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Further responses to the Mission Council resolution on the future of the 

Windermere Centre  
 

Note: these submissions appear as received, although we have edited into the URC’s house style. 

The name and other details of the author appear at the beginning of each submission. Opinions 

expressed are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the official policy of the United 

Reformed Church. 

 

1.  Griffith Fellows, Centre user, 9 December 2016 
My wife and I have recently taken part in a retreat at the Windermere Centre. This was our first time 

there and a wonderful experience it was. We have no detailed suggestions to make concerning the 

future of the centre but ask you to do all you can to keep the centre open. Surely to link with 

another Christian denomination to run the Windermere Centre as a joint project would be infinitely 

preferable to closing it. 

 

2.  Robert Bulloch, Centre user, North Western Synod, 16 December 2016 

As one of the many people who have benefitted from the Windermere Centre over the years I am 

both shocked and saddened to see that the possible closure of such a vital resource is even being 

considered.  Whilst one can appreciate that in difficult times all options must be considered, it is 

quite beyond my comprehension why anyone should think that this wonderful and empowering 

place should suffer such a fate.  I am quite unable to comprehend why the URC would spend millions 

of pounds on a college to train ministers it cannot afford to pay and yet not retain a centre where far 

more ministers and members as well as those of other denominations and none, can take advantage 

of resources? 

 

Reading the wording of a recent statement, it would appear from where I am standing, that closure 

appears to be inevitable.  Possibly I am mistaken.  May I assure you that many church members are 

watching and waiting for the outcome, and certainly intend to protest should closure be 

announced.   

 

In a denomination with a growing shortage of ministers, and with a need to enlarge and encourage 

lay people, what better location is there in which to hold courses in this very subject?    

 

Over the past months I have seen the lack of leadership in our synod at first hand and wonder 

whether this is yet another example of the crisis management which would, again from my 

perspective, be all too apparent at the present time? 

 

I sincerely trust that the committee engaged in any decisions to be made about the Windermere 

Centre will take a broad view about the URC’s future and not for some short term gain.   But with a 

lack of any clear vision concerning any aspect of the URC coming forward at the moment, I fear that 

my hopes are soon to be dashed. 

 

3. The Revd Clare Downing, Moderator of Wessex Synod, 22 December 2016 

 In my experience of church life, we tend to go for ‘keeping the status quo’ - in local church 

life, if something stays the same and some people don’t like it, then that doesn’t matter, but 

if a change is suggested and some people don’t like it then we don’t do it. 
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 In that context, it was obvious that the proposal to close the Windermere Centre would 

produce an outcry. 

 Training and development (in the Christian context discipleship) is essential for all believers, 

and as a denomination we need to be very clear that our aim is to increase the opportunities 

for this, rather than remove them. 

 Even on a more local basis, opportunities for learning are far more likely to be taken up if 

offered locally, unless there are particular factors which override this, such as:  

o the availability of the skills and expertise of particular people (for instance the Lay 

Preachers’ conferences at Westminster) 

o ‘getting away’ is part of the learning - e.g. retreats  

o meeting with people from the wider church is an important part of the process - 

perhaps for some special interest groups 

 There is also the issue that people who have had a specific ‘experience’ at a particular venue 

are likely to have an emotional attachment to the physical place. 

 Windermere has been an important place for some people and groups - and if it does not 

continue, they will have something of a bereavement. That doesn’t mean that closing it is 

wrong. 

 The age of many of our lay people - and the increase in work pressure on those who are 

younger mean that travelling is probably less easy than may have been 20 years ago. 

 Like many of our buildings, the existence of the Windermere Centre is something of an 

accident of history. Part of the attraction is that it is in a beautiful place, but like many 

beautiful places it is somewhat remote. 

 Whilst recognising that Windermere is fairly central on a north/south divide from Thurso to 

Falmouth, it is really not very accessible to much of the country for a weekend for instance. 

(I live in a place well served by trains, but if I want to reach the Centre by lunchtime on a 

weekday I need to set out very early and live in hope that the connections work. They never 

do. Travelling, for instance, on a Friday evening and returning on a Sunday afternoon would 

be a nightmare.) 

