churches Together in Surrey sought to fulfil its responsibilities as an Intermediate and Sponsoring Body in a number of ways. 

It has worked through two, day- long, meetings a year of Church leaders together with their Ecumenical Officers or equivalents, the Honorary Treasurer, the Ecumenical Coordinator and others as appropriate. At the outset these meetings included an afternoon session that Leaders spent alone but this has lapsed. These meetings now usually take place in the context of a local ecumenical situation. 

In addition the Coordinator, the Ecumenical Officers, or equivalents, and the Treasurer meet a further four times a year. This constitutes the Liaison Group.

The intention is that the full meetings should provide an opportunity for Church Leaders to build relationships, share information and reflect together on ecumenical, denominational and community developments at all levels, in order to develop collaborative strategies and initiatives which take forward the mission of the Church in our locality. To facilitate this, the Liaison Group members take first responsibility for the oversight and support of LEP’s and local Churches Together Groups, as well as doing what is in their remit to implement the recommendations of the main meetings. They also support one another and the Coordinator and keep each other up to date as to relevant developments within their own denominations so as to support the work of the Church Leaders.

The Coordinator arranges and keeps the minutes of these meetings as well as data bases and records for LEP’s, CT Groups and other networks. This role serves as the hub for the activities of CT Surrey, its relationships with the member denominations and other churches, with CTE and with other agencies, voluntary and statutory. She also circulates information and news to CT Groups etc. through email and the website which is maintained through a paid webmaster.

The commitment to a two yearly Forum was set aside in 2007 when a poor response led to the cancellation of that year’s event. A service to mark the 100th anniversary of the Week of Prayer for Christian Unity was moderately well attended and a Forum in May 2010 aimed at Churches Together Groups which fed back the findings of the survey of our CT Groups in early 2010 as well as presenting some local initiatives was well attended and well received.

4. Challenges to Our Way of Working

Nearly all of the circumstances listed in section 1 above present at least one challenge to our current methods.

i) Continued pressures on the resources of membership, ministry and finance in the traditional ecumenical partners has affected availability of ministry in LEP’s, the appointment of Ecumenical Officer’s and contributed to a siege mentality which has restricted the capacity of the churches at all levels to look beyond their own communities. Collaboration in the various areas of denominational life; education and training, social responsibility, interfaith etc. is not well developed.

There are exceptions to this where a creative pooling of available resources has borne significant fruit and we need to increase awareness of such developments and challenge. 

ii) 
The continuing growth of independent churches and congregations poses a challenge of relationship. Organisationally they do not have formal structural relationships, or would want to have, which would allow them to relate to an Intermediate Body through representatives. Theologically they are likely to be conservative, evangelical, and possibly not naturally collaborative. The shift to ecumenism in mission can help the development of a common agenda. Many individual congregations do play a key role within local CT Groups. For several years Mrs. Jacky Oliver has participated in CTSurrey as the ‘voice’ of the independent churches. She needs to step back from that role and there is a need to replace and enlarge that voice. 
iii) 
The growth and expansion of Christian Voluntary Organisations, frequently with a specific focus, most commonly children and young people. These organisations can do innovative and effective work, often in partnership with statutory agencies. They can be ecumenical in so far as they attract support across churches though, speaking broadly, this is more likely to come from evangelical churches. They can also point up the weaknesses of local Churches Together Groups though in some instances partnerships have developed.
iv) The arrival of a slowly increasing number of congregations from other world church traditions and of congregations who may be part of a denomination but worship in their own language. The Church Leaders’ 2003 Covenant contains a commitment to ‘strengthening our fellowship with those who are our brothers and sisters in Christ but who are not, at present, part of Churches Together in Surrey’. 

