KEY Churches Together

The 2003 Review Report

1 Overview and context
a There are five Intermediate Bodies in Yorkshire, three of which lie within the Archdiocese of York and are contiguous with the boundaries of its Archdeaconries: KEY Churches Together, North York Moors Churches Together and the Ecumenical Network in the Vale of York (ENVOY). KEY Churches Together has its origin in the former Humberside Churches Council and the North Humberside Sponsoring Body while North York Moors and ENVOY were originally one body, the South Cleveland and North Yorkshire Ecumenical Council (SCANYEC).

b Kingston upon Hull and East Yorkshire Churches Together (KEY Churches Together) covers the geographical area of the East Riding Archdeaconry of the Archdiocese of York. This includes Hull, East Riding apart from the Vale of York area (ie, Stamford Bridge to Market Weighton and down to Holme on Spalding Moor) and also the Filey/Scarborough area up as far as Ravenscar. The territory contains rural, coastal, urban and suburban (population about 600,000) areas. Hull is the largest community with Scarborough the next in size. Beverley is an important administrative centre.

c Membership of KEY Churches Together is open to any Church
, association of churches or Christian body which has a significant presence in its area and which at national level is in full membership of Churches Together in England and/or Churches Together in Britain and Ireland; other churches, associations of churches or Christian bodies which have a significant presence in its area and which affirm the Basis of KEY Churches Together and commit themselves to promote its aims and objects; and other Christian bodies which have no credal statements in their tradition and therefore cannot formally subscribe to the statement of faith and the Basis, provided that they satisfy 75% of the Member Churches that they manifest faith in Christ, are committed to the aims and objects of KEY Churches Together and will work within the spirit of the Basis.

In practice, this means that the members of KEY Churches Together are the Church of England, the Methodist Church, the Roman Catholic Church, the Baptist Union, the Salvation Army, the Religious Society of Friends, the United Reformed Church and the Community Churches. However, four or five years ago the Religious Society of Friends decided not to subscribe or be represented at Monthly Meeting level. I am unsure what effect this has had on their membership status.

d KEY Churches Together lies within the Anglican Archdiocese of York, the York and Hull Methodist District, the Yorkshire Baptist Association, the Roman Catholic Diocese of Middlesborough, the Yorkshire Division of the Salvation Army and the Yorkshire Province of the United Reformed Church. No diocesan bishop, district chairman, synod moderator, regional minister or divisional commander
 lives in the KEYCT area. However, the Bishop of Hull (who relates in particular to the East Riding Archdeaconry of the Archdiocese of York) does live within the area, as does one of the Episcopal Vicars of the Middlesborough Diocese.

e The KEY area includes relatively few Baptist or United Reformed churches and virtually all village churches are Anglican and/or Methodist. There are 216 Anglican churches served by 135 ministers, 119 Methodist churches served by 47 ministers, 42 Roman Catholic churches served by 35 priests, 8 Baptist churches served by 6 ministers, 10 Salvation Army Citadels served by 14 Officers, 4 Meetings of the Religious Society of Friends with 5 leaders, 7 United Reformed churches served by 7 URC ministers and 3 United Reformed churches or congregations in LEPs served by Methodist ministers, and 6 Community churches served by 11 ministers. There are also 41 other churches or congregations served by 36 ministers. (See appendix 2 for details.)

f The following organisations operate under the aegis of KEY Churches Together:

i SEARCH (social action resource for Hull, now expanded to the East Riding through input from the Churches Regional Commission);

ii Hull Churches’ Home From Hospital scheme;

iii North Humberside Industrial Mission.

g Other organisations to which KEY Churches Together relates are:

i The Churches' Regional Commission for Yorkshire and the Humber;

ii Various East Riding and Hull partnership bodies. 

h KEY Churches Together is served by a volunteer Ecumenical Secretary who is also the Denominational Ecumenical Officer (DEO) for the East Riding Archdeaconry. The Ecumenical Secretary is elected by the Forum for two years with no restriction on a further term. The current post-holder, David Perry, was first elected in 1984 as Secretary to the then Humberside Churches Council and his current term of office expires in May 2005. He reaches retirement age in January 2007.