 This means that for huge swathes of the country running, for instance, a church weekend 

at Windermere is a non-starter. 

 The size of the centre doesn’t help. It isn’t big enough for a good sized group unless people 

are sharing rooms. I’ve run courses there where we have had to use local B&Bs to 

supplement the centre’s rooms.  And I do note that this particular course I was involved in 

running was not ‘lay training’ – and again, this goes against the philosophy that Windermere 

is unique because it is for lay training. Other things like pre-retirement courses are also not 

lay training. 

 It is too big to be run like a standard B&B, too small to run as a larger hotel type operation – 

hence the Christian Guild’s position on not taking it on. 

 And like it or not, less people are willing to share with others when they go away on church 

or other events than used to be the case. 

 It has been used by a variety of URC committees and groups – some of which have reduced 

the number/size/length of their meetings, and this is taking a toll on bookings. There has 

been pressure on groups to use the centre and keep the money ‘in house’ but it has become 

clear that the wider church is subsidising these groups, which in turn are propping up the 

centre. 
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 I admire the ‘pay what you can’ philosophy – but when paying the going rate is not paying its 

way, this may increase some usage, but isn’t going to solve the difficulties. 

 In the end, the subsidy which is going to the Windermere centre would, in my opinion be 

better off being used for supporting other ways of providing lay development - and perhaps 

on the use of other venues which are suitable for specific events. 

 Which takes me back to the starting point – easier and generally more effective (not to 

mention more environmentally friendly) to move one person to where the people are, than 

to move the people to where the centre is. 

4.  The Revd Stephen Thornton, originator of the idea of the Windermere Centre, 22 December 

2016 

I start with the churches as I see them every week across the country – small and big; weak and 

strong – and their real needs.  Every member needs a place where: 

 

 they can discuss theology old and new 

 explore Scripture with each other with guidance 

 develop their God-given gifts and discover their call – for all are called to something special 

 share with people in their own sphere of work how to exercise a Christian presence 

 (i.e. teachers/politicians/care assistants) 

 explore our Reformed Tradition – our history – our key beliefs 

 explore ecumenism/the world church/other faiths 

 develop creative gifts –  poetry/art/music/sculpture 

 work out strategies for mission and evangelism 

 working with people of all ages 

 ministry to those with memory loss 

 inspire more of our people to go into local and national politics – where our churches began 

 explore and develop worship for a new age – and so much more ... 

All this needs a special place for it to happen and the other centres cannot possibly do it all - we 

have 56,000 members and 15,000 children (remember that I and others were called to Ministry 

at 8 years old!) 

1.  It needs a dynamic Director – eager to visit the churches and commend the programme. 

2.  Why Windermere? Because it’s in the centre of our church geographically; because the 

area has been the inspiration for poets, artists, theologians, philosophers, thinkers for 

centuries; because it’s different, with a Celtic air and a deep spirituality. 

3.  If it needs an appeal, I've already suggested a 'Reformation 500 Windermere Appeal' (an 

appeal is how it got started and it can happen again) 

4.  We are very good at selling off our treasures for a pittance – there is another example 

nearby, now worth millions. 

5.  It was never a business (I ought to know!) and what price the large number of people 

who have been inspired, called, changed, transformed over the past 30 years. What other 

place can do that for us? 
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6.  We need to take seriously John Hull's book about our people's aversion to learning – and 

know it will be costly – it will take hard work and regular commendation - and be the heart 

of all we do if we are to make any mark on our nation and world. 

7.  If we are to be any use as a church in the future in our secular society, with many faiths, 

we need a highly equipped people, with a clear and wide vision, and firm foundations. 

8. It is for every member – more than Ministers of Word and Sacraments and Lay Preachers. 

9. It needs the cooperation, commendation and participation of all the Training Officers. 

10.  If we lose Windermere, all this must happen somewhere by some people:  who, when 

and where if not there? 

