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CHURCHES TOGETHER IN ENGLAND

Group for Local Unity


Re-envisaging LEP reviews – guidelines for good practice for Intermediate Bodies
1. Introduction

a. Reflecting and reviewing, as a serious and caring exercise, is an important part of the Christian life, whether for an individual or for a community. A good review is a life and mission-enhancing experience for any church, LEP or not. That some LEPs request a review is testimony to that. An Intermediate Body which struggles to meet its obligation to review all its LEPs is less likely to be able offer good reviews. If it does, it may be doing so at the expense of its responsibility to foster local ecumenism more generally, whether in the context of local Churches Together Groups or more informal groupings for mission.

b. Most Local Ecumenical Partnerships (LEPs) are constitutionally required to be reviewed regularly by their Sponsoring Body.

c. While some Intermediate Bodies include in their constitutions a specific reference to the Sponsoring Body and detail its membership and remit, most do not, although each County Officer, if asked, is usually clear about in which committee the Sponsoring Body function resides. For clarity, we turn to Roger Nunn's This Growing Unity, a handbook on ecumenical development in the counties, large cities and new towns of England:
… the British Council of Churches Assembly in November 1984 … noted the development of two independent but related streams: 'County Sponsoring Bodies' and 'Church Leaders’ Meetings'; and recommended that in future there should be established County Sponsoring Bodies for Local Ecumenism. These bodies should include local church leaders as well as their ecumenical officers and other selected representatives; also an executive secretary with sufficient time and money to deal with the sponsoring body’s affairs.

It is clear, therefore, that because the Sponsoring Body provides LEPs with a level of episcope or oversight
, it should include Church Leaders. It may or may not meet separately from the Council or Executive of the Intermediate Body and good practice suggests that the practical preparation for Sponsoring Body decisions (eg, which review is due and who might be asked to be on the review group) is best done by a small group, perhaps the DEOs with the CEO, which does not need to include a Church Leader.
d. Originally the requirement to review was to ensure that the fruits of the ecumenical partnership were shared by the whole Church. More recently, this aspect of the review has been lost. Further, reviews have been experienced as an ever-increasing burden on hard pressed Intermediate Bodies. This may be particularly so when a review is perceived as OFSTED-like by LEPs or when review reports and their recommendations are simply ignored. It shouldn't be like this! That conviction is what prompts this paper.
e. The Churches in England suggest, therefore, that the constitutional requirement to review should normally be interpreted in one (or more) of the following ways. The hope is that this approach to reviews will introduce an element of choice:

· Intermediate Bodies will still be able to review as they have always done, if they wish. However, if their review pattern is a burden, this new approach releases energy, allowing them to concentrate their efforts where it is most needed.

· With this new approach, Sponsoring Bodies will be more able to offer fuller reviews to some LEPs, perhaps to those who request it, to newer or very long-standing LEPs or at a significant stage in the life of an LEP. These fuller reviews could profitably draw on the mission accompaniment process.
 They are also likely to include a written report.
 This implies, of course, that the Sponsoring Body should regularly, perhaps every five years, take time to reflect on each LEP, asking whether a review is necessary or would be helpful.
· Perhaps most crucially, Intermediate Bodies will have more energy and resources for the task of supporting a broader spectrum of local ecumenical co-operation, not just Churches Together groups but also more informal groupings or networks.

2. Reporting as review 
a. Most congregations have an obligation to report annually to their denominational bodies in a variety of ways, even if this is just a financial or statistical report.
 Any LEP which is a registered charity has an additional obligation to make an annual report to the Charity Commission. It is also the custom in some counties for each LEP to make an annual report to the Sponsoring Body.
b. The Churches Group for Local Unity is suggesting that LEPs routinely complete a short annual report based on the attached pro forma (on page 13).

c. The Sponsoring Body should not only receive the report, but also respond to it, sometimes with a simple acknowledgement, sometimes with reference to a particular point in the report, sometimes more fully. Its response will depend on the needs of the LEP and on the resources of the Intermediate Body. The response should not always come from the County Ecumenical Officer but, whoever writes it, it should be clear that it is a response on behalf of the Sponsoring Body in order to remind the LEP of the supportive role of the Sponsoring Body.
d. This annual reporting and responding should satisfy the constitutional requirement for review as well as being helpful and supportive in itself.
3. Specific requirements
a. Some LEPs are subject to denominational requirements to review or visit, for example, the United Reformed Church's Local Ministry and Mission Review or where the Bishop's permission for the Church of England to be a partner in the LEP needs to be renewed after seven years.
 In addition, the LEP may be the subject of a grant from a denominational mission fund which reviews regularly.

