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Reflections on how decisions are made
1. The Constitutions Review Group was established by the Archbishops' Council to conduct the
quinquennial review of the constitution of bodies “answerable to the Synod through the
Archbishops' Council.” Alongside that work, the Archbishops' Council invited the Review
Group to devote some time to taking a wider look at national decision making processes in the
Church of England that involve the Archbishops' Council.
2. The trigger for this request was a presentation to Council members of some work, done as part
of what came to be known as the “mapping exercise”, to identify how and where key decisions
were taken in the Church of England. This study had itself developed from earlier exercises, in
particular the first phase of the service reviews carried out in 2005 under the leadership of the Rt
Revd David Urquhart and a seminar in 2004 at which some members of the Council and the
House of Bishops had met in Cambridge with a number of academics to consider decision
making in the Church of England.
3. In considering how best to discharge this supplementary remit we were reminded of a
suggestion made by the Archbishop of Canterbury in these earlier discussions that it would be
illuminating to conduct some case studies of recent decision making exercises in the Church to
see whether there were useful wider lessons to be learned. We therefore invited the staff team
supporting us to do some research and produce for us three short studies. Although we had not
originally intended them for wider publication they seemed to us to be of sufficient general
interest to be worth circulating more widely.
4. We also concluded that there were some interesting general lessons that could be drawn out
from the experience of these case studies. They are set out in the attached note from the Group
and are being circulated, in parallel with our main report, with the agreement of the
Archbishops' Council.
5. These reflections range quite widely and have potential relevance beyond the Archbishops'
Council and the bodies for which it is responsible. They are of particular relevance to policy
reviews and other exercises established to prepare the ground for significant and potentially
difficult decisions.
6. Our own thinking has been enriched by this opportunity to look at how some significant recent
decisions have been taken and our hope is that they, together with our associated reflections,
will both serve as useful background material for our main report and have value in their own
right.

Christina Baxter
Chair, Constitutions Review Group
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Taking better decisions

1.

How decisions are taken at national level in the Church of England can, to borrow a
Churchillian phrase, appear like ‘a riddle wrapped in a mystery inside an enigma’. While the
Church Commissioners and the Pensions Board have clearly defined responsibilities, the
inter-play between the General Synod, the House of Bishops (itself a House of the Synod),
and the Archbishops’ Council and the bodies accountable to it is more complex and subtle.

2.

There has, for some time, been an appetite for some further mapping of this territory both to
help people find their way around more easily and, perhaps more importantly, to help improve
and streamline the processes of decision-making.

3.

In the light of a motion from the Guildford Diocesan Synod on Anglican governance the
House of Bishops’ Standing Committee commissioned in May 2007 a note setting out the
relative responsibilities of the Synod, the House of Bishops and the Archbishops’ Council as
well as three of the bodies of the Anglican Communion – the Lambeth Conference, the
Primates Meeting and the Anglican Consultative Council. Once available, that note will be an
important companion piece to this document.

4.

What is attempted here has a different character and purpose. Rather than setting out the
responsibilities of the various bodies as formerly prescribed, it seeks to identify some lessons
that can be learnt from the way that the Church of England managed, nationally, three
difficult pieces of policy business over the past decade.

5.

The first case study concerns the review of the structure and funding of ordination training,
which included the preparation, consideration and implementation of what is often referred to
as the ‘Hind’ report. Second comes the process surrounding the decision by the national
Church to commit itself to the relaunch of the Church Urban Fund and the decision to make
some national funding available for that. The final case study concerns the exercise between
2005 and 2007 to tackle the serious dilemmas posed by the very large projected increases in
the cost of the clergy pensions scheme.

6.

These case studies have been prepared at the request of the Constitutions Review Group,
which is chaired by Christina Baxter and established by the Archbishops’ Council to conduct
the quinquennial review of the bodies accountable through it to the General Synod. The
report of that group, with its recommendations for what structures might best serve the
Council and the Synod in the 2010 – 2015 quinquennium is [to be] published separately.

7.

The lessons to be learned from these case studies do not, in themselves, lead directly to the
particular conclusions the Review Group has reached about structures and governance. They
do, however, help to shed light on those questions as well as being of potentially more general
interest. The Constitutions Review Group concluded, therefore, that they merited circulation
in their own right.

8.

What, then, are the main points to emerge from these three exercises? Each of the authors
offers some personal reflections at the end of each study. In addition there are some broader
conclusions that the Review Group believes can be drawn. We set them out under six
headings.
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Asking the right questions
9.

The first thing to emerge from all three case studies is the imperative need to be clear about
the purpose of any exercise and to scope it with some care from the outset. Most
decisions in the national Church are, of course, taken as part of the normal flow of business
taken by the relevant responsible body. These case studies all concern issues of particular
significance where it was judged necessary to launch a special exercise in order to explore a
range of options before major decisions were taken.

10.

Policy reviews of this kind are necessary from time to time in most large organisations. The
multiplicity of stake-holders in the Church of England means that it is a common reflex to set
up a review of some kind before moving to a significant decision on a matter of national
policy. Nevertheless, reviews can be a substitute for action. As Harold Wilson remarked of
Royal Commissions, they can take minutes and last years.

11.

There is no doubt that the first case study illustrates the difficulties that can arise when a large
set of interconnected issues is fed into an open-ended review which lacks clear boundaries. It
is particularly important, therefore, to try and be clear from the outset about the nature of the
problems to be addressed.

12.

In the case of CUF and of the clergy pension problems there were very clear drivers: in the
first case, CUF was due to have spent out all of its original funding within a few years; in the
second, new government regulations looked set to increase the pensions contribution rate to
unsustainable levels. It is certainly arguable that the ordination training review would
ultimately have proved a less frustrating process if there had been greater rigour at the outset
over the nature of the problems to be addressed and the limits on the subjects which were
within scope.

13.

The pensions exercise would almost certainly have run into comparable difficulties had a
view not been taken early on to try and ensure that addressing wider remuneration and
housing issues did not become a precondition to solving the presenting pension problems.

Getting the process and timescale right
14.

For any significant policy issue in the Church this is often one of the most taxing challenges.
The General Synod generally meets only twice a year, the House of Bishops twice a year, plus
at least three meetings of its Standing Committee and two other national episcopal meetings.
The Archbishops’ Council meets six times a year. Where decisions have ultimately to be
taken by one or more of those bodies and where, in addition, it may be necessary to engage
various of them at intermediate stages of the process constructing an orderly, tight and
effective process can be challenging.

15.

It is crucial, therefore, to be clear from the outset how much, if any, flexibility there is
over the timescale and, in the light of that, what the order of proceedings should be.
There are twin dangers to avoid here. One is to get into an exercise which lasts so long that
the nature of the questions and the context in which they have to be answered changes
significantly as the exercise proceeds. The ordination training case study vividly illustrates
that.

16.

The second and opposite danger – which could easily have occurred in the pensions case had
not some wise decisions been taken very early on – is to be driven by the seriousness and
urgency of the problem into a timescale which does not allow sufficient space both for
quality, private analysis and discussion within a core group and adequate engagement with the
key stakeholders. Both are necessary and neither by itself is sufficient.

17.

It is usually unrealistic to expect large bodies, be it the Council, the House of Bishops, or
other gatherings such as Inter-Diocesan Finance Forum, to be able themselves to produce
solutions. They can endorse, amend or reject specific proposals put to them or sometimes
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chose between a very limited number of options. But the serious work of analysis and
assessment has to be done by staff and usually a small group of members.
18.

The probing of CUF’s business plans was an important part of that exercise. Similarly, the
robust discussions in the Pensions Task Group were crucial to the production of clear and
accessible consultation documents which enabled dioceses to signal choices.

Ownership and direction
19.

Part of the analysis of the Turnbull Report of 1995, Working as One Body, was that the
Church had a legislature but lacked an effective executive. The Archbishops’ Council has, to
some extent, plugged that gap, though its effective operation turns crucially on a smooth
relationship with the House of Bishops and its Standing Committee; the setting of vision and
the establishment of priorities are ultimately matters for bishops in Synod.

20.

What emerges from the case studies is that decision processes are more likely to be smart and
effective if a small number of people are asked to own the task of identifying solutions to
the presenting problem and a senior member of staff is given the responsibility of
supporting those members as, in effect, the project director.

21.

The pensions case study is a good example of how this can work well. Crucially, the
Archbishops themselves were engaged very early and gave a mandate for the work. Although
it may seem unduly burdensome to suggest that nothing can happen without the Archbishops’
blessing, the fact is that it is they who are the Presidents of Synod, the Presidents of the
Archbishops’ Council and the chairs of the House of Bishops. All three bodies are likely to
be involved at some stage in relation to any major national policy issues.

22.

Getting the Archbishops’ agreement to the ownership and direction of a particular policy
review is, therefore, likely to be crucial whether by taking the matter to the Archbishops’
Council or the House of Bishops (which would be the normal course) or, where urgency or
confidentiality required (as was the case with pensions) direct to the Archbishops personally.

23.

It is precisely because decision-making processes in the Church are complex, with power
often widely dispersed, that it is important both at member and staff level, to have ownership
and direction of any particular project. This emphatically does not mean that those involved
need to be selected because they can be relied on to deliver a particular solution. There was
no right or predetermined set of answers to any of the three sets of problems explored in the
case studies. But it is essential to assemble people with the necessary knowledge, judgement
and openness of mind to pick up a difficult set of problems and shape solutions.

24.

Such groups should normally be small. In order to achieve various balances national
Church of England bodies have often tended to be large. Just occasionally that may be
unavoidable (for example the legislative drafting group for women bishops was established
with nine members). But there is no doubt that the Hind group suffered to some extent by
being part of that tradition. The small focused task group established to review CUF’s
business plans and to identify solutions to the pensions problem should be much more the
normal model of working for the future.