Well, there's a start - and that would give us a church even more worthy to belonging to. 

5.  The Revd Gethin Rhys offers his personal reflection on the future of the Windermere Centre, 30 

December 2016 

I am grateful for the opportunity to feed into this discussion, and I hope that many others in the URC 

will also do so. In this contribution, I draw especially on my personal experience as Joint Warden of 

Coleg Trefeca 1996-2003 (the Presbyterian Church of Wales equivalent of the Windermere Centre, 

on which the Windermere Centre’s financial model was originally based), which also involved being 

Lay Training Officer for the denomination. I have been a member of URC Mission Council for 5 years 

and convenor of an Assembly Committee for 2 years up to March 2016. 

 

There is no use crying over spilt milk, but I think the URC needs to understand how it got to this 

point in order to avoid repeating the same mistakes again. In fact, we are repeating some mistakes 

again at the moment. I would therefore want to plead for ten practical principles to guide the E&L 

Committee and Mission Council as decisions are made. The rest of this paper outlines the ten 

principles, with a little commentary on them. 

1. The work of the gospel is more important than ecclesiastical buildings. We are quick to say 

this to local congregations, but rather slower to acknowledge the same about centrally held 

buildings such as Church House, Westminster or Windermere.  

2. Once we have decided, however, that we are going to have some buildings, we need to 

remember that the payback on investment in their physical structure is (according to the 

accountants) to be depreciated, i.e. measured, over 50 years. When we commit to a building 

we must do so with a very long term plan in place, not just because it seems sensible in the 

short term. We must think 50 years ahead. (I see too little evidence that we have done this 

thinking for Church House or Westminster; don’t repeat the mistake for Windermere.) 

Because of principle 1 I voted against the Yardley Hastings youth centre, as it was clear to me that it 

was financially unviable and would detract from UK-wide youth work in the URC. I was proved right 

on both counts. However, 10 years later I voted against closing the centre because of principle 2 – 

we were writing off 4/5ths of the investment by so doing, and that decision did not solve the 

difficulty caused by ignoring principle 1, it compounded it – we were never able to use the revenue 

funding ‘saved’ to re-establish other cross-UK youth work in the URC because we still had to pay for 

the building. We also witnessed the unedifying spectacle of the URC Trust charging East Midlands 
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Synod a hefty rent for its use of a URC centre for its intended purpose, in an attempt to recoup the 

lost capital, leading to its closure a second time. We have paid a very big price for those three poor 

decisions. 

3. The training of volunteer leaders will be vital for the future of the URC for as long as we can 

see ahead. Current trends suggest very strongly that numbers coming forward for 

stipendiary ministries will continue to fall, as will the ability of synods to employ lay people 

as Training Officers, YCWTs and the like.  

4. The URC has written many reports and passed many resolutions favouring ‘integrated 

training’ of lay and ordained ministries – from the original Integrated Training report in the 

1980s to The Learning Church. However, on the ground there has been little sign of that. 

Some synods continue to restrict some or all of their provision to ordained ministers only. 

The URC’s withdrawal from the Regional Training Partnerships – which provide integrated 

training for a number of lay and ordained ministries in the Church of England and the 

Methodist Church – undermined this commitment. Windermere is now the only RCL 

designed to facilitate such integrated training, although Northern and Scottish College also 

have some integrated courses.  

5. A residential training experience, even if very short term as at Windermere, changes people 

and the quality of their faith. We saw this again and again at Trefeca. It is seen in the small 

numbers still experiencing full residential training for ministry. Its absence is visible in some 

of our ministers and other leaders who have been trained in other ways and, while full of 

faith and talent, lack the collegiality (and therefore both the informal support and the sense 

of mutual accountability) that was engendered in a church led mainly by stipendiary 

ministers who had trained together residentially. How can we best recreate what was good 

in that way of being church? 

