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Full Synod: First Day
Friday 8 July 2022

THE CHAIR The Archbishop of York (the Most Revd & Rt Hon Stephen Cottrell) took the
Chair at 2.02 pm

The Chair: Dear sisters and brothers, as is very well known, it is grim down south, so it
is so good to welcome you to the Diocese of York, and to the Province of York and the
return of the General Synod to the University of York. | think we are all delighted to be
back here. If it is your first time at a group of sessions in York, you may be feeling a bit
bewildered by the geography of the place. Please ask some of the old lags who are
around, and also there are other staff who are here, many of them giving up their time to
be here to assist us. Please can we all help each other to make sense of getting around
the campus.

May | also take this opportunity of extending a very warm welcome to those members of
Synod who are joining us remotely. We of course look forward to your contributions as
we go through our business.

However, before we formally begin | did want to say a word of welcome to the Vice-
Chancellor of York University, Charlie Jeffery. The General Synod has been meeting
here for a very, very, very long time, but | do not think we have ever invited the Vice-
Chancellor to come and speak to us. This is an opportunity for us to thank him and the
wider team at the University, who go out of their way to help us and support us, and have
done for many, many years. It has been my pleasure to get to know Charlie, the Vice-
Chancellor, since | became Archbishop of York. | have got to know some the staff here
at the University, particularly Dee Dyas, who is the co-Director of the Centre for the Study
of Christianity and Culture, based here, which does amazing work. Charlie, on behalf of
the General Synod of the Church of England, we thank you for letting us come here.
Would you please pass on our thanks to all your staff.

Professor Charlie Jeffery: Your Grace, thank you very, very much. | will be delighted to
pass on that message to Dee, and all our other staff. It really is such a delight to welcome
you to the University of York and to see Central Hall, our graduation hall, transformed in
this way.

It is a delight | would like to express briefly in three dates. The first of those is 2019, which
was the last time you could be here, but something intervened and it really is wonderful
that we can move back to something of our regular rhythms.

The second date is 1971, which was the first time the General Synod met here in
University Central Hall, brought here by the then Archbishop of York, Donald Coggan.



It is to Archbishop Coggan | return with the third and final of my dates, which is 1963,
which was the year this University opened its doors to students. To mark that the then
Archbishop Coggan decided to hold a service in the Minster to mark the inauguration of
the University and gave a sermon which | think was quite extraordinary in many ways, but
especially in the expression of internationalist commitment that he gave. He addressed
that to two notional undergraduates of the University, Tom Smith and Betty Jones. He
exhorted Tom and Betty to take the openness of outlook that they would acquire at the
University of York during their studies into the world once they had graduated. Let me
quote what he said, “Tom Smith and Betty Jones, undergraduates, whether they like it or
not, are world citizens. Just as isolationism in world politics has proved futile and
impossible, so insularity of outlook will prove increasingly useless in the world of the 20th
century. Tom and Betty are citizens not only of York, not only of England, or Great Britain,
not only of Europe, but the world.”

We have heard some views in the recent past that being a citizen of the world is not a
good thing to be. But | am with the Archbishop on that point, and | am delighted and
proud that openness of outlook was from the outset, and indeed remains, such an
important principle of this University.

Recalling that remarkable contribution of Archbishop Coggan takes me to a further
foundational feature of this University and that is its civic roots. The University exists
because of the extraordinary commitment of leading figures in York, in the Minster, in the
Rowntree Trust, in the city council and beyond, and together they carried out a patient
campaign to establish this University more or less from the end of the Second World War
through to the launch of the University in 1963.

As we welcome you back to the University of York, | would just like to say thanks to you,
and thanks to the Minster in its various incarnations, thanks to our Archbishops in York
for helping to get us off to such a good start. We really appreciate it and we hope that we
are we are repaying the faith that you invested in us. Thank you very much and welcome.