i The Ecumenical Secretary is an Anglican incumbent and his stipend supports his work for KEY Churches Together. He estimates that he spends roughly one day a week working as DEO and two days a week working as Ecumenical Secretary. In practice, he acts less like a volunteer Ecumenical Secretary and more like the County Ecumenical Officers who are ecumenically appointed and, for the most part, employed on a part-time basis by other Intermediate Bodies. 

j The Ecumenical Secretary is supported by an administrative assistant who works for nine hours a week. Her salary seems largely to be generated by income KEY Churches Together receives from the work she does on the Directory (see #3 below), providing a duplicating/photocopying service and supplying printed address labels generated from the database.

k The basic structure of KEY Churches Together falls into three parts – a Forum, a Church Leaders’ Group and a Standing Committee.

i The Forum meets in Beverley in the evening three times a year. If all its fifty or so members attended, it would be a widely representative meeting. Its function is to develop, action and monitor an agenda which should serve the comprehensive aims and functions
 of KEYCT, to be a focus for fellowship between the Christian Churches in its area (including sector ministries), and to be a place for shared prayer and theological reflection. It is the ultimate authority for the constitution and budget of KEYCT.

ii The Church Leaders’ Group consists of two representatives of each member Church (at the level of Bishop, Archdeacon and District Chairman and their equivalent in the other Churches) plus the Ecumenical Secretary. Its aim is to deepen relationships between Church Leaders through shared prayer and theological reflection and to exercise ecumenical oversight. It is the Sponsoring Body for LEPs in the KEY area. The Church Leaders’ Group meets three times a year in the late morning/early afternoon. Its agenda is devised by the Ecumenical Secretary in collaboration with the Chair.

iii The Standing Committee consists
 of the officers of the Forum and of Forum members elected by the Forum. In addition, there is scope for the Church Leaders’ Group to appoint two members. Its task is to prepare the Forum agenda, to act as co-ordinator between the Forum and Church Leaders’ Group and to take responsibility for the practicalities of KEYCT administration, eg budgets, nominations to other bodies etc.

2 Remit and methodology of the review

a As Churches Together in England’s Field Officer for the North and Midlands, I was asked to undertake this review. The Church Leaders, at their meeting of 25 February 2003, asked me to:

. . . take the Constitution of KEY Churches Together as the basic document and discover, through such meetings and interviews as she saw fit, the extent to which KEY Churches Together was functioning in accordance with its constitution and make recommendations, in the light of that research, concerning possible adjustments to the structures and procedures of KEY Churches Together and comment on any other matter pertaining to ecumenical development in the KEY Church area which she deems relevant.

b My methodology was to listen to people talking about KEY Churches Together, ensuring that they pointed out its strengths as well as its weaknesses. I have met twice with Forum members (a specially convened meeting on 21 May and on 15 October to present initial findings), with the Church Leaders’ Group on 10 June and with the Standing Committee on 25 July. I met separately with the Ecumenical Secretary and his then administrative assistant on 22 May. The Bishop of Hull took up my offer to meet separately with the Presidents and spoke with me at length on 3 September. I presented a draft report of the review to the Church Leaders' Group on 11 November 2003 and finalised it in the light of the discussion at that meeting.

c On 6 June, I wrote to all the KEY Churches Together groups and LEPs, telling them that I was reviewing KEY Churches Together and asking them for 'any comments at all on the workings of KEY Churches Together and how its structures relate to you'. For those who preferred a focus for their comments, I offered the following questions:

i Could you please describe briefly what contact you have/have had with KEY Churches Together?

ii What do you consider to be the strengths or the most positive aspects or achievements of KEY Churches Together?

iii What do you think could be changed or improved in the structure or workings of KEY Churches Together?