b. It is worth making explicit two crucial points:
i. LEPs are not only partnerships between two or more denominations but they are also partnerships which request episcope or oversight
 not just from the participating denominations but from all the Member Churches of the Intermediate Body. This episcope is exercised through the Sponsoring Body which should include Church Leaders and may or may not meet separately from the Council or Executive of the Intermediate Body.

ii. The Churches Together philosophy suggests that the Intermediate Body should be an instrument enabling the Churches to work together rather than doing it for them, which is more the Council of Churches model. The following suggestion (#3.c below) is predicated on this. 
c. Where, therefore, LEPs are subject to denominational requirements as in #3.a above, the Sponsoring Body, perhaps via the appropriate Denominational Ecumenical Officer, should ask the denomination initiating the review to include as part of the visiting team, one or two members of the Sponsoring Body from the partner Churches in the LEP and/or from other Churches in the Sponsoring Body. It may be that the Sponsoring Body will also request that the review includes some reflection on the ecumenical aspects of the LEP. If the LEP has an Ecumenical Vision Statement,
 this is a key point of reference for the review. The review report should then be submitted not only to the initiating denomination but also to the Sponsoring Body.

d. The Sponsoring Body should not only receive the report, but also respond to it, sometimes with a simple acknowledgement, sometimes with reference to a particular point in the report, sometimes more fully. Its response will depend on the needs of the LEP and on the resources of the Intermediate Body. The response should not always come from the County Ecumenical Officer but, whoever writes it, it should be clear that it is a response on behalf of the Sponsoring Body in order to remind the LEP of the supportive role of the Sponsoring Body. 
4. Companioning the LEP
a. Some Intermediate Bodies offer LEPs a link person from the Sponsoring Body. This may or may not be one of the Denominational Ecumenical Officers. The link person (nomenclature varies) visits the LEP from time to time in a supportive capacity and can additionally be called upon for help and support. Obviously the link person will refer to the Sponsoring Body if need arises, but, apart from that, it is helpful to consider this companioning as a sort of on-going review. Asking the link person for a short, possibly verbal comment at annual report time (cf #2 above) will strengthen this aspect of the companioning task. Part of the link person's task is to ensure that the LEP knows that it is free to ask for a fuller review (cf #1.e above), should it so wish.
b. The Group for Local Unity is also promoting the idea of providing new LEP ministers with a mentor.
 It may be helpful to ask the mentor for a short comment at annual report time, as in #4.a above.

c. It is important that the request to offer a comment in this way does not hinder or compromise the more important tasks of companioning and mentoring.

5. Creative piggy-backing
a. LEPs receive visitors at all sorts of different points in the year. For example, a Church Leader or Ecumenical Officer may be invited to preach at a specific service.

b. If the visitor is a member of the Sponsoring Body, it may be possible to initiate an informal, or, if this is welcomed by the LEP, a more structured reflection on how things are going. This does not need to be lengthy or have a specific agenda. It’s simply a ‘how are you?’ moment. The visitor could then report back briefly to the Sponsoring Body, either at its next meeting or at annual report time (cf #2 above).
c. If the visitor is not a member of the Sponsoring Body, it would be helpful for someone to ask them how they found the LEP. This does not need to be very formal, but is part of the on-going pastoral care of the LEP. Whoever contacts the visitor could then report back briefly to the Sponsoring Body, either at its next meeting or at annual report time (cf #2 above).

6. Sharing the fruits
The original challenge of reviews remains – how do we spread the good news of what is being achieved in LEPs? While it is possible to share reports more widely, it is the telling of stories which best communicates the ecumenical vision to the wider Church. LEPs, Sponsoring Bodies and the Intermediate Body as a whole should be strategic in spreading the many good news stories which abound. The light must be set on a hilltop! 
Lee Batson, Graham Kent, John Bradley, Jenny Bond
18 March 2011 draft
Appendix 1
(NB: When LEPs were first established, they were called Areas of Ecumenical Experiment. They were re-named Local Ecumenical Projects and then, today's name, Local Ecumenical Partnerships.)