The Chair: There is an absolutely brilliant chaplain here as well, so it is very good to see
our partnership developing. So, without further ado, as we move into the work of this
Synod over the coming days, | invite the Synod Chaplain Andrew Hammond to lead us in
our opening worship.

WORSHIP

The Revd Andrew Hammond (Chaplain to the General Synod): It is very good to be able
to be with you. Covid kept me away in February. Our main acts of worship in this room
during this Synod will all have a theme, either specific to an issue we are discussing, or
based on a fundamental characteristic of our being Christians together. We are beginning
now with unity - not to be confused with uniformity. It is not about agreeing with each
other about everything but just about us staying together as sisters and brothers in Christ.



The New Testament has to lot to say about this and we will hear passages. We are going
to take time in this act of worship to reflect on them in silence, which will also characterise
some of the acts of worship. Sometimes our talking has to stop.

| just want to say one more thing before we start which is that the rubrics, which | have
tried to make more gentle, are suggestions, not instructions.

The Revd Andrew Hammond (Chaplain to the General Synod) led the Synod in an act of
worship.

ITEM 1
INTRODUCTIONS AND WELCOMES

The Chair: Andrew, thank you very much indeed. Before | welcome new members of
Synod, we have a small bit of choreographed business to attend to. | am going to invite
the Archbishop of Canterbury to join me on the platform, please.

Synod, the Pro-Prolocutors of the Lower House of the Convocation of Canterbury and the
Deputy Prolocutors of the Convocation of York have been elected and are presented to
us now: the Ven. Alastair Cutting, Pro-Prolocutor of Southern Province and The Revd
Esther Prior, also Pro-Prolocutor for Southern Province. the Ven. Stewart Fyfe, Deputy
Prolocutor for the Convocation of York, and the Revd Canon Andy Salmon, Deputy
Prolocutor for the Province of York.

That all went well. Synod, we are off to a great start.

| am now going to read out the names of new members of General Synod who have been
elected since the last group of sessions. If you are able, please stand when your name
is mentioned and remain standing, and we will give one round of applause at the end.

The new members are: the Rt Revd Michael Beasley, who is the new Bishop of Bath &
Wells, replacing the Rt Revd Peter Hancock. We will make a note of that. The Rt Revd
Jonathan Frost, Bishop of Portsmouth, replacing the Rt Revd Christopher Foster; the Rt
Revd Dr Jonathan Gibbs, Bishop of Rochester, replacing the Rt Revd James Langstaff.
All this is doing is encouraging somebody to ask whether the House of Bishops is quorate.
It is quorate but it is looking a bit dodgy. The Rt Revd Stephen Lake, Bishop of Salisbury,
replacing the Rt Revd Nicholas Holtam; the Rt Revd Jill Duff, Bishop of Lancaster,
Suffragan Bishops, replacing the Rt Revd Jonathan Gibbs; the Very Revd Mandy Ford,
Dean of Bristol, replacing the Very Revd David Ison; the Rt - sorry, that was a prophetic
statement - the Revd Claire McArthur, replacing the Revd Stella Bailey. We are glad
somebody decided to turn up. The Revd Howard Stoker, Diocese of Norwich, replacing
the Ven. Karen Hutchinson; the Ven. Stephen Dunwoody, Armed Forces, replacing the
Ven. Clinton Langston; the Ven. Giles Legood, Armed Forces, replacing the Ven. John



Ellis. It says on my notes, “May we greet them all”. We are very glad they are all joining
Synod, but we are particularly glad that three of you are here.