25.

This can be counter-cultural in the Church. But it is important to remember that key decisions
will continue to be taken by formal bodies of the Church – the Archbishops’ Council with its
19 members, the House of Bishops with its 53 voting members and the General Synod with
its 466 members. Other groups, be they one-off task groups or more general reference groups
should be small and nimble.

26.

Project direction by someone at staff level who is trusted to keep the exercise to task and to
time is not a concept deeply embedded in our ways of working. But it is also crucial. It will
normally be a personal responsibility. The person concerned may then need to invest time in
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securing effective coordination for the project at staff level and ensuring that others with
relevant contributions to make are brought in as necessary.
27.

Two developments in recent years have been helpful in this respect. One has been the
creation of a Senior Management Group for the Archbishops’ Council where the Directors of
the various Divisions come together monthly with the Secretary General..

28.

The second has been the creation of a Chief Officers’ group that meets quarterly and brings
together the Secretary General, the Secretary to the Church Commissioners, the Secretary to
the Pensions Board and the Chiefs of Staff at Lambeth and Bishopthorpe. Although both
groups exist partly to deal with management and staffing issues they also facilitate the
direction and co-ordination of work in support of key policy exercises.

Authority and decision-making
29.

Each of the three case studies illustrates very well the multiplicity of stake holders and the
complexity of decision-making in what may, at first sight, seem relatively straightforward
issues such as clergy pension arrangements. A brief map in each of the three cases may be
illuminating.

30.

In relation to ordination training it is the House of Bishops that sets the standards for the
Church’s ordained ministry, decides which training institutions to recognise and prescribes
what accredited training institutions are expected to deliver. Decisions about the selection of
candidates for ordination and the training pathways that they should follow are for individual
bishops, assisted by national selection conferences, which aim to maintain national standards
of assessment on behalf of the bishops. The money for ordination training is provided by
dioceses, mainly through payments that they make to the Archbishops’ Council which in turn
funds the training institutions, though some direct support for ordinands is provided by the
dioceses.

31.

In the case of CUF the charity is a separate trustee body at arms length from the official
structures of the Church. But CUF was established following an Archbishops’ Commission
in the 1980s and is dependent for its effectiveness on the good will of bishops and dioceses.
The champions for the policy objectives that it pursues are both the Mission and Public
Affairs Council of the Archbishops’ Council and the Urban Bishops Panel.

32.

In the case of the clergy pensions scheme the funding responsibility lies with the dioceses
(and other responsible bodies) for all service from 1 January 1998 with the Church
Commissioners’ funding service before that date. The Pensions Board act as trustees of the
funded scheme and administer the scheme for all beneficiaries. Pensions policy is the
responsibility of the Archbishops’ Council supported by one of its sub-committees –
DRACSC. Changes to the rules of the clergy pensions scheme require the approval of the
General Synod itself. In addition, statutory consultation with scheme members is required.

33.

It will be apparent from the foregoing that the decision-making processes in each of these
cases were necessarily complex. The same is likely to be true in most policy reviews. It is
important, therefore, to shape a process which engages with the key stakeholders at the
right moment and distinguishes adequately between consultation and influence on the
one hand and decision-making and formal accountability on the other.

34.

Despite its complex legal structures the Church is, ultimately, a voluntary society. Even
where, therefore, particular bodies enjoy a measure of formal power, most decisions of
significance will in practice need to achieve a wide measure of buy-in.

35.

This can, however, all too easily be a recipe for insufficient clarity over the status of various
phases in a consultation or decision-making process. For example, in January 2005 the House
of Bishops gave strong support for CUF’s new strategy. Yet it is not entirely clear that all
bishops saw this as carrying with it a commitment that they would follow that through by
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acting as a champion for CUF with their senior staff team and bishop’s council back in their
dioceses. Without the latter, the former was of only limited value.
36.

Similarly, it is important to avoid using Synod debates and motions as a way of
appearing to get a mandate for actions where the main responsibility and discretion lie
elsewhere. This is a particularly acute question in relation to ministry issues. In general,
Synod has become much more disciplined over the years in not passing motions which take
insufficient account of financial reality or attempt to be overly prescriptive in relation to
decisions which properly lie elsewhere. Nevertheless, there is still a need for vigilance over
what Synod should properly be asked to endorse, not least with a continuing shift of financial
influence from the centre to dioceses and parishes.

Information management
37.

A large voluntary organisation like the Church of England is not best adapted for
confidentiality and, in any event, the best decisions are ones that are taken in a climate of
trust. This is best created by the practice of openness and transparency.

38.

Nevertheless, there are times when space needs to be created for people to think the
unthinkable in private. It is clear from the attached case study that the pensions exercise
could have got off on entirely the wrong footing if the initial information about possible
future contribution rates had not been subjected to rigorous private probing.

39.

Good decision making does, therefore, require careful and shrewd information
management. A commitment to trust and openness sometimes means that a small group
has to be trusted with key information and the opportunity to think radical thoughts in
private without immediately having to share their workings with everyone else. The
Church continues to be of significant interest to wider society. Unhelpful accounts given
at the wrong moment can be damaging for morale and complicate good decision
making.

40.

Information handling is, however, not merely about sometimes safeguarding the
confidentiality of information but also about managing the communication of information
effectively to the Church’s many stakeholders and more widely. The two consultation
documents issued at the right moment on the pensions problem, the series of road shows to
dioceses and the eventual consultation of all scheme members assisted by advice from those
expert in the use of ‘plain English’ all help to secure a thorough and orderly consideration of
the options.

Constitutions Review Group
January 2009
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Review of the Structure and Funding of Ordination Training
Origins
1.

In the early 1990s there was continuing concern about declining numbers of candidates
coming forward for ordination training, coupled with growing concerns about fee levels and
increases requested by Colleges and Courses, and about the financial viability of theological
training institutions. In the light of the reviews undertaken by Bishop Bob Hardy (the Lincoln
Report), and subsequently Bishop John Oliver (the Hereford Report), the House of Bishops
withdrew recognition of the Chichester and Salisbury theological colleges, and they closed. A
little later, in 1995, independently of these two reports, came the closure of Lincoln
theological college. There have been no closures since then.

2.

In May 1999, the Archbishops’ Council approved a proposal to set up a working party on
Vote 1 (comprising the membership of the Ministry Division’s Finance Panel, augmented
with additional members to give a wider representation), to make specific recommendations
on the handling of Vote 1 in 2001 and to explore the best way of ensuring that ordinands
could be trained and fluctuations in numbers could be better handled. (The working party was
to report back to the Council by the end of 1999.)

3.

In the same year, the Canterbury Diocesan Synod passed a motion which welcomed the (by
then improved) numbers coming forward for ordination training and the diversity of training
methods now available within the Church, but warned that the financial burdens on parishes
and dioceses had increased far beyond inflation in recent years, and stressed that such
increases would be unsustainable in the future. Apart from urging an inflation only increase
on the General Synod budget, the motion asked for a new method of financial planning,
including a three-year rolling budget.

4.

The Canterbury motion was never submitted to the Synod for debate because it was to be
subsumed into the work of the Structure and Funding of Ordination Training Working Party
(the Hind working party), which would be established the following year. The minutes and
papers of the time indicate a mood of financial crisis, and the need for urgent action.

5.

In January 2000 the Archbishops’ Council received the first report from the Vote 1 Working
Party: Managing Planned Growth, and agreed a number of recommendations for managing
Vote 1 over the next few years, including the use of a three-year reserve within Vote 1 to
smooth the impact on the apportionment. A supplementary report was issued the following
year. The first recommendation in the Managing Planned Growth report about the
management of numbers entering the colleges was significant, and remains unfinished
business today.

The birth of the Hind Working Party
6.

The Managing Planned Growth working party also flagged up the need for further work, and
the need for a second group to look at some wider training issues, with the provisional title of
the ‘Structure and Funding of Ordination training’ (SFOT).

7.

In March 2000 the Bishops’ Committee for Ministry (a joint House of Bishops/Archbishops’
Council Ministry Division Committee) received a paper on the proposed SFOT working
party, and noted the proposed terms of reference and membership. In April 2000 the
Archbishops’ Council considered two papers on the strategy of ministry and welcomed the
concept of setting up the SFOT working party. The Council suggested some changes to the
proposed membership, including persons with experience of professional work outside the
Church.
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8.

In 2000 the membership of the SFOT working party was considered by the Appointments
Committee. The working party was appointed, with Bishop John Hind as Chairman, and as
members: another member of the House of Bishops (Bishop Peter Forster), 3 people with
diocesan ministry experience, 2 people with training expertise, 3 representatives of the
training institutions, 2 diocesan representatives, 1 representative of the Church Colleges of
Higher Education, 2 people with financial expertise, and 2 ecumenical members. Those with
specific financial expertise were the Revd Barry Nichols (Chair of the Vote 1 working party,
member of the ABM Finance Committee, and retired partner at Ernst & Young), and Richard
Finlinson (Chairman of Canterbury DBF). The membership thus had a preponderance of
people with involvement in ministerial training in dioceses and in the training institutions.
The financial dimension was not strongly represented, and (notwithstanding the Council’s
recommendation), there was a lack of people with expertise outside the Church. Moreover,
the Hind working group was established with a sizeable membership (17 members) along the
lines of old-style commissions, but without the breadth of membership.

9.

The terms of reference of the Hind working party were to build on the work of the Vote 1
review group, to review the training needs of the Church in the light of developing patterns of
ministry and the Church’s future needs in ministry, and to comment on specific areas listed by
the Managing Planned Growth report, including diversification by colleges and courses,
exploring different types and length of training, funding of research in colleges and courses,
the impact of lay ministry on the number of stipendiary clergy needed, possible economies of
scale and ways of working with the wider Church to reduce overheads. The group was not
given any specific financial remit or target.