The KEY website lists 16 Churches Together groups and 11 LEPs, some of which are presumably part of a Churches Together group. I received five replies to my letter, three from people involved in KEY Churches together (including a Standing Committee member) and two from people who admitted very little contact beyond mailings.

Review findings

3 Outstanding achievements
All those involved in KEY Churches Together named its strengths as the newsletter, the directory, the database and the website. Enthusiasm for these achievements was strong and unanimous and it is clear that the policy of including all in the directory etc has led to better ecumenical working which involves a wide spectrum of churches. The newsletter, it was stated, provides KEY Churches Together with a conduit into every church in its area. It was accepted that a huge debt of gratitude is owed to David Perry for the work he has done in all these areas and for the rare expertise which he brings to them.

4 Interface with statutory and voluntary sector bodies

This was an area which did not arise in any conversations during the review. However, the Ecumenical Officer points out:

'An important aspect of the work of KEY Churches Together is providing an interface between the churches of the area and the statutory and voluntary sector bodies. Quite often the existence of the database and newsletter have enabled secular bodies to believe that communicating with the churches on a comprehensive ecumenical basis is actually possible.

'KEY Churches Together is sufficiently known to be the organisation of choice to contact when local authority wide partnerships are established and representation from the churches is sought. The Ecumenical Officer represents the churches at the Annual Meeting of the East Riding Local Strategic Partnership and on the East Riding Rural Partnership and the East Riding Social Cohesion Forum. Efforts are made to take up the opportunities for church representation on partnership bodies but the process of identifying and appointing people is not coherent. We are on the secular world's mailing lists but the opportunities for church input are followed up only patchily.

'KEY Churches partnered East Riding of Yorkshire Council to stage major public services in Beverley Minster at the inauguration of East Riding of Yorkshire Council in 1996 and at the Millennium.'

5 Dissatisfaction

Without detracting from the very real and important achievements listed in #3 above, and aside from them, it is clear that there is a fair amount of dissatisfaction with the way KEY Churches Together operates. Indeed, this review was precipitated by the reluctance of the Church Leader whose 'turn' it was to take over the Chair of the Forum. Further, both the evidence and three of the responses to my letter suggest that KEY Churches Together reaches only 'a band of enthusiasts'.
 Nevertheless, the 'special' January 2003 Forum meeting (cf #6e below) revealed a huge amount of ecumenical working and commitment in the KEY area of which regular members of the Forum and of the Standing Committee said they had previously been unaware. It seems clear, therefore, that it may not be a lack of commitment to Christian unity at local level which is the problem.

6 The Forum

a Those who attend Forum meetings consider them a priority and find them worthwhile. In particular, those representing SEARCH and North Humberside Industrial Mission (cf #1f above) testified to the importance of their affiliation to KEY Churches Together and their attendance at Forum meetings reflected that. However, while there are fifty or so Forum members, the average attendance seems to be about twenty – suggesting that the way the Forum operates does not meet the needs of most of its members or the wider Church.

b For those who attend, the Forum provides a valued place to meet which is unbiased and without bigotry. It opens up dialogue between those present and gives them support and encouragement.

c Those members who do not attend the Forum include many of the Church Leaders
 and this was a major complaint at the Forum meetings I attended. It was recognised that a contributory factor is that most of the KEY Church Leaders do not live within the KEY area (cf #1d above) but those present did not consider that sufficient reason for non-attendance. There was a strong feeling that the absence of Church Leaders at Forum meetings contributed to a sense that the Forum had lost its way somewhat and suggested that it was unimportant.

d There is also a sense that the agenda of the Forum did not, somehow, deal with issues which ‘bite’. Input at the meetings was recognised to be often stimulating and interesting, there was no sense of developing, 'actioning' or monitoring the ecumenical agenda (cf # 1ki above). 

e A particularly successful Forum meeting was held in January 2003 when members representing Churches Together groups and LEPs were asked to come and report on what they were doing as a type of ecumenical audit. This strategy resulted in a notable increase in attendance, with thirty-two members at the meeting. I was repeatedly told how successful this event had been and how people had gone away enthused and encouraged. I was also told how it had revealed some problems at local level, yet when I asked how that had been followed up, it became clear that no reflection on the event had taken place in the Standing Committee or the Church Leaders' Group or at the following Forum meeting. This leaves me asking: Where is the active support for local ecumenism?