Extract from This Growing Unity, a handbook on ecumenical development in the counties, large cities and new towns of England, by Roger Nunn, section 1.iii.

The first sponsoring body was probably that established for the first Area of Ecumenical Experiment in Desborough in Northamptonshire in 1965. The concept of a sponsoring body was outlined in the report Planning The Ecumenical Parish produced in Corby (also in Northamptonshire) in 1967. At first it was normal for each Area of Ecumenical Experiment to have its own sponsoring body.

When a large number of Areas of Ecumenical Experiment were established in Bristol and Swindon in the 1970s – mainly arising from the initiative of the Anglican Bishop and the Methodist District Chairman – a Bristol Sponsoring Body was established to watch over their development, and to save the need for a large number of separate sponsoring bodies.

As more and more Areas of Ecumenical Experiment were established and turned into Local Ecumenical Projects, and as the national Consultative Committee for Local Ecumenical Projects in England was established, so more and more places in the 1970s and 1980s began to follow Bristol’s example by appointing one sponsoring body with the exclusive responsibility of overseeing the development of all Local Ecumenical Projects in their area. Perhaps because Local Ecumenical Projects posed particular problems to the Church of England, perhaps because the Anglican diocese seemed a convenient size, or perhaps simply because of the Establishment, most of these sponsoring bodies at first were coterminous with an Anglican diocese. Their membership was made up of the leaders of the five main churches (Anglican bishops, Baptist superintendents, Methodist district chairmen, Roman Catholic bishops, and United Reformed provincial moderators).

In some areas they were established alongside city or county Councils of Churches, and often at first there was very little relationship between the two bodies. In Lincolnshire, for example, the old County Council of Churches eyed the new sponsoring body with considerable suspicion until their respective roles were clarified.

Where there was no other ecumenical agency covering the whole area, sponsoring bodies were often expected to take on other ecumenical responsibilities, as the 1980s progressed. Generally they resisted this, maintaining that they were created for a specific purpose only.

In many areas it soon became apparent that as far as many of the other churches were concerned, an Anglican diocese was not an ideal unit for a sponsoring body. There are few areas where the perfect geographical unit has been found, but most areas have settled on the county or metropolitan area as the least unsatisfactory unit.

The crucial step was taken at the British Council of Churches Assembly in November 1984, when a report brought by the Division of Ecumenical Affairs and prepared by the Consultative Committee for Local Ecumenical Projects in England, noted the development of two independent but related streams: ‘County Sponsoring Bodies’ and ‘Church Leaders’ Meetings’; and recommended that in future there should be established County Sponsoring Bodies for Local Ecumenism. These bodies should include local church leaders as well as their ecumenical officers and other selected representatives; also an executive secretary with sufficient time and money to deal with the sponsoring body’s affairs. 

This decision was re-affirmed for the time being at the consultation on intermediate bodies held at Swanwick in March 1993.
Appendix 2
Shared Oversight and the Sponsoring Body

1. The oversight of Local Ecumenical Partnerships is exercised in a multi layered way. It is important to be aware of the various layers and the relationships between them in order to avoid serious misunderstanding about the role of the Sponsoring Body. The Sponsoring Body does not replace the oversight exercised by the authorities of the participating churches of Local Ecumenical Partnerships. This raises the question: what are the legitimate sponsoring functions which the Sponsoring Body exercises? Is oversight delegated in any way to the Sponsoring Body by the authorities of participating churches?

Oversight exercised by the participating Churches

2. One layer of oversight is that exercised by the participating churches. Immediately, we are presented with a range of models of oversight. This is a very complex layer, and the complexity derives from the nature of a Local Ecumenical Partnership as essentially a covenant or agreement entered into by the participating churches. The agreement is not something that happens once at a particular moment, but is continually renewed in the dynamic relationship between the participating churches. What results is not a new type of church, or a new ‘ecumenical’ denomination, but a partnership in which each participating tradition continues to be expressed, and which the participating churches continue to uphold. The way in which the participating churches continue to relate to the partnership depends on the nature of the oversight in that church: whether personal, corporate, connexional and so on.