10.

The original timetable was for the working party to report to the General Synod by July 2002,
but this was subsequently revised to allow more time for consultation and the report was in
the event presented to the Synod in July 2003.

11.

The working party met initially in September 2000 and immediately agreed to start a wideranging consultation process. They identified over 20 constituencies for consultation, and the
list of those who eventually contributed to the consultation process is ten pages long. At its
second meeting the group established four main sub-groups: Theological, Finance,
Educational Methodology and Deployment.

12.

At each significant stage of the process the working party shared its thinking with the
Bishops’ Committee for Ministry (BCM), the Ministry Division’s Theological Education and
Training Committee (TETC), the Ministry Division’s Finance Panel, the House of Bishops (as
well as Bishops’ Meetings and the House of Bishops Standing Committee), the Archbishops’
Council and the Archbishops’ Council Finance Committee.

13.

In October 2000 the House of Bishops was given the first of a series of briefings on the SFOT
work. In December the Archbishops’ Council received a follow-up report to Managing
Planned Growth. It was recognised that the longer-term matters would be examined by the
SFOT working party.

Financial concerns with SFOT begin to surface
14.

In January 2002, the House of Bishops and the Archbishops’ Council both received a progress
report on SFOT. The following month TETC received an interim report from SFOT; the
Committee welcomed the report in general but voiced some particular concerns. In March,
the Archbishops’ Council received an interim report on SFOT. The Council welcomed the
report but expressed surprise that there would be no financial savings from the report’s
proposals.

15.

In April, the Ministry Division’s Finance Panel received an interim report on SFOT and noted
that the current review might be adversely affecting sponsorships to the stipendiary ministry
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and on staff recruitment. Throughout the Hind process there continued a backdrop of concern
about the perceived planning blight on s and courses.
16.

At the interim report stage, one of the proposals was to establish one or two larger training
institutions, to deliver training for the Church, but these proposals did not proceed, and the
SFOT working party proceeded to develop its proposals for regional training partnerships.

17.

The following month, the Archbishops’ Council Finance Committee considered the interim
report and expressed concern at the lack of financial analysis in the report. It was observed
that the terms of reference had asked the group to consider the structure and funding, but the
current report seemed to focus more on structure. The Committee considered that the
financial issues were more critical than they currently appeared to be perceived in the interim
report, and needed to be addressed rigorously.

18.

Later in May, the Bishops’ Meeting (but not the House of Bishops) also considered the
interim report. Bishops were invited to discuss the report in their regional groups. The
Bishops’ Meeting affirmed the interim report but requested more work on such issues as the
nature of ministry and the Church of the future. It was also observed that more work needed
to be done on finance and that arrangements for CME needed to be more structured.

19.

In July the Bishops’ Committee for Ministry received a new progress report and discussed
process issues, and noted that the views of Archbishop Rowan Williams (whose translation to
Canterbury would take effect in December of that year) would need to be weighed. Bishop
John Hind made reference to suggestions by certain individuals that the Working Party was
not up to the task; but he believed that the language and tone of the final report would be
crucial to its acceptance.

Draft Hind report
20.

In September TETC received the draft final report of the SFOT working party. The working
party had considered several different options and in the light of the extensive consultation
exercise had opted for the least radical, namely that of regional training partnerships. The
report was welcomed by TETC and the Committee endorsed its eight proposals. The
following month, the Archbishops’ Council received the draft report of the working party and
was encouraged by the report’s broad approach. Subsequently, also in October, the House of
Bishops endorsed the general approach adopted in the draft final report of the working party
and noted that there would be a further short period of consultation before the text was
finalised. The revised text was to be sent for comment to all interested parties and additional
regional consultation meetings were to be held.

21.

The mood began to change by the end of the year when in December 2002 the Archbishops’
Council Finance Committee received a further report from the SFOT working party and
expressed grave concerns about a number of aspects of the report, including the omission of
year-by-year cash projections and a lack of risk assessment. There was concern at how the
proposed reduction in the number of ordinands was to be achieved; there was discussion
about a possible cap on numbers, although it was recognised that this would signify a major
policy shift for the Church of England. The proposal for funding of CME 1-4 was questioned.
However, the Committee accepted that it would be unsatisfactory to save money by
impoverishing ordination training, though it recommended that further work should be done
to ensure the financial and logistical viability of the proposals.

22.

In January 2003 the House of Bishops and the Archbishops’ Council both received an update
on the SFOT work. Whereas the House of Bishops dealt with this by way of deemed
business, the discussion with Bishop Hind and other representatives of the SFOT working
group at the Archbishops’ Council was lengthy and difficult. The Council considered that the
proposed regional partnerships would create a further layer of governance and administration
and would therefore lead to extra cost for the training institutions. Doubts were expressed
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about the cost and organisation of research proposed in the report. Concerns were raised
about the impact of the proposals on those involved in the governance of theological training
institutions. There was also some concern as to whether the proposals might produce a split
market with the Church Colleges of Higher Education and it was questioned whether diocesan
bishops, under the proposed new arrangements, would continue to have a key role,
particularly in the areas of continuing ministerial education. There were also serious concerns
about the detailed financial aspects of the report and members questioned whether the figures
could be substantiated. There was concern as to whether significant savings could really be
achieved in view of the additional costs involved in both the regional partnerships and in
respect of research.
23.

The Council altogether felt that there were too many questions arising out of the report for it
to be taken to the General Synod in its present form and asked to see a re-drafted report in
March or April. Bishop Hind expressed serious concern that the Council had raised
substantive objections to the report at such a late stage, given that it had earlier discussed the
interim report, and that the draft final report had been broadly endorsed at the Council’s
October meeting.

Final draft of Hind
24.

TETC noted the current decrease in the number of ordinands in Colleges, and it was feared
that if the SFOT report was not approved, the position of some colleges could be even worse
(thus revealing an assumption that by working in regional partnerships institutions would be
to a certain extent protected). The Committee agreed to commend the report to the
Archbishops’ Council as being the best strategy for the Church.

25.

In March the Archbishops’ Council received a paper outlining the work done by the SFOT
working party in response to the Council’s discussion in January and the full report for
approval. The Council endorsed the report and recommended it for debate in Synod in July.

26.

The Bishops’ Committee for Ministry was informed that the Archbishops’ Council had
accepted the report in general, and noted that both the Archbishops were supportive of the
report. The Committee discussed how to present the report at Synod effectively.

Draft implementation plan
27.

At its April meeting, the Archbishops’ Council endorsed the draft implementation plan, to
follow from Synod’s (hoped for) acceptance of the SFOT report; the importance of
maintaining close links with the House of Bishops was stressed. It was suggested that an
external consultant should play a part in the implementation plans (and this did indeed
eventually take place with several of the RTPs). It was also suggested that the
implementation plan should include benchmarks so that progress could be judged objectively.

28.

Critical discussions took place at the June 2003 Bishops’ Meeting and at the immediately
ensuing meeting of the House of Bishops. Bishops expressed concern that theological
institutions had suffered three years of ‘planning blight’ due to the existence of the Review.
Doing nothing was not an option, and without a strategic view, the House could once more be
forced into making unplanned and ill-considered cuts. The view was also strongly expressed
that the House should only be asked to approve the report after listening to the Synod debate.

29.

Although the Bishops’ Meeting and the House of Bishops formally approved the final
proposals and commended the report to Synod, the voting was quite different in the Bishops’
Meeting as compared to the House of Bishops. In the Bishops’ Meeting there were 42 in
favour, 31 against and 5 abstentions; whereas in the House of Bishops there were 29 in favour
and 7 against. This seemed to reflect grave anxiety amongst suffragan bishops, many of
whom had specific responsibility of overseeing matters concerning ministry training within
their dioceses.
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30.

The implementation plan was further considered by the Bishops’ Committee for Ministry and
TETC in June. The concept of the implementation plan was that work was to be done
primarily through task groups, co-ordinated by a steering group, which would consist of
chairs of the task groups, ecumenical representatives and a nominee of the Conference of
Anglican and Ecumenical Institutes of Ministerial Training.

Synod receives Hind report (Formation for Ministry within a Learning Church
(GS 1496)
31.

The Synod debate in July 2003 was preceded by a presentation and questions & answers
session. There were complaints in the debate that the Synod had no opportunity to debate the
proposals in principle before becoming absorbed with the minutiae of tabled amendments
regarding its implementation. Bishop Hind regretted that it was not possible to have a
presentation and take-note debate and then a debate on the substantive following motion.

32.

In the debate opinion fell into three camps: (i) those who largely supported the report (in both
its analysis of the situation and its proposals for change); (ii) those who largely agreed with
the initial diagnosis and analysis of the problems but had grave misgivings about the remedies
proposed; and (iii) those who disagreed with most or all of the report.

33.

After a wrecking amendment failed, the debate resumed and the report was approved, subject
to a number of amendments. The Synod asked for a task group to be set up to explore
alternative sources of funding for family support and to try to achieve a lower reduction in the
number of residential places for married ordinands than the 75 specified in the Hind report.
(The proposed reduction in 75 married candidates in the Hind Report was a major plank in
how the costs of CME 1-4 were to be funded.) A further report on the geography and
disposition of the RTPs was also requested.

Hind implementation
34.

The work was taken forward, according to plan, by a series of small task groups and coordinated by the Implementation Steering Group, chaired by Bishop John Gladwin (Chair of
the Ministry Division). Appointments to the task groups were made by the Ministry Division
and the Chair of TETC, not by the Appointments Committee (which was a bone of
contention).