7 The Church Leaders’ Group
a The Church Leaders’ Group is generally well attended and there seems to be a good relationship between Church Leaders and a readiness to discuss issues openly.

b Alongside this, however, there is a certain amount of impatience with the agenda which is perceived, somehow, to be constricting and which does not leave room for Church Leaders to discuss ‘real’ issues or issues of urgency. A contrast was made between the Group meetings and a regular prayer breakfast which enables participants to share their concerns and joys. The Church Leaders’ Group needs to address that issue and find a strategy for making room at the meetings for this kind of discussion while ensuring that necessary agenda items are dealt with. If the Church Leaders begin to feel that the meetings are a waste of time, then attendance will begin to suffer and a crucial dimension of ecumenical working in the KEY area will be damaged.

c Implicit in this is a need for Church Leaders to take responsibility for their agenda. Officially, the agenda is set by the Chair and the Ecumenical Secretary. In practice, the Ecumenical Secretary sets the agenda and the Chair agrees it. However inspired the Ecumenical Secretary may be, this is not a healthy procedure, either for the Church Leaders’ Group or for the morale of the Ecumenical Secretary himself.

8 The Standing Committee
a The Standing Committee is also well attended and seems to have a good grasp of the affairs of KEY Churches Together. It is a broadly representative group and seems to work well.

b Inevitably, perhaps, given his long experience, the Standing Committee could be considered to be a little over-reliant on the Ecumenical Secretary, like the Church Leaders, often leaving him to set its agenda and to propose an agenda for the Forum. Again, quite apart from the effect on the morale of the Ecumenical Secretary, this does not encourage Standing Committee members to engage fully and critically in the work of KEY Churches Together.

c Given that the Standing Committee is responsible for setting the Forum agenda, it should also reflect back on Forum meetings, noting what had gone well, what could be improved in the future and what needs following up. It is here that a strategy for responding to the needs revealed at the January meeting (cf #6e above) should have been evolved.

9 Agenda issues

a The issue of over-reliance on the Ecumenical Secretary has already been noted (cf #7c and #8b above).

b One notable factor of the agendas of the Forum, the Church Leaders’ Group and the Standing Committee is the amount of overlap which occurs. This was particularly evident in the course of this review when the administrative assistant resigned and decisions needed to be taken which the Ecumenical Secretary did not consider, rightly, that he should take alone. His strategy was to ask the first available meeting, first the Church Leaders and then the Standing Committee, to address the necessary issues. Commenting on the ‘agenda overlap’ criticism, he writes:

'The fact that each element of KEYCT only meets three times a year is a source of weakness. It makes for a lack of continuity and a tendency to put unpredicted items on the agenda of whichever of the three bodies is next due to meet. This has led to an impression that Forum and Church Leaders’ Group keep dealing with the same items.'

I do not, however, consider that it is an infrequency of meetings which is the problem here.
 The problem, it seems to me, is the isolation of the Ecumenical Secretary and the tendency to leave agenda-setting to him. This leads to a lack of clarity about which body should be dealing with which issue. Clarity needs to be reinstated!

It also, perhaps, suggests that other officers of KEY Churches Together need to be involved more in day-to-day issues. Did the Ecumenical Secretary consult the Chair, for example, about this problem, or did he just put it on the next available agenda? Does KEY Churches Together need to identify another officer, in addition to the Chair, who can also be consulted when matters like this arise? One possibility might be to ask the Vice-Chair or another Standing Committee member to take on this role. Most importantly, whoever undertakes this task must be willing to engage fully and offer positive critical support to the Ecumenical Secretary. Moral support and uncritical agreement to whatever is proposed is not enough.

c A related problem is raised by the Ecumenical Secretary:

'The problem of items flowing on from one meeting to another has been much exacerbated by the burgeoning "partnership culture" and the need to identify and appoint people to represent KEYCT on partnership bodies, ie if a Forum meeting cannot suggest anyone, then it seems obvious to see if the Church Leaders’ Group or Standing Committee can do any better.'