The Committee needs to consider, in the light of 1-5, whether or not the best way to offer good 

training for the new, mainly lay and non-stipendiary ministry of the future, involves using one or 

more buildings with a resident staff, rather than hiring conference centres from others. There are 

arguments both ways – attending a commercial centre, however good, will often be both more 

expensive and less effective than attending one where the staff are more than staff, but part of the 

training.  But providing such a facility requires a 50-year commitment, financial and moral, to an 

institution, and we may not be able to afford that  

6. We must, morally and financially, make the best use of the buildings in which we have 

invested.  We made the decision to invest £7m in Westminster.  I was, and remain, sceptical 

about that decision, as I was about Yardley Hastings – Cambridge is too geographically 

peripheral to provide the centre we really need. But we have made the investment, and - 

especially as quite a bit of the money was raised on a prospectus from outside the URC - I 

believe we must stick with it for the full 50 years, finding ways to make the best of a poor 

decision. This necessarily entails thinking very carefully about our use of Northern College. 

Although we do not own the buildings, we have committed to the project and our payment 

of fees contributes to capital as well as revenue costs. It is also an ecumenical institution. I 

do not know the financial or governance details, but I do know that they must be factored 

into this thinking. (For example, Westminster’s availability as a building for lay training is 

limited in term time. Is Northern similarly limited, or is it available when Westminster is not? 

That, along with geography, is a factor that requires careful research and no decision should 

be made without knowing the answer). 
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7. We must work ecumenically – always. This is not an optional extra for the URC. With regard 

to stipendiary ministry we decided to withdraw from Queen’s, Birmingham and all the 

Regional Training Partnerships, weakening our partnership with the Methodists and 

Anglicans. We put our resources into Manchester and Cambridge – from which the 

Methodists then withdrew their stipendiary ministry training a few years later. We now train 

not a single minister together. This has been disastrous for ecumenism in these islands, as 

the constant misunderstandings in URC/Methodist LEPs and United Areas demonstrates to 

the huge frustration of Synod Moderators and everyone else involved. Similarly, in the 1990s 

the URC unilaterally withdrew from the Exploring the Faith partnership (causing real 

difficulty to the PCW) and then suffered in turn from others withdrawing from TLS. 

Partnership, like investment in buildings, must be genuine and long-term. A Facebook 

respondent has asked whether we should look at partnership with the Methodists at Cliff 

College, and I would suggest E&L might look at that route. 

8. Relatedly, we need always to be willing to learn from others. How do other denominations 

facing the same situation as us manage? The Presbyterian Church of Wales has decided to 

maintain (at considerable expense) its lay training and youth centres, and close its single 

theological college, using the colleges of ecumenical partners (in Cardiff and Bangor) and the 

University faculties in Wales for theology degrees, and bringing candidates together in 

Trefeca and Bala for training alongside lay people and youth workers. It also uses ‘on-the-

job’ apprenticeship-style training for some candidates. My observation is that, as a package, 

this is gradually increasing numbers of candidates for ministries in a declining denomination. 

I would urge consultation with and learning from the PCW – and with other ecumenical 

partners about whom I know less, but which also have experience and resources to share. (A 

respondent to this note on Facebook has pointed to the geographically dispersed pattern of 

integrated training being developed by the Church in Wales through the St Padarn’s 

Institute, and I would certainly recommend that E&L look into that experience as a possible 

model). Between us as Churches, we surely have the centres we need, if only we would 

share them fully and generously. But that requires extensive research which does not appear 

to have begun, and is hardly likely to be concluded by Mission Council in May. 

9. Whatever we decide about buildings, we must remember that the most important decision 

is still to come – appointing the right people to run the training and activity within those 

buildings. Many Christian residential centres have run into difficulty because they lacked the 

particular qualities of leadership that are necessary to make such a project work. The 

combination of effective 50-year time-frame planning and being able to give full attention to 

today’s visitors is a rare one indeed, but without it, even the best endowed centre will soon 

fail. Non-residential training programmes can also be vulnerable to the wrong people being 

appointed. Are we confident that we have the right people within a small denomination to 

take on such an exacting and exhausting task? Are we happy to appoint from outside the 

URC? 