35.

Eight task groups were set up, dealing with Defining the Regions (chaired by Philip Mawer),
Parameters for the Curriculum, Financial Framework, Developing ‘Education for
Discipleship’, Reader Training, Post-ordination Training, Research, and Alternative Sources
of Funding (chaired by Richard Turnbull).

36.

All groups had representation from the Methodist Church and the United Reformed Church
(as both the Methodists and the URC had been represented on the original Hind working
party).

37.

The Hind Steering Group also set up a small working party to look at the issue of governance
of the regional training partnerships, under the chairmanship of Bishop John Packer. The
working group’s interim report recommended that the RTPs should ideally be separate legal
bodies, which in time would assume responsibility for all training. The report, at the
consultation stage, was perceived by the House of Bishops as being too prescriptive. Further
work was requested, which effectively meant that RTPs ceased to be financially responsible
bodies – thus removing a lever which might have been used to encourage change.

38.

Throughout the implementation process TETC received reports from the task groups (and
from the Implementation Steering Group) and engaged with the development of their
recommendations. The Bishops’ Committee for Ministry and Ministry Division’s Finance
Panel were consulted and received progress reports on the work of the task groups. The
Finance Panel made specific recommendations with regard to the formation of the working
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group on the financial framework, and it later had a role in processing applications for
transitional and set-up costs for the RTPs.
39.

Throughout the follow-up process, the Implementation Steering Group reported regularly to
the House of Bishops (through TETC) and to the Archbishops’ Council. The group
completed its work in December 2005, when it was agreed that the Bishops’ Committee for
Ministry would act as an advisory group in the overall implementation process and that TETC
should carry the responsibility for overseeing and steering the process. The Bishop of Derby
was to hold a watching brief on behalf of the BCM and the House of Bishops.

40.

In September 2003 the Archbishops’ Council agreed the implementation plan, but the
following month the House of Bishops expressed concern that the implementation plan
seemed to propose implementing the full reduction of 75 married candidates, contrary to the
Synod’s wishes. The House was informed that the Alternative Sources of Funding task group
(chaired by Richard Turnbull) was exploring ways to find additional money for family
support.

41.

The task groups had to work speedily to complete a report on the matters which had been
specifically requested by the Synod in time for the July 2004 Group of Sessions. TETC
expressed some anxiety about the pressure under which the task groups were being expected
to work. However, the House of Bishops maintained a sense of urgency and determination
not to allow the implementation process to be protracted.

42.

In January 2004 the House of Bishops endorsed the report of the task group on Defining the
Regions, and agreed that bishops should be invited to confirm by letter their adherence to a
particular region. The House agreed to delegate to the meeting of the House of Bishops’
Standing Committee in April the final approval of the group’s work in order to avoid any
delays in the process of implementing the Hind report, and to avoid a longer period of
planning blight. The Standing Committee approved the report, on the condition that the form
of the Northern RTPs should be further discussed by the Northern Bishops and their
ecumenical equivalents.

43.

In January 2004 the Archbishops’ Council received an update on recent developments in RTP
proposals and endorsed the broad approach of the Regions Task Group. It asked that a further
paper on detailed financial and governance issues should come to the Council in due course.

44.

In April the Archbishops’ Council Finance Committee discussed whether the number of
candidates accepted for ordination training should be tailored to the number of clergy needed
by the Church, and it was mentioned that DRACSC was looking at this question. It was also
noted that Richard Turnbull group’s report and a Hind progress report to be presented at the
Inter-Diocesan Finance Forum should answer some of the ongoing concerns with Hind.

Regions Task Group’s final report (GS 745)
45.

In April the House of Bishops’ Standing Committee received the final report from the
Regions task group. The Southern Province was content with proposed regions, but there
were more concerns in the Northern Province. The task group had considered a range of
options and concluded that the proposal for two RTPs in the North was best. The Committee
approved the proposals for the Southern Province and the publication of the report in midMay, together with a covering note in respect of Northern Province, and agreed that further
consultation was to be held with Northern bishops.

46.

Later in the month, the Archbishops’ Council noted that the report on the RTPs had been
agreed for publication by the House of Bishops’ Standing Committee, and the Council itself
approved the final report for publication.
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Alternative Funding draft report
47.

In April 2004 the Archbishops’ Council welcomed a report from the Alternative Sources of
Funding group, endorsed the timetable for bringing it to the General Synod, and asked that the
timetable for publication should be reconsidered to ensure that the House of Bishops had
sufficient time to look at the options.

48.

With regard to alternative sources of funding, the House noted that to avoid a cutback of 75
married ordinands, Richard Turnbull’s task group had put forward a package with a modest
amount of self-funding for ordinands, a new funding partnership between specific parishes
and theological institutions, and bringing the child tax credit scheme into the equation.
Bishops expressed serious concerns: many bishops strongly opposed the idea of personal
contributions and the concept of parish contributions. It was agreed that the working group’s
report should be circulated to the Synod for debate in July, but with a covering paper making
clear the unacceptability of some of the proposals to the bishops and setting out a range of
options.

49.

There was a substantial discussion at the June meeting of the Archbishops’ Council Finance
Committee. The Committee considered that the Synod should discuss the funding options but
recognised the problem that every option was unpalatable; there was widespread opposition to
the capping of married candidates and the alternatives proposed had been rejected by the
Bishops. It was felt that the Synod debate should be used to affirm some key points about the
Hind Review, although it was noted that there were still some significant questions to be
answered, particularly in relation to the cost of the RTPs.

July 2004 Synod: Debate on Alternative Sources of Funding (GS 1541 & GS 1541A)
50.

At the July 2004 Synod, following a difficult debate, the Synod passed an amended motion,
calling on the Archbishops’ Council to bring back revised proposals for CME 1-4 and how
they might be funded for debate in February 2005.

51.

In September 2004, the Archbishops’ Council Finance Committee received a report from the
Alternative Sources of Funding group and noted that Synod’s rejection of the reduction of
family support for 75 married candidates meant that there would be a funding shortage of
£1million. Of the options given in the paper to close the funding gap, the only viable
possibilities were to increase diocesan funding for CME, to reduce proposed funding for
research and to reduce funding for post-ordination IME. It was thought that the current
sensitivity surrounding the central apportionment suggested that increasing the diocesan
expenditure on CME might be more palatable than increasing the apportionment. The
Finance Committee accepted the option for diocesan funding, despite the opposition of the
Consultative Group of DBF Chairs and Secretaries to this.

52.

In October 2004 the House of Bishops noted that a staff group had been doing further work
on ways of meeting the funding gap. It recommended that there should be national agreement
on learning outcomes but that the delivery and funding of CME should remain with dioceses.
Again, there were concerns that the timetable was too tight and that more time was needed,
but it was pointed out that the status quo was not an option and that work needed to proceed
gingerly.

53.

In December the Archbishops’ Council noted a number of developments in relation to Hind
implementation, around which there was some concern that Hind was unravelling. The
Council expressed concern that the proposal to transfer the cost of CME to individual
dioceses would lead to a significant increase of financial pressure upon dioceses. It was
suggested that Courses were benefiting at the expense of Colleges (some of whose numbers
were capped under the ‘Bishops’ Agreed Maximum’), and that bishops were being
encouraged to save money by using Courses rather than Colleges. It was also agreed that a
longer-term view on numbers in training at particular institutions was needed. However, the
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Council approved the paper on the Review of Sources of Funding for CME 1-4 for circulation
to the February Synod.
February 2005 General Synod: Debate on Hind Implementation: Review of the
Sources of Funding for CME 1-4 (GS 1569)
54.

In February 2005, Synod considered the report on the Review of the Sources of Funding for
CME 1-4, but a procedural motion (arguing that there were still substantial issues which the
Synod would not be able to complete by the end of the debate) was carried and the debate was
adjourned. It was evident from the debate that some members were fundamentally opposed to
the proposals, whilst others wanted them to be diluted to make them more palatable.

55.

In March the Archbishops’ Council recognised that there was considerable disquiet
surrounding the Hind process and this needed to be addressed seriously or there was a danger
of the entire process being derailed. It was suggested that greater realism needed to be
injected into the debate about RTPs. The Council also considered a paper on numbers in
ordination training, and noted that the changing pattern of ordination training was having a
significant effect on the training institutions. Numbers in residential training were at that
point continuing to fall. The Council agreed that the House of Bishops, which would be
considering the issue of residential training in January 2006, needed to take the lead on this
matter by forming a clear strategic view of training for the Church. The Council encouraged
the House of Bishops to make a clear statement of its vision for training. The Council also
requested work on ways of providing some time-limited financial help in connection with the
implementation of the post-Hind arrangements.

56.

In April the House of Bishops’ Standing Committee discussed the difficulties being
experienced in setting up RTPs. It was agreed that the matter needed to be discussed by the
Bishops’ Meeting, as many suffragan bishops were involved in the establishment of RTPs. It
was important to agree a way forward that bishops would support in the July Synod debate.

57.

In May 2005 the Bishops’ Meeting and the House of Bishops discussed the draft paper for the
July Synod. A number of bishops suggested that the report claimed too much in respect of
regional progress towards RTPs and encouraged greater realism. After a difficult discussion
the House voted by a small majority (by 20 votes to 17) to endorse the way forward as set out
in the draft Synod paper.

July 2005 GS: Formation for Ministry within a Learning Church: Reviewing
Progress (GS 1574)
58.

The debate at the July 2005 Synod was again difficult, with five major amendments,
indicating that the Synod was still divided on the way forward in delivering the educational
objectives of the Hind report, but it concluded with a fairly large majority voting in favour of
the amended motion. There was some sense of weariness by this stage over continuing to
debate a report that had been before the Synod in one form or another for two years. The
Synod affirmed the vision of the Formation for Ministry within a Learning Church, and
recognised that there was scope for a variety and flexibility over how collaboration was best
secured within the regions. It also welcomed the agreed Learning Outcomes and accepted the
funding proposals.