3. The oversight exercised by the participating churches is especially important in the oversight of ministry. Ministerial appointments are made according to the procedures of the appointing church, in consultation with the other churches. The various authorisations for shared ministry are made by the authority of each participating church, and matters of pastoral care, discipline, continuing ministerial development and ministerial review of ministers are the responsibility of the minister’s church. An LEP is also accountable to the authorities of the participating churches, in terms of providing annual returns, and in matters of finance. When a shared building is owned by one of the participating churches, the oversight of its proper ordering and maintenance is still the responsibility of that church. Furthermore, each participating church will continue to nurture, and provide support for the mission of the LEP. 

4. The major issue which this layer of oversight presents is how can it be effectively co-ordinated, through consultation, delegation where appropriate and possible, and through joint action. One example of the latter is in connection with joint confirmations, where the ministers of confirmation act together.

5. In summary, the oversight, which continues to be the responsibility of the participating churches, cannot be delegated to the Sponsoring Body. This layer of oversight however requires a growing level of trust, consultation and co-ordination between the authorities of the participating churches. In this way, the different models of oversight are brought up against each other, with both negative and positive consequences. On the negative, there may be varying degrees of frustration about the duplication of effort required by the LEP to satisfy all the requirements of the different bodies it has to relate to. On the positive, the authorities of each participating church are brought into contact with each other, and are exposed to each other’s approach, and the different traditions can experience to a degree the oversight of other traditions. 

Oversight operating in the wider ecumenical context
6. There is also another layer of oversight of Local Ecumenical Partnerships, which operates in the wider ecumenical context, in which the participating churches of an LEP have made their commitment to each other. This layer of oversight is exercised by the Intermediate Sponsoring Body, on which churches, which are not participants in the LEP, may be represented, through their membership of the Intermediate Body. 

7. Sponsoring Bodies have the following three general sponsoring functions: 

a. First, it is the ecumenical body which recognises Local Ecumenical Partnerships. Part of this role is to co-ordinate the process of gaining approval for the establishment of an LEP from the participating churches, and also to include the LEP in the register of LEPs maintained by Churches Together in England.

b. Second, it has the specific responsibility of ensuring that LEPs are reviewed regularly. The purpose of Reviews includes supporting and encouraging the LEP, but also assisting those who have responsibility for oversight, and offering examples of good practice to the wider church. Clearly these reviews need to involve the participating Churches, but there are also advantages of involving other Member Churches of the Intermediate Body in the reviews, as an expression of this level of oversight. The draft review report should be submitted to the participating churches for their approval before it is finalised, and adopted by the Sponsoring Body. The process of reviewing LEPs demonstrates the complex interaction between the different layers of oversight.

c. Third, it has a continuing role of supporting and guiding LEPs in their ecumenical journey. Sponsoring Bodies do not, and should not, replace the oversight which the participating churches should provide for LEPs. The key responsibility remains with them. However, the Sponsoring Body has the crucial role of encouraging the co-ordination of oversight, for example in the process of approving constitutions, and in the consultation which is recommended before a ministerial appointment is made. The Sponsoring Body also has an interest in the ongoing life of the LEP as a visible expression of growing ecumenical collaboration and Christian unity.

Conclusion
8. These three sponsoring functions are not trivial, because they set LEPs in the wider ecumenical context, and provide a means whereby the participating churches are accountable to the wider ecumenical family for living out the commitments they have made to each other.

9. The layers of oversight do not operate in isolation from each other, but interact in various ways. Not least, the fact that the participating churches of an LEP are represented on the Sponsoring Body should ensure that communication, co-ordination and co-operation between the layers is recognised and encouraged.