Individually, denominations, local churches and sometimes Churches Together groups have embraced such congregations, though there are instances where the relationships could be a lot better. Participation of these churches in CTSurrey is difficult because of their size and the possibility of leaders also having other employment.
v) 
Working ecumenically in response to the greatly increased profile of interfaith relationships post 9/11 has posed a challenge in Surrey and North East Hampshire. With the exception of the historic Muslim community in Woking, other faiths are not yet present in sufficient strength to offer a focus for engagement. With the exception of Guildford Diocese, the members of CT Surrey cover a much wider area so that even when they have appointed interfaith workers they have a much wider remit. There is no Surrey Faiths forum although several Districts/Boroughs now have their own. The Regional Faiths Forum and its sub-groups do offer a way of working in this context. Guildford Diocese Department of Social Responsibility has taken the lead in this area and the Faiths worker funded by Surrey County Council works out of DSR. CT Surrey has asked Guildford Diocese to act as the lead agency in this area but there is no sense of common ownership of this work. It was hoped that CT Surrey would be represented on the Support Group for the faiths worker but this has not happened.
vi) The relationships between faith organisations and statutory agencies, particularly through partnership working, are continually evolving and are currently facing the challenge of the financial restraints and cutbacks. At Borough and District level there are varying levels of engagement with the LSP. Bishop Ian and then the Coordinator were involved in the early stages of Surrey’s LSP and the Coordinator was a member of the Children and Young People’s SP and currently remains a member of the Surrey Compact Implementation Group. More recently the Guildford DSR has played a key role in the Surrey LSP and the Director sits on Surrey’s LSP’s Executive Group but little common ownership of this involvement. 

In 2010 representation on the County LSP and its thematic partnerships was by election. Each place is as a third sector representative replacing the separate representation of the faith, community and voluntary sectors. Training for these representatives is now taking place. CT Surrey now has no direct links with the Surrey LSP. 

Two anomalies exist in this context. CT Surrey has no link with Hampshire’s LSP and Spelthorne stands outside CT Surrey.
vii) 
CT Surrey became a registered charity in 2008 and reviewed its Constitutional arrangements at that time. This formalises CT Surrey within a legal framework

5. Learning From and Working With, Other Intermediate Bodies

Across England each Intermediate Body has a style and way of working that is its own response to its geography, demography, the way the denominations map onto its area and the emerging social issues that it seeks to address. This is no less true of the Southeast South Region, which comprises Kent, Sussex, Surrey and Hampshire and the Isle of Wight. The Review of Churches Together in Kent points clearly to issues that should be addressed in order to create an effective IB but its recommendations are not directly applicable to Surrey. The Milton Keynes Mission Partnership is very different from a County IB but the theological reflection to be found in the report of its recent review is very instructive. (Both reports are available on the CTE website)

Any attempts to work together regularly on say a sub regional basis will need to take account of the different characters and ways of working of the IB’s involved

6. How we might work SMARTER

The review group took the view that there is a need to distinguish the two main strands of ecumenical working, namely relational ecumenism and structural ecumenism. Both are functions of the IB but whereas relational ecumenism should be a concern for all churches whereas structural ecumenism particularly as it relates to LEP’s is the direct concern of only some denominations. The group identified ways of working in order for the CTSurrey to be effective in both areas.

RELATIONAL

a) Periodic, say annual, regional meetings could be helpful in addressing regional issues such as rural deprivation, new housing and interfaith relationships. This should not be at the expense of the County meeting. The County should remain the hub where relationships are built and information is shared.

b) Good data bases and personalised links to local CT Groups and churches should be maintained through the Coordinator and the DEO’s or their equivalents. CT Groups should be encouraged to develop the working together through the goals set by denominations for local clergy.

c) The website is a key source of information and contacts and should be developed.

d) Ecumenical Officer or equivalent posts need to be filled and need to be well connected to the decision making structures of their own Church.

e) Church Leaders need to be committed to meeting together. They need to be proactive in setting direction and goals for the IB. The existing good relationships need to be made more visible and opportunities taken to speak jointly when circumstances require a Christian perspective. 

f) There needs to be greater collaboration wherever possible in training, education and discipleship, social responsibility and mission and evangelism. While denominations place responsibility for each of these differently this should not be an excuse for failing to share expertise and making good use of resources. 

g) Better use should be made of ecumenical guests at Synods and Councils. To see ourselves as others see us can be informative.

h) Ways should be sought to include minority churches.

STRUCTURAL

Effective structural ecumenism of course depends on good relational ecumenism but it has some additional requirements.

a) DEO’s of those denominations directly involved in LEP’s need to be able to give their needs and support sufficient time through additional time at Liaison Group meetings, effective link people for each LEP and availability for reviews.

b) Good communication between Church Leaders and their EO’s particularly about any new initiatives and permissions.

c) LEP’s to know who their link people are and where to look for support. 
7. Where now


As stated at the outset this is a preliminary report and we welcome your response. We would particularly welcome your views as to the priorities that CT Surrey should address in the coming year.

Sue Loveday

On behalf of Review Group

November 2010