59.

There were further discussions in the House of Bishops’ Standing Committee in December
2005 and by the House of Bishops in January 2006. The House agreed to develop the range
of its current training provision through diversification, merger or partnership, whilst
maintaining a reasonable critical mass of staff. There was also some further discussion about
the possibility in the future of capping the intake into courses.

60.

In June 2006 the Bishops’ Meeting and the House of Bishops considered a discussion
document on the funding of ministerial training. Discussion took place in the bishops’
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regional groups. Questions included whether the time had come to consider a mechanism to
control the numbers of those entering training, and whether the policy to accept all those
recommended for ordination training should be reviewed. Nothing concrete emerged from
these discussions.
61.

In January 2007 the House of Bishops had another discussion in the light of what was, by
now, a substantial increase in the number of both full-time and part-time ordinands. The
House received a paper which suggested that the present system of financing theological
training was overly complex and proposed a simplified and more transparent system. The
House also received the draft report from the post-Hind Choice of Pathways group.

Present situation
62.

Ministry Division colleagues advise that the situation with the four RTPs in the North is
generally good; the situation in the West Midlands has declined in impetus but there is a slow
movement forward in the East Midlands; the South-Central RTP is improving; the situation in
East Anglia is good; the situation in London (with the establishment of the St Mellitus
umbrella) is encouraging but that progress in the South West and the South East is poor. The
picture therefore remains quite patchy, although on balance there seems to be slow and
gradual improvement.

63.

There are two further outstanding pieces of work from the Hind process: (a) the Choice of
Pathways work, which will be completed in 2008, and (b) the work on Measuring Quality in
Training, which should be ready for the House of Bishops next year.

64.

There are no current plans for a further debate in the Synod, or for any major review of the
whole process, by the Archbishops’ Council or the House of Bishops. Any such further
consideration would need to be very clear about its objectives.

Reflections on the process
65.

The Hind process itself was lengthy and protracted, spanning three years from 2000 to 2003.
The implementation process did not complete its Synodical hurdles until 2005 (with the
resolution of the CME funding question) and has continued since that time. Because this
period (from 2000 to 2005) was very lengthy, the backdrop was continually changing,
from times of particular financial difficulty for the Church (and the Archbishops’ Council in
particular) in 1999/2000 and 2002/3, to times of greater stability, and from times when
numbers in colleges were steadily declining to (more recently) times of increasing numbers in
colleges and on courses.

66.

The prevailing context inevitably conditioned the divergent responses to the emerging
proposals: for example, declining numbers in the colleges encouraged some to regard the
RTPs as a safety net for endangered institutions, whereas others saw them as a potential threat
to the beleaguered training institutions and an instrument for effecting mergers and closures.
Perhaps the clearest lesson to be learnt is that over-lengthy processes tend to encourage
doubt, second thoughts, and back-tracking.

67.

One of the recurrent themes in the narrative is that the Hind working party did not sufficiently
take into account financial factors or the over-arching financial context. This raises a question
as to whether the terms of reference were formed with sufficient care. They relied perhaps
too heavily on the unfinished agenda of the Managing Planned Growth working party, and
although the working party was given the broad remit to consider the financing of ordination
training, it was not given any clear financial parameters or targets within which to work.

68.

As to membership, the working party was set up along the lines of a large, old-style
Commission (but without the independence and breadth of membership that such
Commissions sometimes had). Moreover, the Hind working party arguably had too many
representatives of the training institutions and diocesan ministerial training practitioners. The
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financial representation and expertise was much more limited. There was a relative lack of
experience outside the Church and of the wider world. The categories of membership were
agreed by the Archbishops’ Council, which seems to have rather passively accepted the
proposals from the Ministry Division, with only modest modification. Moreover, the
Appointments Committee operated closely within these parameters and seemed to offer little
challenge.
69.

On the plus side, the working party was a diverse group, with different church traditions and
educational methodologies; it wrestled long and hard with difficult issues, and managed to
produce a unanimous report.

70.

The Hind working group remitted much of the work at an early stage to four sub-groups. In
addition, an elaborate and extensive consultation process was initiated at the group’s first
meeting. This was partly responsible for the lengthy timescale. The group’s further
consultations on its emerging proposals led to the formulation of its preferred (and least
radical) option of the regional training partnerships.

71.

Aware of numerous previous reports on the subject, the working group sought to think
holistically and to offer the Church a report which sought to offer a vision for ministry within
a learning Church, including a structured approach to lifelong learning and a collaborative
approach between dioceses, colleges, courses and schemes, based on partnership. It also saw
its proposals as taking shape in an evolutionary way, which suited the Church’s ecclesiology.

72.

The group was punctilious in keeping the Archbishops’ Council, the Archbishops’ Council’s
Finance Committee, the House of Bishops, the House of Bishops Standing Committee, the
Bishops’ Committee for Ministry, the Theological Education and Training Committee, and
the Ministry Division’s Finance Panel informed at different stages of the process.

73.

Although the group’s earlier reports were generally reasonably well received by these bodies,
it was notable that, as the 2003 Synod debate approached, the respective concerns of the
Archbishops’ Council (in January 2003) and the Bishops’ Meeting and the House of Bishops
(in June 2003) were expressed much more sharply. No doubt the imminent Synod debate had
concentrated the minds of all concerned. But the fact that the Council and the House were not
able to have engaged more purposefully and tellingly at an earlier stage raises question marks
over the process.

74.

As regards the Bishops Meeting and the House of Bishops in June, there was a notable
difference of response to the report as between the Bishops Meeting and the House, and it
may have been preferable for the principal discussion to have taken place in the House,
rather than the report to have proceeded to different votes in the two bodies. Hopefully, the
greater clarity in the arrangement now, as between the House of Bishops and the Bishops
Meeting, would prevent such confusion recurring.

75.

A general point about all of the bodies concerned is that, perhaps inevitably, they included a
number of people with direct involvement in particular training institutions (including college
and course staff, and bishops who chaired governing bodies). Conflicts of interest were
evident, yet the expertise that such people offered was clear. It is an interesting reflection, at
least with the Archbishops’ Council as the ultimately responsible trustee body, that under the
new procedures for declaring conflicts of interest, those with an interest in particular
institutions would not now be present for the discussion of proposals bearing upon those
institutions.

76.

It was difficult enough for the Hind process to make progress when it was effectively dealing
with a group of independent institutions, but the difficulty of its work was compounded by a
number of those institutions having a voice within the key bodies in the National Church
Institutions (by way of people with direct or indirect interests in the institutions), and this may
have acted as a brake on more radical change.
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77.

A number of the bodies gave the Hind working party conflicting messages. For example,
both the Archbishops’ Council and its Finance Committee applied pressure to save costs, but
the view was also expressed that training should be provided according to needs, not finance.
From time to time in the various discussions, the question of putting a cap on numbers was
raised, but this was never seriously pursued, presumably because it was accepted that the
bishops would not want the flow of vocations, or their role in putting forward candidates for
selection conferences, to be inhibited. The various choices and dilemmas around this central
issue were not taken head on.

78.

Perhaps the single most important difficulty throughout the process was a lack of clarity
about the specific roles of the different bodies, and the precise status of what was being
asked of them at particular stages in the process. For example, the Hind working group
might optimistically have thought that the acceptance of the broad thrust of the proposals in
its interim report by the Council and the House might have signified approval in principle, but
this was unclear.

79.

There was, perhaps inevitably, some tension between the role of the Archbishops’ Council
(trustee body, with a particular responsibility for integrating policy and finance, and for the
General Synod budget) and that of the House of Bishops (a House of the Synod, with a
particular responsibility inter alia for ministry matters, and for recognising theological
training institutions).

80.

The July 2003 Synod debate was a key moment. The decisions taken then gave the proposals
the authority of Synodical endorsement but with important elements of the package amended.
Working through the consequences of these changes proved tricky, as evidenced by the need
for no less than three successive debates (July 2003, July 2004, and February and July 2005)
on aspects of the implementation, especially the funding of CME. There is certainly a
question whether the Council and the House did all they could to put the Synod in a position
where it was able to make informed and clear choices.

81.

The implementation work was taken forward through the eight task groups, co-ordinated by
the Implementation Steering Group. The decision to leave the funding of the theological
colleges and courses directly with the institutions rather than the regional training partnerships
(as had been proposed) effectively copper-fastened the independence of the colleges and
courses and made their engagement with the process voluntary.

82.

From 2005, the work was co-ordinated by the Bishops Committee for Ministry. The
Archbishops’ Council and the House of Bishops continued to receive progress reports, but
their main focus was on the two specific areas which the Synod had remitted for further
consideration: the configuration of the regions and the funding of CME. The funding of CME
(alternative sources of funding) continued to be a difficult issue for the Synod, the House of
Bishops, the Archbishops’ Council, and the Council’s Finance Committee, and it provided a
focus for the continuing anxieties in the Church about the Hind process. At several points,
concerns were expressed about the whole process unravelling. A particularly difficult
discussion took place at the Bishops Meeting and the House of Bishops in May 2005, when
the House only narrowly agreed to support the eventual proposal to leave the funding of CME
with the dioceses.

83.

Undoubtedly discussions at the House were not helped by the relative lack of pre-digestion by
its Standing Committee. The changes made to the composition and ways of working of that
body since then should mean that some of the problems encountered then would be handled
differently now.
David Williams
June 2008
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Church Urban Fund
Overview of the process leading to the decision to make exceptional extra funding
available to support the relaunch of the Church Urban Fund
Faith in the City
1.