Following the February group of sessions the lower houses of both Convocations and the
House of Laity have met and formally agreed to the co-option of additional members. It
is therefore my great pleasure to welcome the following nine - possibly - co-opted
members, and again, if you are able to stand when your name is mentioned we will
applaud at the end. So, from the Convocation of Canterbury, the Revd Aneal Appadoo,
on Zoom, the Revd Preb. Sandra McCalla, the Revd Sandra Schloss; from the
Convocation of York, the Revd Canon Falak Sher; from the House of Laity, Abishaq Leel,
David Hermitt, Jesvin John, Kenson Li and Wendy Kasenene. Well, some of you are
here, brilliant, thank you so much.

| would also like to welcome the recently appointed Third Church Estates Commissioner,
the Revd Flora Winfield, who | think is here somewhere. Flora, we are all so delighted
with your appointment. Synod, we are nearly there.

| am now going to read out he names of the bishops who are, possibly, attending this
group of sessions under Standing Order 123. The Bishops attending this group of
sessions in place of the Diocesan Bishop are the Bishop of Berwick, the Rt Revd Mark
Wroe for the Diocese of Newcastle, and the Bishop of Southampton, the Rt Revd Debbie
Sellin for the Diocese of Winchester.

| am going to move quickly on. And last, but by no means least, it is always such a
pleasure to be joined by sisters and brothers from the Anglican Communion and our
ecumenical colleagues. One or two of them have had to pull out because of Covid, and
| want to name all of you, dear friends, but | have particularly been asked to welcome two
guests from the Anglican Communion, first of all the Most Revd Mark Strange, Bishop of
Moray, Ross and Caithness and Primate of the Scottish Episcopal Church, and the Most
Revd Titre Ande Georges, Archbishop of the Congo and Bishop of Kindu. Could we greet
them and welcome them.

Synod, that concludes our introductions and welcomes, and we move to our next item of
business with a change to Order Paper I. It did say Item 2 was omitted, but you will be
very pleased to hear it is back on. It gives me great pleasure to invite his Grace
Archbishop Titre to bring us greetings from the Congo and from his Diocese of Kindu.
Your Grace.

ITEM 2
ADDRESS BY A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ANGLICAN COMMUNION

The Archbishop of the Congo (the Most Revd Titre Ande Georges): | want to greet you
all in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ. My name is Titre Ande. | have been Bishop of
Aru for 16 years and now | am the Archbishop of Congo since January of this year. | am



grateful to the Archbishop of Canterbury and the Archbishop of York and the organising
committee for inviting me to join you to be with you here. May the Lord bless you.

| am from the Congo, and in the Congo we hold our professional Synod once in three
years. | have heard that here it is twice every year, but in the Congo it is different because
the Congo is a huge country and the transport is a problem, you cannot gather people
easily. But when you meet once in three years, it comes with a lot of challenges because
after three years you discover a lot of things have changed. So, that is our problem.

And when we meet, we discuss a lot of issues. In the Congo, different churches are more
responsible for the lives of people than the government itself. So, we do a lot of things:
education, we fight against poverty, health issues, and all these issues are discussed in
our Synod, and if we do not do it, probably people will suffer more. And also, we have
issues like peace, because, as you have heard on the news, the fighting is still going on
in the eastern part of Congo, and we have been working a lot for peace and that also
keeps us busy. | would like you to pray for that, because people have been praying for
that.

Now, some members do not go to church, because they are saying we have been praying
a lot but God is doing nothing. The situation is still going on. As you gather here, you
gather here as the Church of God, and | will ask you to pray for peace, for the challenges
we are facing in our places.

| know here the context is different and the issues you are discussing are also different.
| saw the papers and | am happy to be with you and see how you run your Synod, what
issues and challenges you are discussing. But in our province, these days we are busy
with mission and evangelism, and, as | said, we also stand for the people, doing a lot on
behalf of the government, because if we do not do it, they will suffer. So, we are much
involved in education, health and also development. Here, you may talk about poverty,
but the meaning is different where we are, and in our places the meaning is also different.

So, thank you for inviting me, | am sure we will learn a lot from you. We are one body
and we need to learn each from the other. May the Lord bless you, thank you.

The Archbishop of York (the Most Revd & Rt Hon Stephen Cottrell): Before we conclude
this item, let us pray for Archbishop Titre, for the church in the Congo, and for peace in
that land and for our Anglican Communion as the Lambeth Conference approaches.