Roger Paul

28.01.2011

Appendix 3
THE REVIEW OF LOCAL ECUMENICAL PARTNERSHIPS

1. A Local Ecumenical Partnership (LEP) can be a point of growth in the life of the whole Church
. The ecumenical instruments, national, regional and countywide, aim to support them and see LEPs as part of the developing life of the constituent denominations. It is important that LEPs continue to feel part of the Churches which instituted them, and important that the Churches feel that the LEPs still belong to them. LEPs have experiences to share with the wider Church, and the wider Church, or the Churches, may have experience and concerns to share with the LEP. A Review is an opportunity for mutual enrichment; it may uncover potential, pinpoint areas of growth and development, highlight achievement and help to establish priorities.
2. When an LEP is set up, part of the agreement or Constitution is that a Review should take place every five or so years, and that the Review should be arranged by the Sponsoring Body. The Sponsoring Body consults an LEP about when a Review should take place and chooses a group of people to undertake the Review. Sometimes an LEP might wish to be reviewed before it is required by its Constitution; this can also be arranged. It is always hoped that those who belong to the LEP will see the LEP as a chance to look more closely at their own Christian life, work and witness. It is not meant to be an inspection!
3. Some Churches have regular reviews or visitations of their local churches, whether or not they are in an LEP. Where these Churches are partners in an LEP, the aim is to tie together the Church’s own visitation and the ecumenical review.

4. Those who are asked by the Sponsoring Body to be members of a Review Team are people who are reckoned to have sound and independent judgement and a fair amount of wisdom and sensitivity. Usually a person from each of the Churches participating in the LEP is invited, along with a further ‘neutral’ person from a Church not immediately involved in the LEP.

5. The County Ecumenical Officer consults the LEP about the proposal for a Review at an early stage, establishes if there are special concerns that might influence the choice of members of the Review Team and, in consultation with the Sponsoring Body, forms the Review Team.

6. The County Ecumenical Officer arranges a meeting between the Review Team and key people from the LEP. Introductions are made and information exchanged, and the LEP’s documentation is made available to the Panel. There is an opportunity for questions and members of the review team can begin to get the feel of the LEP and are able to visit its premises. At the close of this meeting, the team has the opportunity to meet privately, divide up between them the various activities involved in the review process, and fix further meetings.

7. The Review Team is completely free to pursue its own line of enquiry and to attend meetings, services or activities as seems appropriate. There are no set questions of enquiry, since these might have a limiting influence on possible judgements; Reviewers may follow whatever course seems necessary. When the Reviewers feel that they have enough information and that their opinions have taken shape, they produce a report which goes initially to the County Ecumenical Officer.

8. A member of the Review Team, or the County Ecumenical Officer, will normally discuss the report informally, out of courtesy and to correct any factual errors, with the ministerial staff of the LEP, prior to the report being presented to the Sponsoring Body. The Sponsoring Body then receives and considers the report of the Review Team which has been acting on its behalf.

9. Soon after the Sponsoring Body has accepted the Report, members of the Review Team and the County Ecumenical Officer present it to the Ecumenical Church Council of the LEP and all involved in its life. After being presented locally, the Report is made available to people or committees of those Churches which are partners in the LEP, together with local comments. A summary of the Report and comments from the LEP is given to the Church Leaders.

10. A year later, the Sponsoring Body follows up the Review Report, seeing what further action is needed and what further conclusions may be drawn from the Review experience.

LEP Annual Report
To help LEPs make an annual report, we offer:

· A questionnaire intended to help the LEP consider aspects of its life and mission. (On this page, below.)

· A pro-forma for the annual report. The LEP is free to decide its own format. (on page 12.)

· A worked example. (on page 13.)
Questionnaire  Helpful web links will be added to this questionnaire.
1. What kind of LEP is this?
a. Single Congregation
b. Covenanted Partnership

c. Shared Building

d. Chaplaincy

e. Mission Partnership
f. Education Partnership

2. Please tick the denominations involved and specify the diocese/circuit/deanery/ district/synod/division etc.
	Church of England
	
	Diocese:
	
	Deanery:
	

	Baptist - BUGB
	
	
	
	
	

	Roman Catholic
	
	Diocese:
	
	Parish:
	

	Methodist
	
	District:
	
	Circuit:
	

	URC
	
	Synod:
	
	
	

	Salvation Army
	
	Division:
	
	
	

	Other
	
	
	
	
	


3. If it is a single congregation, has the LEP adopted the Model Governing Documents and registered as a charity with the Charity Commission? [If not, go to #4 below.]
a. Has this year’s annual report and statement of accounts been sent to the Charity Commission?
b. Is the list of Trustees and the named Correspondent on the Charity Commission website for this charity correct?
4. If the annual income of the LEP is at or approaching £100,000 has the County Ecumenical Development Officer (or equivalent) been consulted about charity registration?
5. The ministry team
a. Are there any current or anticipated vacancies in the ministry team?

b. If vacancies are anticipated in the coming year, has a Staffing Consultative Group been appointed in consultation with the Sponsoring Body?
c. Even if no vacancies are anticipated, does the team understand the ecumenical process which should take place when a team member moves on?