It will be clear that I believe that if we are to get where we want to be, we should not be starting 

from here. The URC has no choice but to go on paying a heavy price – financially and otherwise – for 

a series of wrong-headed decisions in the past. Without full access to much information I cannot 

realistically support one particular solution. But I would suggest that any solution must: 

a. Focus on training the whole people of God. We can no longer afford to put as many 

resources as we do, in people and buildings, into training tiny numbers of 

stipendiary ministers. 
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b. Be fully and rigorously ecumenical. All those in URC ministries, lay and ordained, 

stipendiary and non-stipendiary, must be trained alongside those of other 

denominations. If the future On the Way course does not achieve that (and from 

what little I know, it appears it will not), then it will be on the way to self-

destruction. 

c. Be sustainable for the future. We have little choice but to use Westminster as a 

base. This must be costed for 40+ years ahead. When we know what that involves, 

we may – or may not – be able to afford another building in the north or west of the 

UK. My guess is it will be at most one other building or none at all.  

d. Take into account future liabilities on a closed Windermere Centre and how much 

investment there will have to be written off if it is closed. We must also consider our 

moral obligations to Carver Memorial URC – who have invested heavily in their 

building so that it complements the Centre – and to the Cumbria Ecumenical Area, 

which is pioneering exactly the ecumenical ministry future that the URC was 

founded to promote. To undermine either or both would leave a very nasty taste 

indeed in the mouth. 

e. Be sufficiently flexible to cope with changes over which we have no control, such as 

changes to student finance and HE/FE configurations. Again, the PCW experience 

should be helpful here, as it has indeed proved flexible in this regard. 

There is one final principle to which I would draw the Committee’s attention: 

10. Act in haste, repent at leisure. The sudden urgency to make a decision by May makes it 

virtually impossible to produce the detailed analysis which I have suggested above. But 

without it, we can make the right decision only by accident, and are far more likely to get it 

wrong once again. I believe that Mission Council must be faced with the reality that major 

strategic decisions can and should not be taken on the hoof. We have tried that in the past 

and have failed in the past, misusing the denomination’s resources and taking decisions 

which run totally against the stated policy of the United Reformed Church on matters such 

as ecumenism, the priority of young people and integrated training. I believe that a 

courageous E&L Committee will, therefore, provide as much detail as it can to Mission 

Council in May, but will recommend that no precipitate action be taken until a coherent 

ecumenical integrated training policy can be devised which is viable and will stand the test of 

time. We no longer have the leisure to repent again. Please do not act in haste. 

 

6.   Patricia Deacon, Centre user, 4 January 2017 

I had the blessing of staying at the Windermere Centre over New Year with the Christian Singles 

Fellowship.  This is a fantastic place with a Christian ethos and loads of potential, ideally placed in 

the beautiful Lake District, easily accessible by public transport, food of a very high standard, and 

friendly welcoming staff who go the second mile to make everyone comfortable.   

 

I learned with dismay that the Centre might be closed.  According to the web site, the purpose of the 

Windermere Centre is ‘to resource the church through hospitality and theological adventure’.  That 

is a wide remit which could well be extended beyond the provision of the training courses which it 

now runs.  Just as the Centre organises courses for those involved in church administration so that 

everything can be done ‘decently and in order’, so the Centre itself needs to be put on a sound 

business footing so that it can develop and thrive.  There is nothing unspiritual about that.  Groups 
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and individuals from across the denominations, young people's groups, overseas visitors and many 

others could benefit from its ministry.  I very much hope that The Windermere Centre can be 

developed further so that it will remain open.   

 
7.   Resolution from the Lancashire Area Pastoral Committee of the North Western Synod, 17 
January 2017 
 
The Lancashire Area Pastoral Committee, at its meeting on Monday 8th January 2017, in response to 
the decision at October Mission Council and subsequent reports with regard to the Windermere 
Centre: 
 

1.  Believes that given what we see as the miscommunication of the outcome of October Mission 
Council, which has given the impression that closure is a foregone conclusion, we feel that every 
effort should be made to have an open and expansive period of consultation and action be taken 
to commit to a reasonable period of subsidising the Centre to allow new initiatives to be trialled 
and collaboration to be explored. 