The Archbishop of York (the Most Revd & Rt Hon Stephen Cottrell) led the Synod in
prayer.

The Archbishop of York (the Most Revd & Rt Hon Stephen Cottrell): That concludes this
item.



ITEM 3
PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS

THE CHAIR Mr Geoffrey Tattersall (Manchester) took the Chair at 2.40 pm.
The Chair: | invite the Archbishop of York to deliver a Presidential Address.

The Archbishop of York (the Most Revd & Rt Hon Stephen Cottrell): In John Henry
Newman’s poem, The Dream of Gerontius, which will be known to many of you, as
Gerontius’ soul comes close to the throne of God, his guardian angel says to him, “For
one moment thou shalt see thy Lord, but thou knowest not, my child, what thou dost ask.
That sight of the most fair will gladden thee, but it will pierce thee too.”

Now, setting aside Anglican anxieties about the Roman Catholic view of purgatory, which
underpins much of this poem, we note that these lines echo the words that Mary hears
from Simeon, that this child, this Jesus, is destined for the falling and rising of many, to
be a sign that is opposed, so that the inner thoughts of many will be revealed. And Simeon
says to Mary, “A sword will pierce your own heart too”. Or, as we may put it, as we reflect
upon our Christian discipleship in the world, there is a cost; following Jesus is not easy.

Because of our baptism, and this surely is the heart of missionary discipleship, each of
us is called to be a Christ bearer. Those words, spoken by Simeon to Mary, apply to all
of us, and although it is, of course, for those of us who are ordained, right and proper that
we draw sensible and professional boundaries around the tasks or ministry, it is also true
that if we wish to share the huge delights of serving Christ then we must also be prepared
to face the sorrows and the failures in the public square.

Our words will often be misunderstood, misinterpreted, misquoted. People will think we
are woke, naive, misguided, too left-wing, too right-wing, too liberal, too conservative. We
will be applauded for taking a moral stand and pilloried for getting involved in politics, at
the same time on the same issue. But, knowing very well that we will sometimes get it
wrong, what we are trying to be is faithful to Jesus. In personal witness, we will sometimes
meet scorn, apathy, even hostility. That which means most to us will be considered trivial,
laughable, Neanderthal by some.

But when we do share the Gospel, we will find ourselves standing on the holy ground of
other people’s stories and their pain and often we will not have the words to say, such as
when we are ministering to those whose lives are cut short or taking the funeral of a child.
Our hearts will be pierced and, like Mary standing at the foot of the cross, our witness will
be a silent vigil and the determination to abide. We will carry a towel not a flag. We will
issue an invitation, not a summons. We will, wherever possible, roll away stones.

In overseeing and resourcing the Church for ministry, a responsibility that we all share,
we will have to make painful and difficult decisions. In facing up to mistakes, we will be



humbled, especially by our failings to safeguard the Church or to root out racism or even
just to communicate well and show kindness to each other. In these things, we will be
pierced and broken.

Yet, the sight of the most high gladdens and sustains us. For me, that is around the table
of the Lord and in the daily slog and diet of prayer, and the comfort of Scripture. And for
all of us, laity, priests and bishops, the whole people of God, we must, as our first priority
pay and the first call upon our lives, pay attention to those sources of replenishing grace
that are given us in word and worship, in sacrament and fellowship, enabling us to
persevere, to get better, to make amends, to love one another.

There is a wonderful scene in Peter Weir’s film Gallipoli depicting the events on the night
before thousands of young Australian soldiers were sent over the top, facing almost
certain death. The officer in charge at the front line, and who himself will lead the assault
in the morning, sits in his office, not much more than a hollow carved out of the mud. And
on a wind-up gramophone he listens to a piece of music, nothing is said. The camera
lingers on his face, we see him listening intently to the music. We are invited to read his
thoughts and for a few moments we get inside what it must be like, not just to be involved
in that sort of situation, but to lead others through it.