Recognising that the Church of England had no financial mechanism or legal power
specifically to target financial assistance to Urban Priority Areas, Faith in the City (1985), the
ground-breaking report from the Archbishop of Canterbury’s Commission on Urban Priority
Areas, recommended (amongst a wide range of other things) the establishment of ‘a Church
Urban Fund […] to strengthen the Church’s presence and promote the Christian witness in the
urban priority areas’ (recommendation 25).

2.

The report recommended an annual payment capacity (for both capital and current purposes)
of £2 m (made up from an annual £1m contribution from the Church Commissioners and
another £1 m derived from income from a once-and-for-all national appeal). It was suggested
that a fund of £10m would be adequate to produce such income and was an achievable target.
Speakers in the debate had their doubts about and wondered if the Church was setting its sights
too low. An amendment proposing a target of £50m was lost without any debate and the £10m
target stood.

3.

Faith in the City proposed a framework for the fund, recommending that it should be a
permanent fund, but subject to independent review every 10 years.

4.

Further work was undertaken to establish the legal framework for the fund. CUF was to be
constituted as a company limited by guarantee and as a separate charity. It was to be the
Church Urban Fund, but separate from the central structures. (This was later to work to the
detriment of CUF – and the central structures: one of the findings of an independent report in
1999 was that there was insufficient communication and coordination between the two – see
paragraphs 6-10.)

5.

The work to establish the fund also revealed the truth of the earlier doubts about the £10m
target and its adequacy to produce income for the fund of £1m a year. A revised fund raising
target of £18m was proposed and accepted. Major effort was invested, under the leadership of
Archbishop Runcie, to raise the funds to give CUF the capital base that it needed. The thinking
in Faith in the City was that the Church Urban Fund should be a permanent fund with
sufficient resources to have a continuing life – living off its investment income and further
donations. It was later recognised, however, that even with the increased target of £18m, with
the level of spending envisaged, the Fund would spend itself out by around 2010.

Review
6.

In 1999, the Archbishops’ Council initiated the first independent review of CUF.

7.

The review (GS Misc 622) found that the work CUF had done was of huge value to the Church
and made a number of recommendations including that ways should be found of integrating
some, at least, of the work of CUF more closely within the central Church structures and of
improving communication and coordination between the two.

8.

The key issue to emerge, however, was that decisions about the long term future, if any, for
CUF, could not be deferred for much longer. It was clear that if things continued unchanged at
CUF, the Fund would be substantially spent out by 2007, somewhat earlier than anticipated.
While donations from all sources had exceeded expectation (£20m by 1992) and donations up
to the end of 1999 had brought in a further £11m, income was declining and the donor base
was declining at a rate of 2,000 each year. The financial crisis at the Church Commissioners
had meant that contributions from that source had ceased in 1991 and the only support still
offered by the Commissioners was a gift in kind by way of seconded staff initially and, by
1999, as direct financial support amounting to around £228,000 a year.
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9.

The Synod debated the report from the Archbishops’ Council (GS 1400) in November 2000
endorsed the findings of the review and passed the following motion:
‘That this Synod:
a)

reaffirm the Church’s continuing commitment and responsibility to ministry alongside
the poor and marginalised wherever they may be, and especially in urban priority areas;

b)

welcome initiatives by dioceses to develop a locally based and coherent strategy for
evangelism and justice in urban priority areas;

c)

thank God for the achievement of the Church Urban Fund in partnership with dioceses in
unleashing new hope in urban priority area;

d)

endorse the recommendations in paragraphs 13-17 1 of GS 1400 and invite the Trustees
of the Church Urban Fund and the Archbishops’ Council to pursue them, in consultation
with the dioceses; and

e)

request a report on progress from the Archbishops’ Council by the summer of 2002.’

10. Work was undertaken during 2001 and 2002 to identify ways forward for CUF’s work, mainly
in discussion with the then Church and World Division and the Urban Bishops’ Panel.
A new future?
11. By the time the Council reported again in July 2002, the landscape had changed. Discussions
around CUF and the Church’s urban agenda were becoming subsumed into an idea from the
Urban Bishops’ Panel to establish a Commission on Urban Life and Faith. Some pressed for
this to be another ‘Archbishops’ Commission’ to give the exercise the same status as Faith in
the City and put extra impetus behind the proposed renewed CUF fundraising campaign. The
Commission was eventually established in 2003 and reported in 2005.
12. The Urban Bishops’ Panel’s report The Urban Renaissance identified a key role for CUF in
the Church’s engagement in urban areas (‘The Fund is clearly a resource more significant than
its financial value …’. The Urban Renaissance, paragraph 4.17) and strongly recommended
that work should be undertaken to identify ways in which CUF might continue. The report on
CUF from the Archbishops’ Council (GS 1454) supported the CUF Trustees’ intention to
launch a new fundraising campaign to rebuild the capital base. This was in some respects the
first key moment because once the Council (and Synod) had agreed in principle to try to
breathe new life into CUF the question became ‘how’ rather than ‘whether’.
13. The 2002 motion before the Synod said
‘That this Synod:
a)

welcome the proposals by the Trustees of the Church Urban Fund in GS Misc 674 for
the development of the Fund in 2002-2010; and

b)

invite the Trustees to develop – in consultation with the Archbishops’ Council, the
Urban Bishops’ Panel and dioceses – proposals for a fund-raising campaign to secure the
Fund’s longer term future and to report through the Council to Synod on them.’

– and was carried unamended.

1

Including Recommendation 1: ‘The Synod should ask the Trustees to conduct, as a matter of urgency, a feasibility
study on how the Fund might be enabled to continue to 2010, at least in the first instance, whilst sustaining grantmaking as near as possible current levels, and to produce a business plan for achieving that objective’; and
Recommendation 2: ‘The question of the future of the Fund beyond the immediate next phase should be reassessed in
the light of progress in extending the Fund’s life to 2010’.
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14. During the remainder of 2002 and throughout 2003, the CUF Trustees undertook a wideranging consultation to assess the level of support that might be achieved for a new fundraising
campaign.
15. CUF shared the generally positive outcome of the consultation and floated an outline new
strategy with the Archbishops’ Council and the House of Bishops in January 2004.
Emerging challenges
16. Both the Council and the House of Bishops recognised the excellent work CUF had done.
However, both sounded a warning that the landscape of the Church’s urban engagement had
changed significantly since 1987 when CUF was launched and the dioceses had all supported it
by subscription. Both bodies reserved further comment until the strategy had been developed
further.
17. By October 2004, CUF believed its strategy to be sufficiently well developed to canvas
support for it at the House of Bishops and the Archbishops’ Council in advance of a debate at
Synod in February 2005. It wanted the whole Church of England to buy into the new CUF and
to that end requested central financial contributions (at this stage unquantified) to encourage
the dioceses and parishes and outside agencies to make an ongoing (rather than the original
one-off subscription) financial commitment and to support the early, expensive stages of the
fundraising campaign. The support of the House of Bishops was regarded as key in enthusing
dioceses and parishes and encouraging local ownership and financial support.
18. The House of Bishops was enthusiastic (but did not have any figures to consider and was
certainly unaware of the scale of the financial commitment CUF was going to request from the
Centre) and undertook to canvas support in the dioceses.
19. The Archbishops’ Council noted the response of the House of Bishops, but requested further
detailed plans before committing itself to any financial support. The main questions were
whether CUF’s plans were realistic and sustainable and, if the Council could offer financial
assistance, what the source of that financial assistance should be. It was clear that the Council
did not have £3m to spend over the period requested – 2006-2009.
20. CUF returned to the Council that December with more detailed plans including and indication
of the level of financial support it was requesting from central sources: £3m over three years.
The Council felt that a donor base of 30,000 regular (rather than one-off) givers seemed
optimistic and the plan in general gave rise to a range of questions.
21. The Council also noted the views of the Commissioners – broadly supportive, but registered
some uncertainty about the future role and function of CUF and making it clear that it could
make no further money available for a central contribution – and the Consultative Group of
DBF Chairs – again, broadly supportive, but not if it were to be at the cost of the poorest
dioceses: top-slicing the Mission Fund, however, might be acceptable as this would mean that
all dioceses bore some of the pain.
22. The Council felt that more detailed work needed to be done than was possible in full Council
meetings and decided to form an ad hoc group to enter into discussions with the CUF Trustees
to interrogate the figures and make a recommendation to the Council in March 2005.
Resolution
23. The ad hoc group, consisting of Michael Chamberlain, Andrew Britton, Christina Baxter,
Philip Giddings, David Kemp, Richard Turnbull, Andreas Whittam Smith, William Fittall, Gill
Laver, John Clark and Mark Humphriss met Fran Beckett and Peter Doyle of CUF several
times between December 2004 and February 2005, touching base with the Finance Committee
(where it was agreed that the scheduled February debate would have to be delayed to allow
more time for discussion) and the Council on the way.
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24. In January 2005, the House of Bishops had a much more candid discussion than in the
previous October. It concluded by expressing support for CUF’s new strategy, its intention to
press CUF’s case with the dioceses and its hope that the Council would agree to offer central
financial support. This was in many ways the key moment in this phase of consideration: once
the House of Bishops had decided in principle that they backed the relaunch of CUF – with the
implication that they would back it in their dioceses – there was an onus on the Council to try
to help make it happen. The House’s votes and the ad hoc group’s progress were reported to
the Council when it met later in January. Discussions were beginning held to resolve some of
the issues, but the source of any potential funding it was still not yet finally determined.
25. The ad hoc group reported to the Archbishops’ Council in March. The group recommended
that the Council support CUF financially but with some conditions attached. There remained
concern at some aspects of the fundraising strategy.
26. The Council was informed that the money made available by the Church Commissioners for
distribution should (together with the Vote 3 grant funded by the apportionment) be sufficient
to enable it make donations of £1m in each of the years 2006 and 2007 without detriment in
cash terms to selective allocations or Parish Mission Funding. Written confirmation of this
support would be needed from the Commissioners before the Council could make any firm
commitment to CUF.
27. The conditions recommended to be attached to the funding included an undertaking from CUF
that the money would be used exclusively for grant-making (and not used to support the
fundraising campaign). This was an absolutely key factor in the Council’s agreement to
providing the central funding.
28. Certain trigger points would also be built in which would prompt reconsideration by the
Council of whether it would continue to make extra funding available if CUF fell behind
certain fundraising targets. The Finance Division was to monitor the situation and report back
to the Council at regular intervals.
29. The Council accepted the recommendation and the Synod in July 2005, where some of the
same concerns were raised, welcomed the strategy. The motion –
‘That this Synod:
a)

welcome the new vision for the Church Urban Fund and enthusiastically, with hope and
with common purpose, support its relaunch; and

b)

actively support the national fundraising campaign and urge members of the Church of
England to contribute generously.’