 
2.  Urges that the period of consultation being undertaken be extended. 

 
3.  Suggests that enquiries be made as to the possibility of collaborating with other training 
partners, both Christian and secular, and explore other options to secure the viability of the 
Centre. 

 
4.  Encourages our local congregations in Lancashire to reflect upon this and explore how they 
can support the consultation and the Centre. 

 

8.  Colin Wills, Elder at Burnley and Nelson United Reformed Church and member of Burnley and 

Nelson URC support, 17 January 2017 

I support the Lancashire Area Pastoral Committee’s resolution from its meeting on Monday 8th 

January 2017, in response to the decision at October Mission Council and subsequent reports with 

regard to the Windermere Centre:  I would like to go further and add some of my own suggestions to 

the content of that resolution. 

1. I request that the consultation period, before a decision is made on the future of the Windermere 

Centre, is extended and will ask other member churches to make a similar request.   

 2. I believe that it is essential to take the necessary steps to recruit and enlist a knowledgeable, 

willing, committed and experienced volunteer co-ordinator, whether currently remunerated or not, 

and other volunteers, as well as available committed, willing and able remunerated staff, to address 

the thoughts I outline below.  

The Centre is a tremendous asset to the URC with a potential that should be guarded, protected and 

developed. 

I am not convinced or assured that there has been proper, if any, consultation with potential 

partners e.g. other denominations, Christian Faith training colleges, local, regional and county 

government and education authorities, universities, colleges, support services  and other private 

sector educational institutions serving business, commerce, the media, industry and retail, and 

tourist boards, or partnership funding bodies - the Council For Voluntary Service are helpful in 
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finding potential partnership funders, e.g. The Heritage Fund, European Union European Social Fund, 

Edexcel -  advancing learning changing lives, Skills Funding Agency. 

I am not convinced or assured that the marketing talent and experience, probably available within 

the denomination and friends of the denomination has been explored. 

I am aware of time restrictions, but I wish to make it clear that the priority must be to keep the 

‘crown jewels’ and not sell them to the highest bidder. Vision 2020 is not dead and I am not 

prepared to put nails or swords into our Lord to crucify Him again by supporting any move to close 

and sell the Windermere Centre.  

9.  Rita Griffiths, Mersey Synod clerk and Centre user, 24 January 2017 

These are my own thoughts re the future of the Windermere Centre as a way forward: 

1.  I would like the Windermere Centre to be given an initial three years’ trial from May 2017. 

2.  During this trial I would like a Spiritual Director to be appointed who could work with Training 

Officers in delivering more and more regularly lay training, among many other events and training 

aimed at church groups/members.   

3.  During the trial I would like a Business Manager appointed to run the Windermere Centre like a 

business; advertising all spare rooms on booking.com or wherever to fit in with the existing 

Windermere Centre bookings from Churches.   

4.  Lay people are going to be used more and more for leading worship; running churches and so on; 

the Windermere Centre could play a bigger part in this development. 

10.  The Revd Heather Morgan, Centre user, South Western Synod, 27 January 2017 

I was extremely sad to read that the URC seems to have set its heart on closing the Windermere 

Centre. It's such a valuable resource for training as well as offering a wide range of opportunities 

within the denomination & to other denominations.  The Centre played a crucial role in my faith 

journey & in my call to ministry.  It gave me a unique opportunity to meet both ministers & lay folk 

from the URC in a comfortable & relaxed atmosphere surrounded by beautiful countryside. 

 

I am now retired & I haven't visited the Centre for some years as the one drawback when you are 

older is the distance to travel! 

 

I do hope and pray that Mission Council will do a feasibility study of all the options before a decision 

is made.  I am aware that we live in difficult economic times and that the Centre should preferably 

pay its way.  However, a possible appeal to the churches might be an option? 

 

Thank you for reading my letter. 

