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1.
The original brief was to think about the structures this Deanery needed to deliver ministry and mission better in 5 years time. There were 5 of us in the group: 

· Ian Smith – Priest in charge of St Paul, Wordsworth Avenue 
· Lewis Atkinson, former Rural Dean of Ecclesfield, now retired 
· David Love, a member of St Paul’s, Wordworth Avenue

· Sue Hammersley, curate at St Mary, Ecclesfield and 
· Chris Knight a member of St Mark’s, Grenoside. 
2.
Others were approached but time and day made meeting very difficult. The group met 4 times. We agreed at our last meeting that our thinking needed more development and invite others to contribute. 

3.
The bulk of our time was spent in free ranging discussion and debate. It was clear at the outset that restructuring:

· cannot be a paper exercise that gets filed away. There is a need to see some outcomes. 

· must be ‘sold’ so the whole Deanery own it

· while beginning because of the prospect of fewer clergy, should ultimately enhance all ministries and encourage shared ministry in the Deanery
4.
We mapped existing relationships within the Deanery:
a) Stocksbridge, Deepcar, Bolsterstone and the Christian Centre

b) Sts Cecilia, Bernard, Leonard, and Paul (The Collaboration) note:  (St Hilda was formerly in the Collaboration)

c) Sts Cecilia and Bernard 

d) Ecclesfield/Mortomley/Chapeltown/Grenoside – an informal ministers network

e) Ecumenical: – 
· Ecclesfield and Trinity Methodist, 

· Mortomley and local RC, 

· Chapeltown and Pentecostal 

· Parson Cross Churches – ministers lunch/Lent Groups/worship/new church-fresh expression

· Shiregreen and Firth Park, Grenoside and Grenoside Methodist.

5.
Beyond the Deanery links existed too – Grenoside and Owlerton for example 

6.
Clustering is usually thought of in geographical terms. The experience of Lichfield Diocese is that any perception that links are imposed has negative consequences. We wanted to explore links around a joint area of mission or ministry rather than a common border.

7.
Joint ministry toward certain groups we already contact could be developed – baptism families, those being prepared for confirmation or marriage, parenting courses, the bereaved. 

8.
Joint ministry also suggests a shared place for the work to be done. We wondered if resources should be directed towards a number of buildings that would be excellent for mission and ministry rather than many that were, at best, adequate. Those buildings being focussed on would be Deanery resources accessible to parishes whose buildings were not ideal.

9.
The structure of the Deanery as it is sometimes experienced and perceived is 
	Structure Now
	We would 


like it to be
	Structure 5 Years On 

	rules
	
	flexible

	laws
	
	permission

	committees
	
	working groups

	precedent
	
	innovation

	tradition
	
	experiment

	boundaries
	
	networks

	procedures
	
	channels

	hierarchical
	
	bottom up

	disabling
	
	enabling

	inward
	
	outward


10.
We are keen to build better on what is already happening and make sure new things can happen that are not hampered by the Deanery structure.

11.
We appreciate that encouraging different ways of working may take time and needs the co-operation of the majority.  Our emphasis is on the ways local ministry could improve rather than being bound by the way things have always been done before

12.
Definitions are difficult things and we were concerned not to be rooted in doing what is measurable or can be termed ‘successful’. 

13.
We were keen that as some hard things are heard we sell this well. We wanted it to have a good smell and to emphasise the ‘why do this?’ in the light of the outcomes not ‘why do this?’ in the light of traditions and past.

14.
We were surprised by how tough Jesus is in the parable of the talents – the unused one is removed. We hope a more accountable structure will emerge where clergy and licensed and authorised people, congregations too, would be accountable for the gifts, however defined, they have, and the mission and ministry entrusted to them. We hoped parishes would discern their vocation – perhaps drawing on the work they did for ‘Discerning Church Vocation’, and now focus on delivering it, making connections within the Deanery and helped by the Deanery.

15.
That vocation should not in our view be limited by geography, church tradition or any other factor and we heard loud and clear that clergy must not discourage or disable the congregations they have from fulfilling their ministry and mission.  

16.
We may need to stand up to the Diocese on occasion as we tell this local story. Even models of other deaneries need treating with care as we wish to evolve our own not have another imposed.

17.
We decided that there was a need for more statistical research into the different parts of the Deanery, drawing on data that may be available already.  We urge the Deanery to make best use of the skills of local ministers rather than being bound by clergy numbers and that work be done when thinking of the resourcing of the areas, not so much on the number of clergy needed, but the gifts of the clergy for the area. 

18.
We felt that while the ecumenical dimension and partnership was important but at the present, our coming together as a Deanery should not be over complicated or have to take on yet more dimensions of complexity.

19.
The four key words that stayed with us when we thought of the structure of the Deanery were: communication – relationships – accountability – vocation. We meant by this ever better communication at all levels; PCC to/from church, Church to/from community, Deanery clergy to/from diocese, Deanery clergy to/from PCC. Better communication at all levels would help people to shape and understand what is going on. We meant relationships that were open, deepening and both within churches and across them. It would also mean deepening everyone’s relationship with God. Accountability has been explored above and may come to rest locally in the Area Dean and Council. Vocation is especially that call of a church to its mission and ministry in its local area.      

20.
Our final question took us to the heart of structure or organisation - what is the Deanery there to do? Our answer was that it was there to ‘serve, free, facilitate, enable and encourage’. The structure should serve the objectives of ministry and mission, not limit them.
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