– was carried.
Further challenges and resolution
30. In September 2007, after first being interrogated by the Finance Committee, CUF made a
progress report to the Archbishops’ Council accepting that, for a number of reasons –
including a late start and disappointing contributions from the dioceses – fundraising was not
going as well as had been hoped. The Trustees asked for the Council’s forbearance while
further work was done and in the hope that the fundraising campaign would pick up.
31. Discussion at the Council again centred around questions of realism and sustainability. The
Council agreed again to form a small group to interrogate the figures, discern a way forward
and make a recommendation to the Council.
32. The new group (consisting of Andrew Britton, Philip Giddings, Katherine McPherson and the
Bishop of Hulme) held several meetings with the CUF Trustees and reported to the Council in
March 2008. It noted that a revised fundraising strategy had been developed. Since CUF could
assure the Council that the money was still only being spent on grant-making, the group
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recommended not withdrawing funding from CUF. The Finance Division would continue to
keep a watching brief on CUF. The Council accepted the recommendations.
Conclusions
33. There is no doubt of the recognition of all parties of the work which has been achieved by CUF
since its establishment in 1987. The landscape of the Church’s engagement with urban poverty
changed fundamentally with the publication of Faith in the City in 1985. CUF was the
practical result of that changed landscape as the Church rose to the challenge of tackling urban
poverty.
34. On the one hand, the Church Urban Fund – the Church’s urban fund – has been owned by the
whole Church since it was established: everyone bought into it in the huge effort to raise the
money to endow it from the primus motor, Archbishop Runcie, downwards: dioceses,
parishes, General Synod, the Standing Committee, the House of Bishops, the Church
Commissioners.
35. On the other hand, however, CUF is owned by none of the central decision-making structures
as it was never keyed into the central structures. It was established as a separate charity from
the outset with its own trustees and by the time of the first independent review in 1999 was
arguably reaping the disadvantages of that isolation. Although housed in central Church
accommodation (at various points Millbank and Church House) it has at some moments of its
history – though less so in recent years – sat quite loose to the national Church.
36. Many central bodies take an active interest in and feel a sense of responsibility towards CUF –
the Urban Bishops’ Panel, the House of Bishops, the Archbishops’ Council, the Mission &
Public Affairs Council, the Church Commissioners, General Synod, dioceses – but actual
ownership rests, of course, with the Trustees. However, each of them has had a role in reaching
decisions about funding. The various players in the decision-making process may have been
helpful in reaching a broad consensus – which perhaps means that the whole Church continues
to ‘own’ CUF – but it has not been helpful in reaching a decision quickly.
37. Exit strategies are not one of the Church’s great strengths. While it had been the expectation
from very early on in CUF’s life that CUF would be time-limited (20 years) it was
understandable that in the 1980s no firm decisions should have been taken about the
organisation’s long term position. What is less clear is that sufficiently rigorous thinking was
done by the House of Bishops and the new Archbishops’ Council in 1999-2002 before the
decision in principle was taken to give CUF a continuing life. It might have helped if there had
been serious consideration, as one of the possible options, of how a managed wind-down
might be achieved, even though the decision might still have been to proceed.
38. Given the support for CUF amongst the bishops and at Synod, it would have taken courage and
considerable leadership seriously to suggest that CUF should be wound up and to carry it
through. While a number of voices raised doubts about the fundraising strategy, few suggested
that CUF’s re-launch plans should not attract financial support from the centre.
39. Indeed, there seems throughout the process to have been a real desire to find a way of being
able to support CUF, whatever the reservations about some of its initial plans. The Council
engaged, through its two ad hoc groups, to find a way to make the fundraising strategy and
business plans more acceptable so that the Council could, with Commissioners’ money, make
funding available. The fact that the Council could provide funding without serious pain
probably made that process easier and the conditions placed on the funding were key in
facilitating the final decision.
40. The Council’s decision to commit the funding was not straightforward, but it was not taken
(and might well not have been taken at all) without the clear understanding that the Bishops
were behind the proposal (albeit with a slightly different emphasis – on grant making – from
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that in the CUF strategy – of being a broker/consultant and of levering in funds from other
sources) and had undertaken to encourage support in the dioceses.
41. In the final analysis, the fact that the support in the dioceses has not, at least so far, been as
encouraging as CUF had hoped does not invalidate the decision to make the funding available.
It was a decision taken by the Council in the clear understanding that there was a risk. The
Council concluded that it was a reasonable risk to take and that its own fiduciary interests were
protected by limiting its own money to grant giving to local projects. The issue is whether the
central decision-making arrangements of the Church enabled the risk to be properly evaluated.
Nicholas Hills
April 2008
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Defusing a Pensions Crisis 2005-2007

1.

If the decision-making process surrounding the ‘Hind Report’ and the future of CUF are seen
as problematic, the difficult set of decisions that the Church of England had to take over the
clergy pensions scheme more recently is generally seen as having been managed in an orderly
way, whatever view is taken of the issue itself. This paper attempts to explore that perception
and establish whether there are any wider lessons to be learned.

2.

Two health warnings. The first is that whether the decisions eventually taken in the summer
of 2007 turn out to have been correct is far too soon to tell. There are many who think that
the Church has simply bought more time rather than produced an enduring solution.
Nevertheless, the exercise has fairly be judged a success in the sense that it secured a process
of decision-making at the end of which even those who disagreed with the conclusion
accepted that there had been fair play.

3.

The second health warning is that I was closely involved with the handling throughout the
long and complicated process, so cannot be a wholly dispassionate historian.

Phase 1 – the bombshell and its aftermath
4.

On the afternoon of Friday, 4 November 2005, Shaun Farrell received the Pensions Board’s
annual update letter from its actuaries. It indicated that the effect of new pension regulations
was that the contribution rate for the clergy scheme might need to go up from 33.8% to 55%.
In the normal course of events that information would have been shared with DRACSC on the
Monday.

5.

Shaun and I had a hastily convened meeting at which we decided that the information was too
incendiary to release before we had had the opportunity to cross-examine the actuaries. Late
that afternoon I emailed the Chair of the Archbishop Council’s Finance Committee, Chair of
the Pensions Board, and the First Estates Commissioner (plus Andrew Brown and Shaun
Farrell) to alert them to the news and offer some suggestions as to the way forward.

6.

With the benefit of hindsight, the decisions taken that afternoon and in the succeeding couple
of weeks proved crucial. The trickiest issue of all concerned information management. The
Church of England is not always good at maintaining secrets and there was an immediate
question mark over our capacity for keeping the 55% figure under wraps while it was tested.
Nevertheless, we succeeded by keeping the circle of those who were briefed very tight.

7.

Although we did not give the numbers for nearly three months to the Archbishops’ Council,
the Church Commissioners, the Pensions Board or even the Chair of DRACSC, we
progressively briefed that we were facing a difficult problem, the scale of which was still not
entirely clear given recent Government regulations and a Code of Practice that the Pensions
Regulator had yet to issue.

8.

The second key decision, which the Archbishop of Canterbury endorsed (the Archbishop of
York was about to take up office) was to establish a small, core group to work on the
problem. Subsequently called the Archbishops’ Task Group, the membership consisted of
Allan Bridgewater, Michael Chamberlain and Andreas Whittam Smith supported by the chief
executives of the Council, Commissioners and Pensions Board plus Chris Smith from
Lambeth and Tony Williams from the Pensions Board.

9.

The third key decision was to operate a twin track approach, on the one hand lobbying
Government and the Pensions Regulator hard for some increased flexibility over the
outworking of the new regulations and draft code of practice and on the other identifying
some possible solutions. A very early letter (from the Archbishop of Canterbury to the Prime
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Minister on 18 November 2005) paved the way for a meeting with the Pensions Regulator and
his Chief Executive in January.
10.

Further discussions with the Pensions Board actuary enabled us internally to work up some
initial options. Very early on the Task Group recognized that it would be crucial to keep the
Church focused on pensions and to resist siren voices that would argue that pensions could
not be resolved without simultaneously opening up much wider issues about stipends and
housing.

11.

By early in the New Year the following handling plan had emerged. First it was agreed that
Shaun Farrell would give a presentation to the General Synod in February setting out the
problems in general but not at that stage giving any figures. A first report from the Task
Group was signed off on 20 February. It was agreed that it needed to be circulated first, in
strict confidence, to the Pensions Board for its meeting on 28 February since the starting point
for the exercise was a letter from the Board’s own actuaries which it itself had not yet seen.

12.