I wonder, however, whether this is simply an agenda-overlap problem? The 25 July 2003 Standing Committee meeting was asked to find a school governor and it was agreed to ask the relevant Fraternal meeting to undertake the task. This seems to me to be entirely appropriate. The principle, however, does not always seem to be applied in relation to similar appointments. For example, the 10 June 2003 Church Leaders' meeting was asked to appoint someone to a secular life-long learning body
 and there was some difficulty in finding a name. There are two issues here. First, the constitution states that representation issues belong to the Standing Committee. If this is not what is wanted, then the constitution needs to be changed. Secondly, how appropriate is it to ask Church Leaders, or even the Standing Committee, to find a name for a post like this without first consulting the relevant officers or committees in the member Churches? The danger here is that KEY Churches Together is somehow distanced from the Churches and becomes an entity separate from them. This is, at all costs, to be avoided.

10 The Ecumenical Secretary

a David Perry has given outstanding service to KEY Churches Together and its predecessor
 since 1984. His work on the newsletter, the directory, the database and the website has been, and continues to be, immeasurable and he is clearly a vital part of the whole of the working of KEY Churches Together. Indeed, one person commented: 'The whole thing would collapse without him.'

b However, it is quite clear, both from observation and from the conversations which I have had with him privately and in the context of the Forum meeting on 21 May, that David feels and is very isolated and unsupported in the task of Ecumenical Secretary. Such is the trust that the Church Leaders and the Standing Committee have in him that he is left to devise agendas mostly on his own and, for whatever reason, he carries the responsibility for matters between meetings. This problem can be partly resolved by the recommendation made in #9b above.

c However, that cannot be the only way forward on this issue. In other Intermediate Bodies, the County Ecumenical Officer (the equivalent to the Ecumenical Secretary of KEY Churches Together) works closely and collaboratively with the Denominational Ecumenical Officers (DEOs) in the active support of local ecumenism. This does not seem to be the case in the KEY area. I am unclear whether other Churches, apart from the Methodist Church and the Church of England, have asked someone to carry the DEO portfolio and I appreciate that the extent to which this is realistic is related to the relative strengths of the Churches in the KEY area (cf #1e above). However, I recommend that:

i All the Churches are asked to name as their Denominational Ecumenical Officer an appropriate person who would have some time available to work as part of a team, eg with Churches Together groups and with congregations wishing to form a Local Ecumenical Partnership.

ii Since the Church of England and the Methodist Church have the largest presence in the KEY area, their DEOs could, therefore, be expected to play a larger role in a DEO team. It would therefore be helpful if the role of Anglican DEO for the KEY area is separated out from the role of Ecumenical Secretary and a new person is appointed.

11 Changes to the Forum

a Not only is the Forum not working as well as it might be, but a critical look at its responsibilities
 suggests that it is unrealistic to expect a group of even twenty people to undertake them properly. I would therefore support a suggestion made at a Church Leaders' meeting, that the responsibilities and tasks of the Forum be largely transferred to the Standing Committee and the Forum be opened up to a wider constituency.

b Whether or not formal membership of the Forum is retained, meetings which foster enthusiasm, share good practice and facilitate theological reflection should be planned and should be open to all Christians in the KEY area. The challenge, here, of course, is to organise meetings which are attractive in themselves and which meet a real need.

c The involvement of Church Leaders in this new Forum should be encouraged – in two ways, at least. Firstly, if the meetings are interesting enough (cf #b above), Church Leaders, in common with others, will want to attend them as part of their responsibility to foster ecumenical working. Secondly, Church Leaders could be asked to play a specific part in the content of Forum meetings and to contribute to their success.

d A consequence of this change is a need to alter the constitution of KEY Churches Together and this would provide an opportunity to check that the rest of the constitution is as it is wanted.