6. If public worship is significant in the life of the LEP
a. Does it reflect the variety of traditions in the constituting Churches?
b. Is it accessible to the community which it benefits?
7. Is the Church of England is a partner in the LEP? [If not, go to #8 below.]
a. Has the bishop’s permission under Canon B44 been given?
b. It needs renewing every seven years. When is it next due for renewal?
c. Is an Archdeacon’s Visitation due?
8. Does the LEP have its own premises? [If not, go to #b below.]
a. Are the premises subject to a Sharing Agreement under the Sharing of Church Buildings Act 1969? 
If so

i. Does the Sharing Agreement vest its management in a Joint Council?
ii. Has the Joint Council met during the last year?
iii. If the Joint Council is composed of named individuals, is the list up to date? If not, what new appointments need to be made?
b. Are any of the premises listed as being of historic or architectural interest or in a conservation area? If so, which of the partner Churches is nominated for Ecclesiastical Exemption?
c. If the LEP rents premises, does it have a secure tenancy?
9. Which Church’s Safeguarding Policy is used for guidance and advice?
a. Which registered body is used for disclosure checks? How is this done?

b. Who are the appropriate verifiers for disclosure application forms?

c. Has the relevant registered body been notified (including the facility to regularly update these)?
d. Do the activities warrant registration with OFSTED or another similar body?
e. Does the church authority whose policy you are using give consent to this?
f. Do your insurance company and the appropriate authority of each participating Church know that you have done this? 
g. Where would you seek help or advice in an emergency? 

h. Who would make up a confidential group to help decide how to handle sensitive matters that could not be shared widely in the church meeting/ equivalent? [e.g. a referral to ISA/ monitoring a sex offender in the church]
10. If the United Reformed Church is a partner in the LEP, when is the next Local Ministry and Mission Review due?
11. If the LEP receives a BUGB Mission Grant, does the budget recognise that this will reduce by 5% pa?
12. Does the LEP seek specific help, advice or resources from:
a. Any of its partner Churches?
b. The Sponsoring Body?
c. A Mission Agency?
Please send your replies to your Denominational Ecumenical Officer and the County Ecumenical Officer (or to the Sponsoring Body).
LEP Annual Report Pro-forma

This Local Ecumenical Partnership is committed to acting together in its community in ways which make visible the Christian faith. It looks at and seeks to respond to the needs and opportunities of both the immediate area and the wider world.

1. Locality

During the past year, these needs/challenges/celebrations have been noticed in the immediate area served by the LEP. It has responded in the following ways…

a. The LEP has sought to be of benefit to the general public in its locality by…

b. Its focus in the coming year will be…

c. To respond to this challenge, it will need…

2. Big Picture

a. Aware that it is part of the worldwide Church, the LEP has engaged with the wider work of its partner Churches by…

b. This year the LEP has contributed to international harmony and understanding through the following relationships…

3. Mission

The LEP exists for the furtherance of God’s mission for the transformation of the world. It has shown the Five Marks of Mission by:

a. proclaiming the Good News of the Kingdom…


…through communicating it in…

b. teaching, baptising and nurturing new believers


particularly (x) baptisms, (y) confirmations, (z) discipleship groups, etc

c. responding to human need by loving service…


…through supporting voluntary work in the community

d. seeking to transform unjust structures of society


especially … by supporting …

e. striving to safeguard the integrity of creation and sustain and renew the life of the earth


by reducing its carbon footprint through…

Worked Illustration: Philadelphia Local Ecumenical Partnership Annual Report 2011
Philadelphia Local Ecumenical Partnership is committed to acting together in its community in ways which make visible the Christian faith. It looks at and seeks to respond to the needs and opportunities of both the immediate area and the wider world.