I was invited to attend the Pensions Board discussion and in the light of that was able the
following day to issue the Task Group’s report with a short covering note to the Archbishops’
Council, the House of Bishops, Chairs of DBFs, Diocesan Secretaries, members of DRACSC,
Archbishops’ Council Finance Committee members, other IDFF members and others on 1
March. Andrew Brown circulated the material at the same time to members of the
Commissioners Board of Governors.

13.

The report and covering note put the Church on warning of two things: first that the Pensions
Board would be meeting in April to consider whether, as an interim measure, it needed to
increase the contribution rate earlier than 2008; secondly that the Task Group would, in the
light of initial consultations with the key bodies, produce a consultation document which
would then probably allow six months for views to be gathered around the Church before key
decisions were taken.

The consultation phase
14.

This lasted from 1 March to 10 November 2006. The key moments in this period were:
- a good series of initial meetings with the key Church bodies (the Archbishops’ Council, the
Board of Governors, the Inter-Diocesan Finance Forum etc) at which the seriousness of the
situation was acknowledged, the quality of the Task Group’s analysis appreciated and good
debate opened up on possible ways forward;
- a decision by the Pensions Board on 24 April to increase from 1 January 2007 the
contribution rate from 38.8% to 39.8%. The Chair of the Pensions Board had already
signalled to the Task Group that he would be arguing for the Trustees to agree an early
increase on a precautionary basis and the Task Group had seen no difficulty about this in
terms of the wider management of the exercise. In the event the Pensions Board Trustees
decided to impose a heftier interim increase than had been expected by the Task Group but
that was the Board’s prerogative. With hindsight, it helped to concentrate minds;
- on 30 June the Task Group issued its second report which set out a number of options and
asked Bishops’ Councils to answer four specific questions. The decision to ask each
diocese to submit a considered response by the Bishop’s Council was extremely important
for achieving clarity and attempting to tie the key diocesan decision-makers into the
process;
- there were a large number of visits to diocesan synods to explain the consultation
document and answer questions. Shaun Farrell did most of the heavy lifting with other
NCI colleagues helping out;
- in many ways the trickiest issue throughout this period (and to some extent throughout the
whole exercise) was getting to the bottom of what the Church Commissioners might or
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might not be able to do by way of help. Among some of the clergy there was a hankering
for the Commissioners to ride to the rescue as the Fifth Cavalry, despite warnings that that
risked repeating the errors of the 1970s and 80s when the Commissioners had taken on
uncosted and ultimately unaffordable commitments. Even within the Task Group, where
the degree of co-operation was remarkably high, the question of how the Commissioners
might help out was the trickiest given the different institutional interests that had to be
reconciled with the wider good. Happily, the fact that the Commissioners could not take
on new commitments without fresh legislation, which would inevitably require a wide
measure of agreement in the Church, helped to keep the debate within bounds.
Moving towards decisions
15.

The final phase of the exercise ran from the end of the consultation exercise in November
2006 to the meetings of the Pensions Board and the Church Commissioners Board of
Governors in September 2007 at which the final decisions were taken, consequent on the key
votes in the July 2007 General Synod.

16.

This phase itself breaks down into three periods. The time between the end of the
consultation exercise and the February 2007 Synod was taken up with preparing the report
and motions for the General Synod to debate. At one point it had been thought that, once the
Task Group’s second report had issued on 30 June, it would disband, leaving the process to be
managed through the normal decision-making bodies. But the Archbishop of York had
argued at a meeting of the Archbishops’ Council that the Task Group should continue to act
as the co-ordinating group and so it did, slightly expanded to include the Bishop of Ripon and
Leeds and Christopher Lowson/Sarah Smith.

17.

A key development which helped to remove some of the complexity was the decision by the
Church Commissioners Board of Governors on 20 November that they were, for their own
reasons, not interested in what had been termed ‘option C’ namely transferring the relevant
Pensions Board assets to the Church Commissioners fund with the Commissioners receiving
all future pension contributions from the dioceses and other responsible bodies. The Task
Group had itself expressed some caution about this option.

18.

It has already been accepted on all sides that the option was only worth considering if the
Commissioners could maintain a single, unsegregated, fund and if it could avoid attracting the
burden of pensions regulation. What the Board of Governors concluded in November,
however, was that whatever assurances were secured, the risk of regulatory drift over time
was just too great. The Board was also anxious that making an open-ended pensions
commitment first charge on the Commissioners’ assets would have an unacceptable impact on
its non-pensions distributions and on money flows within the Church more generally in the
longer term.

19.

Shortly after the Board’s decision a meeting with the Department of Work and Pensions
finally established that the government would, in any event, not have been able to allow
option C to proceed given that it would be contrary to a European Directive to allow the
transfer of regulated pension funds into a non-segregated fund.

20.

The removal of option C enabled the Archbishops’ Council, DRACSC and, in February, the
Synod to focus on the option favoured by the Task Group and endorsed by the great majority
of the Bishops’ Councils, namely the maintenance of the defined benefit clergy scheme, with
some specific adjustments to reduce the cost.

21.

The package was clearly endorsed at the Archbishops’ Council, though on DRACSC’s advice
the Archbishops’ Council agreed to recommend a new cap on post-retirement increases of
3.5% rather than the 2.5% that the Task Group had initially proposed in June. The package
also survived the House of Bishops in January, though a member of the House of Bishops on
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the Board of Governors and some other bishops signalled that they would argue against the
package in Synod.
22.

In the event the package was clearly endorsed in the Synod in February, without attempts to
call for votes by Houses. Nevertheless, the Synod knew that this was not the final stage since,
under pensions legislation, the whole package had to go out for formal consultation to all
members of the scheme. We had at one point wondered whether the extensive consultations
already undertaken and the fact that the clergy members in effect had a veto in the Synod by
being able to call for a vote by Houses might have served as sufficient consultation. But legal
advice was clear that all scheme members had formally to be consulted.

23.

This second period between the Synod debate of 27 February and the close of the members’
consultation on 31 May was, inevitably, the most unpredictable phase of the process. While
the results of the consultation were not binding on the Council and Synod they were, as a
matter of practical politics, highly significant, not least the effective veto that the House of
Clergy had in Synod. It did not help that, just at this moment, inflation rose significantly.

24.

Over 3,000 responses were received to the consultation exercise and they overwhelmingly
accepted the changes, though with quite high levels of concern about the reduction in
inflation-proofing. And so to the third and final period from June to September

25.

The Archbishops’ Council decided to put the package unamended to the July Synod. It also
commended an additional idea that had emerged from Task Group members with a view to
increasing the overall attractiveness of the package. This was that while most of the money
released by breaking the post-retirement link between pension increase and stipends should go
to dioceses to help them meet their pension commitments, some should be used to fund the
increased costs of subsidising clergy housing, as a result of increasing the borrowing limits
under the CHARM scheme.

26.

This idea had had enthusiastic support from the Inter-Diocesan Finance Forum and from the
Church Commissioners Board of Governors. The latter had agreed in May, with some bishops
and clergy dissenting, not to continue discretionary pension increases in respect of pre-1998
service if the Synod voted to discontinue them in relation to post-1997 service. The increase
in borrowing limits was, however, solely a matter for the Assets Committee which met the
day before Synod. It agreed a substantial increase in the borrowing limits.

27.

The York Synod debate in July 2007 was the crowning moment of the drama. The Saturday
debate was preceded by a meeting of the House of Clergy on the Friday at which some clergy
(including the Prolocutor for Canterbury) urged their colleagues to resist the package. In the
event, amendments were defeated in the Synod on shows of hands after a substantial debate.
The main motion was then carried without a call for a vote by Houses.

Conclusion
28.

So, in summary, what might be concluded from this testing saga?
- the Church finds it easier to take decisions when it is faced with a real-life crisis from
which there is no simple escape. While there were a few lone voices who argued that the
crisis was essentially a sham, most people recognised that the problems were real enough
and were not of the Church’s own making;
- the existence of a small Task Group at senior member level and supported personally
by the Chief Executives was absolutely crucial. It enabled information flows to be
carefully managed and ensured that much of the key analysis and exploration of solutions
took place in private. All three NCIs had a key role to play in the process, with the Chair
of the Archbishops’ Council’s Finance Committee able to play a co-ordinating role. The
fact that this group of people were used to working together in the Joint Employment and
Common Services Board helped considerably;
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- the exercise would not have worked had the Task Group failed to recognise its own
limits. At various moments in the saga there were key decisions that only the Pensions
Board, the Board of Governors, the Assets Committee, the Archbishops’ Council and the
General Synod could take. Most uncontrollably of all, there was the consultation exercise
with scheme members. What was crucial at each stage was to explain to each body both
what decisions it had to take and the wider context in which it had to take them;
- at least as important as the level of co-operation between each of the three NCIs was
the way in which they engaged with the dioceses. The two key points here were to
acknowledge from the outset that the dioceses, as the pay-masters, were central to any
solution. The second was to maintain a united NCI front with the dioceses (for example at
the IDFF, and the Diocesan Secretaries’ Conference);
- it helped greatly that, at the end of the day, the Church was not entirely master of its
own house. That does not mean that we were passive about our fate. On the contrary,
lobbying of the Prime Minister and of the Pensions Regulator played its part in securing a
significant easing in the Regulator’s approach from where matters started in November
2005. But we were still left with objective external requirements that the Church had to
meet. This meant that if the Church failed to agree a way of reducing costs, the Pensions
Board, as the regulated body, held the big stick, since it would simply have to increase the
contribution rate further – or even exercise its reserve powers to limit benefits – in order to
balance commitments and funding. The fact that the Pensions Board had imposed a
precautionary increase in April 2006 had shown that a failure to take early decisions by the
Synod would not let the Church off the hook.

William Fittall
April 2008
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