12 Planning for the future

a David Perry reaches retirement age in January 2007. It has been clear throughout this review that some of the most valued achievements of KEY Churches Together, the newsletter, the directory, the database and the website, depend almost entirely on him. This is not a healthy state of affairs, even if his retirement were not imminent.

b I therefore recommend that, in the short term, volunteers be found who can work with David in all these areas and who can learn how to do the tasks themselves. This is particularly crucial with regard to the database, as the skills David brings to it are highly developed and far less common than the IT skills needed for the newsletter and the website. The knowledge needs to be shared.

c In the longer term, a working party should be set up to look at the future of the database in particular. The Churches in the KEY area have invested a huge amount of time and money into this database. Not only has David himself put considerable time and effort into it, but a large proportion of the paid administrative assistant's time is spent maintaining it. It is important, therefore, that decisions are made about whether KEY Churches Together wishes the database to continue and, if so, a strategy needs to be formulated for this to happen. This strategy should not be entirely dependent on David’s willingness to continue work on the database beyond his retirement date.

d The working party should either involve, or consult with, those in the Churches in the KEY area who have responsibility for denominational databases. Among other issues, they should consider whether there is scope for a merging of databases and whether, in fact, this is desirable or not.

e The working party should also take account of the current approaches David is making to other Intermediate Bodies, inviting them to become part of the database. If they have done so, then KEY Churches Together has some responsibility to them in the future of the database.

f KEY Churches Together should also consider the future of the post of Ecumenical Secretary. It is clear that he has developed this role beyond its original remit towards something akin to that of the County Ecumenical Officers (CEOs) whom most other Intermediate Bodies in England employ. At present, due to David's personal generosity in terms of time and energy, the post of Ecumenical Secretary is largely funded by the Church of England.
 The member Churches of KEY Churches Together should consider in good time how best to ensure the continuation of what is, in effect, a CEO post and how best it should be established and funded. This is an opportunity to look again at what is wanted, at what is needed and at what is possible, and to plan for it. In doing this, I would ask that KEY Churches Together consider, without making any assumptions, whether or not it would be possible to collaborate with North York Moors Churches Together and with the Ecumenical Network in the Vale of York, neither of which has a County Ecumenical Officer but which are well served by volunteer Ecumenical Secretaries.

13 Wider considerations

a The ecumenical situation in the area roughly equivalent to the Diocese of York is significantly different from that in other parts of the country with regard to

i the relationships between Church Leaders,

ii the ‘weight’ of the Intermediate Bodies

iii and their lack of a paid County Ecumenical Officer.

b The Church Leaders in this area meet regularly in a number of meetings:

i The signatories to the Ampleforth Covenant – a group which includes Church Leaders from the Humber to the Tweed – meet annually for a twenty-four hour period which specifically excludes business.

ii One fruit of the 'Call to the North' of twenty to thirty years ago still brings together all Church Leaders in the Northern Province of the Church of England for a twenty-four hour retreat.

iii The Church Leaders in Yorkshire meet annually under the Chairmanship of the Archbishop of York to relate to the Churches Regional Commission.

While this pattern of meetings is not ‘tidy’, in that it does not relate to the Intermediate Bodies, it seems to foster excellent relationships between the Church Leaders and it would be a retrograde step to amend something that works well simply for the sake of tidiness or conformity.

c Alongside these meetings are the meetings of Church Leaders under the aegis of KEY Churches Together, North York Moors Churches Together and the Ecumenical Network in the Vale of York (ENVOY), the Intermediate Bodies within the area roughly equivalent to the Diocese of York.. In practice, though with notable exceptions, those Church Leaders with responsibility for a wide geographical area understandably find it difficult to attend these meetings and are often forced to present their apologies.