1. Locality

a. During the past year, the need for suitable premises for parent and toddler groups and the opening of two night clubs have been noticed in the immediate area served by Philadelphia LEP. It has responded by adapting its hall to make it suitable for young children and has worked with other local churches to support a Street Pastors scheme.

b. Its focus in the coming year will be meeting the residents of the new estate as they move into their houses.

c. To respond to this challenge, it will need support from the Diocesan Missioner in training visitors.

2. Big Picture

a. Aware that it is part of the worldwide Church, Philadelphia LEP has engaged with the wider work of its partner Churches by supporting the work of a worker with Baptist World Mission and joining in a Festival at the diocesan cathedral.

b. This year Philadelphia LEP has contributed to international harmony and understanding through supporting people seeking sanctuary and EFL courses for those who have newly arrived in England.

3. Mission

Philadelphia LEP exists for the furtherance of God’s mission for the transformation of the world. It has shown the Five Marks of Mission by:

a. proclaiming the Good News of the Kingdom…

…through communicating it in its community newsletter

b. teaching, baptising and nurturing new believers
particularly 5 baptisms, 3 confirmations, and 2 discipleship groups

c. responding to human need by loving service…

…through supporting a Red Cross charity shop and an Age UK lunch club

d. seeking to transform unjust structures of society
especially by supporting prisoners of conscience through Amnesty International

e. striving to safeguard the integrity of creation and sustain and renew the life of the earth

by reducing its carbon footprint through improving the efficiency of its heating system

John Bradley
6 May 2010



Note to GLU





NB highlighted text is for GLU to note.





This document was supposed to be simple, but it has grown! We are anxious about making it too long. Nevertheless, the working group would be glad of advice from GLU:





Should the document include a brief summary of the key elements of a review and of the desired outcomes?


Should there be something about documentation and record-keeping?


Should it include a note about what happens when the LEP is part of something bigger? (What does happen?)





If these queries highlight needs, the alternative is to produce separate documents which sit alongside this one.











� A fuller extract is attached as Appendix 1. The full text of the handbook is available on CTE's website. Note to GLU: actually, it will be! And we need to add a reference here.


� We are not at all suggesting that, in this context, episcope or oversight indicates governance. See Appendix 2 for a note on degrees or layers of oversight.


� eg Bitterne LEP used the National Church Development method for a mission audit. See � HYPERLINK "http://www.winchester.anglican.org/page.php?id=1442" ��here� & � HYPERLINK "http://www.ncd-international.org/public/essence.html" ��here�


� A review report should celebrate the strengths of the LEP, point out the challenges facing it, and make recommendations for change. While the report may be checked for factual errors by someone in the LEP, the report itself is commissioned by the Sponsoring Body and so belongs to it. It should therefore be presented first to the Sponsoring Body (which should include the relevant Church Leaders) who, rarely but crucially, may wish to make changes to it before it is released to the LEP. Appendix 3 sets out the ideal process of a review.


� For � HYPERLINK "http://www.methodist.org.uk/index.cfm?fuseaction=churchlife.content&cmid=1388" ��example�, see the Methodist form of accounts,


� The working group suggests the pro forma should be turned into tick boxes for ease of completion.


� Canon B44.2.(1)


� The Church of England's Archdeacon’s visitation is deliberately not included here as this picks up more factual information, more akin to #� REF _Ref268767135 \w \p \h ��2.a� above.


� We are not at all suggesting that, in this context, episcope or oversight indicates governance. See appendix 2.


� Practice differs as each Intermediate Body organises its affairs as it thinks best. However, for episcope to be exercised effectively, Church Leaders must be part of the Sponsoring Body. See appendix 1.


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.cte.org.uk/evs"�www.cte.org.uk/evs� 


� When GLU has done something about this, we can put a reference in here.


� Ideally, both Denominational and County Ecumenical Officers should visit LEPs regularly to develop an on-going relationship and to build up a picture of the LEP which is invaluable to the Sponsoring Body. Church Leaders, too, will bring to the table an understanding of the situation in each LEP.


� Based on West Yorkshire Ecumenical Council's Information Paper 8.


� In this paper, and generally, ‘Church’ means the whole Church in every time and places, ‘Churches’ means the national Churches (denominations) or associations of churches, especially the 23 member Churches of Churches Together in England, and ‘church’ means a local congregation or parish of one of the Churches.
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