11.   The Revd Tony Addy, Mission Partner of the URC in Europe, 27 January 2017 

I am a URC Minister living in central Europe where I have been working as a Mission Partner of the 

URC. It may seem inappropriate to offer a view about the Windermere Centre but I have been 

involved with it at different points in my life, including in recent years! 
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My Experience as a Centre User 

First, as I see it, the Centre has been and should continue to be a focal point for developing new 

thinking and strategy for the church.  In my experience coming together there, to work together on 

pressing issues in urban mission or for example to grapple with new theological insights has been 

most valuable.  

 

Second, organising such events as the pre-retirement course at Windermere exploits the special 

atmosphere for the practical and pastoral work, which is very much needed at this time. 

 

Third, on a personal level, when, with my wife, we were thinking where to hold our wedding 

celebration we chose Windermere. The main idea ‘It’s your place’ is very relevant to my situation as 

a URC minister, which I know is not typical. We brought together almost 100 people from all parts of 

Europe. The overwhelming response was that people wished in their church they had such a centre, 

accessible and inviting with careful hospitality. They appreciated the approach of the centre staff 

and the way the different spaces work together.  Most of our friends are connected to churches, 

which also have conference and training centres so their evaluation showed to me what a treasure 

the centre is. They also remarked on the Pay What You Can policy and the idea that the Centre is for 

the whole church (It’s Your Place).  Actually these were among the important reasons why we went 

to the Centre. 

 

This leads me to another point, I think the openness of the centre, exemplified by the policies 

mentioned in the previous paragraph is an important witness to a different economic paradigm that 

the church as a whole should be supporting.  

 

The Review 

If I understand the thinking behind the review, the idea is to seriously consider closing the Centre if it 

needs on-going financial support. It seems to me that it is very difficult for a small house to be 

economically viable but the centre is and should be seen as, a real investment in mission in its own 

right and it seems to me that it would be possible to not only to increase its use but also to expand 

that mission.  

 

The ‘pay what you can afford’ approach has made using the Centre possible for many more persons 

and groups who would not normally be able to get away, including people campaigning on poverty. 

In these challenging times such a mission focussed resource is needed for the benefit of the whole 

church.  

 

Looking to the Future 

(i) Building a sense of ownership 

The Centre is at the moment an agency of the national church and this means it ‘belongs’ to 

everyone – but the ‘ownership’ is diffuse.  There is a need to create a stronger sense of 

ownership and I would suggest rooting the Centre especially in the framework of the Northerly 

Synods. This would enable a close connection with the issues, needs and strategic development 

of the regions and nations involved.  This would be on behalf of the national church.  
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A more concerted effort could also be made to discover what offers churches and synods would 

like to see the centre providing and also to create an inventory of offers from people with 

different skills. This would also strengthen ownership and involvement. 

 

(ii) Strategic direction 

The Centre could be a place where strategic direction for the church and churches is a key focus. 

It should be a support for analysis, reflection and strategy building and for supporting 

discipleship and public witness. A strategic partnership with ecumenical bodies like Church 

Action on Poverty would underline the commitment to working with and on behalf of 

marginalised people. Similar links with international work could be developed.  

 

(iii) Link to national church programmes 

National programmes of the church should use the centre more regularly for training, 

development and management. Of course it is more easily accessible to some synods than 

others but an open resource in the northern part of Britain is also necessary.  

 

(iv) Seeing the Centre as an instrument of mission 

The inclusive ministry of hospitality and welcome, which the centre offers, is a very important 

factor, which brings some of the essential characteristics of the URC to life.  The pay what you 

can approach is an important part of this development. 

The possibilities for tailor made programmes for groups, as well as opportunities for individuals, 

create an important offer of space for reflection and creative spirituality.  

From my own experience, I would also say that the centre and church make an ideal place for 

celebrations such as our marriage ...  

 

Conclusion 

I recognise that I do not have the full picture but I think that the Centre should have a future both as 

a resource for and instrument of mission, building on the strengths of the past. I cannot volunteer 

regularly from a distance but I could help with leadership of some events if needed and my interests, 

knowledge were needed. 
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