d An unintended consequence, therefore, of the distance of the meetings listed in #b above from Intermediate Bodies and from their Ecumenical Officers, is that the spirit and proceedings of these meetings, however informal, is not shared with them. It may contribute to the sense of distance experienced by the Forum of KEY Churches Together.

e Further, these Intermediate Bodies are some of the smallest in England and, with the exception of KEY Churches Together, are served by volunteer secretaries who do not attempt to undertake the responsibilities of a County Ecumenical Officer.

f As Field Officer for the North and Midlands, the Churches in England have appointed me to have a care for the Intermediate Bodies in my ‘patch’ and I am unclear about where or to whom I should address my concerns for the ecumenical instruments in this area. In particular, I have two questions:

i How can the spirit of the Church Leaders’ meetings be shared with and benefit Intermediate Bodies, especially KEY, North York Moors and ENVOY?

ii KEY Churches Together is fortunate in having an Ecumenical Secretary who has generously extended his remit towards something akin to a County Ecumenical Officer. When considering the future of this post, is it possible, if KEY Churches Together is willing, to consider it also in the context of the needs of ENVOY and of North York Moors Churches Together – assuming these bodies, too, are willing to do so. If so, what strategy is needed for this to be done and who has the authority to carry it forward?

14 Summary of recommendations

a Strategies should be evolved to make the active support of local ecumenism a priority for KEY Churches Together.

b The Church Leaders' Group should take more responsibility for the content of its agenda and the good working of its meetings (cf #7 above).

c The Standing Committee should consider how best to avoid agenda overlap and how to ensure that matters which are its responsibility are not addressed by other bodies within KEY Churches Together. It should consider appoint another officer to work with the Chair and the Ecumenical Secretary on matters which need addressing between its meetings (cf #9 above).

d KEY Churches Together needs to ensure that it remains integral to the life of its Member Churches (cf #9c above).

e An effective team of Denominational Officers should be established according to the recommendations set out in #10c above.

f The Forum should be opened up to all Christians in the KEY area and its formal responsibilities be, for the most part, transferred to the Standing Committee (cf #11 above).

g The constitution be amended in the light of this change and further changes be made if they are deemed necessary (cf #11d above).

h Volunteers be found to ensure that the knowledge and skills required to service the newsletter, the directory, the database and the website do not repose only in one person (cf #12b above).

i A working party should be established to consider the long-term future of the database (cf #12c, #12d, #12e and #12e above).

j KEY Churches Together should plan in good time for the continuance of the Ecumenical Officer post, ensuring that it be established and funded for the future (cf #12f above).

Jenny Bond

14 November 2003

� 	In common with the constitution, when this report refers to ‘Churches’, it refers to these significant bodies (listed in the following paragraph) not simply to congregations or churches (uncapitalised).


� 	Source: # V of the Constitution of KEY Churches Together (appendix 1).


� 	When the term 'Church Leader' is used in this report, it refers to these people, their equivalents, or those whom they have asked to carry the 'Church Leader' 'portfolio', eg the RC Episcopal Vicar.


� 	The constitution of KEY Churches Together (appendix 1) gives a full definition of their composition and functions.


� 	See #III of the Constitution of KEY Churches Together (appendix 1).


� 	See #IX of the Constitution of KEY Churches Together (appendix 1).


� 	This gave me a context in which to assess the replies.


� 	I reiterate – this comment and much of the following report and analysis does not seem to refer to the newsletter, the directory, the database and the website, though it has not been possible to check out this assumption. The quote is from one of the letters I received.


� 	See #� REF _Ref56160925 \r \h ��1d� and its footnote for a definition of the term 'Church Leader' as used in this report.


� 	Other Intermediate Bodies have a similar pattern of meetings and do not seem to have this agenda overlap problem.


� 	The item was not minuted, so I cannot be clearer than this.


� 	Humberside Churches Council.


� 	See #III of the Constitution of KEY Churches Together (appendix 1).


� 	See #� REF _Ref56243063 \r \p �1h� above.
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