WYEC Consultation for Representatives of Local Ecumenical Partnerships
Christ Church, Windhill, 23 March 2011

Twenty three people attended the Consultation.

LEPs represented included:

Bradford, Little Lane; Denholme; Keighley Shared Church; Kingsway, Ossett; Northcliffe; Rastrick, St Matthew; Windhill

LEPs-in-formation represented included:

Dewsbury Longcauseway; Great Horton.

Comments about origins included:

We first shared a church around 1970 but didn’t become a single congregation LEP until 2005. 

Good we didn’t have a LEP straight away – we built relationships.

Long engagement here too.

Origins in monthly exchange services.

Early shared communions helped

‘What is good about your LEP?’ Comments included:

Good relationship with community association; having only one minister, and from a different denomination to that which owns the building; new entrance; potential; we’ve decided on which building we want (!); only church in the village; fellowship; our 10th birthday is imminent; you can’t see the join; our large car park (!); we can incorporate different traditions; plethora of talents; ‘feel I represent “the Church”’; varied worship; one common purse; hospitality; liberating as not constrained by any one denomination; enrichment of two denominations; one church building sold so now we have some money (!)

Selected issues raised included:
FINANCE

Payment to two masters – how can we pay less? We need a formula for share / assessment. 

The diocese / circuit does not always recognise us.

Several LEPs feel double-charged.

‘Unlike other churches in the circuit, there is not set formula for our LEP – what we pay is negotiable.’

· Needs to be a model devised for how to determine Methodist assessment in LEPs, especially where there is a Baptist minister whose costs are all paid.
Isolation: e.g. with circuit changes, one 37 church circuit will have only one LEP.

LEPs often have to shout loud to be heard in partner denominations.

In denominational accounts, it can appear that a LEP is only paying half the amount it should. (It is not made clear that there is payment to the other partner denomination as well.)

· Denominational treasurers could make clear that LEP contributions are also made to other partners.
SHARING AGREEMENTS

Getting sharing agreements can be hard work.

‘One amendment to a sharing agreement has already taken two and a half years. Soon another denomination will come on board and we’ll start all over again.’
‘It takes so long!’

‘Lost in bureaucracy.’

‘The sharing agreement needed to be amended to address handling money raised for building works.’

‘We try not to use money from partner denominations in redevelopment, as it would need a new sharing agreement.’ – i.e. because the sharing agreement process is so time-consuming, the church is denying itself mission opportunities.

· Can the CTE Group for Local Unity look at the Sharing Agreement process to see if it can be streamlined?
MISCELLANY

Each denomination (at national or regional level) seems to have a new initiative for this or that. All are worthy in their own way. But together they can be overpowering for a LEP which receives subtle pressure from each denomination to be part of their particular initiative. 

· Can denominations cooperate on initiatives nationally (ditto regionally, through WYEC).

There can be confusion on the different roles of Methodist steward and URC elder. In one church, a Methodist steward was ordained URC elder without awareness of the difference and that it is for life.

· Greater education needed on responsibilities and vocations within partner denominations.