It Is years since | have seen the film, and | cannot remember what the music was, | guess
it was a piece of opera, but in my mind, | see him sitting there, contemplating the music,
weighing up what lies ahead of him, connecting himself with something beautiful that was
beyond and away from the horrors of war.

| suppose you could see this as escapism, a way of avoiding reality, but | saw it differently.
Here is a man charged with terrible responsibility, following orders, but at the same time
having to deliver costly orders to others. He sees the madness of it, he feels and holds
the pain of it, is trapped and constrained by the choices that others have made, knows
what he must do, but still looks beyond it. Amid the frightful inhumanity and degradation
of trench warfare, he connects himself to a beauty that must have seemed unreachable,
and yet at the same time is one of the few things worth seeking. In those few moments
of contemplation, he is able to compose himself and discover within himself the resources
he needs to lead others. What we see is not the leadership itself, but someone
discovering resources to lead others by retreating to a place of stillness and
contemplation. In the midst of horror he stops, and in stopping is better able to carry out
his responsibilities, drawing on resources outside himself.

Writing to the saintly Bishop King in 1861, his predecessor as Principal of Cuddesdon,
H.H. Swinney wrote this on the importance of meditation, contemplation in the Christian
life: “We all try to do too much, and do not give enough time to earnest, quiet thought.
Somehow, even my prayer and divine service within God’s congregation lose much of
their reality without this deliberate”, and | love this phrase, “bringing of the unseen into
sight and basking in the light and warmth of it for a little season”. We shall accomplish
more, he says, by attempting less.



And Edward King himself persistently maintained that our first priority must be, and |
quote, “to secure our individual reunion with God through Christ, nurtured in those times
apart, in solitude and silence”. “Blessed are the poor in spirit”, says Jesus, “for theirs is
the Kingdom of Heaven”.

At the heart of what it means for us to be a Christ-centred church is this renewal of prayer
and spirituality, the disciplines of contemplation, the pursuit of holiness, the recognition
that we do not have all the answers, a poverty of spirit which is a richness of our need of
God’s mercy and redemption, the deliberate bringing of the unseen into sight, that even
a so-called vision and strategy is simply a call, a call to God, a call from God to centre our
lives in Christ.

And then a few questions that we think are worth addressing, and around which we will
order our priorities.

So, how can we grow younger and more diverse? | am so glad that at this Synod, we will
at last have time to share together our experiences, insights and ideas on this. How can
we create new pathways of belonging for those who do not yet know Jesus as Lord,
revitalising the parishes and chaplaincies of our Church and expanding our vision to
create new communities of faith and see more people come to faith in Christ and, perhaps
most critical of all, how can we learn and learn again to be disciples of Jesus ourselves?

Gladden your hearts with the sight of the most fair, be constantly renewed and resourced
by the beauty of Christ, the beauty of worship, the beauty of Scripture. One thing | ask of
the Lord, this | seek, to live my life, to find my life in the house of the Lord, to behold God’s
fair beauty.

So, dear friends, this is what | say to myself each day as | stumble out of bed, bang my
head against the wall and ask myself, “Lord, why have you asked me to be the Archbishop
of York?” | say, “Stephen, know your need of God, know that you need resources outside
yourself, do not believe your own publicity, own up to your mistakes, do not think you are
in charge or that this is your church. Itis not. And seek out those places of prayerful
contemplation and replenishing where you will know God’s love for you. And accept that
a sword will pierce your heart too”. And in this week, of all weeks, don’t we need this sort
of leadership in our nation as well as our Church?

So, recently | have to tell you, | had a bad day. Having a bad day, | found myself doing a
similar thing to that army officer in the film, because stuff was mounting up, people were
asking me for things that | could not give them. Difficult, difficult, painful decisions had to
be made, which affected other people’s lives, and | wanted someone else to make them.
| did not feel equal to the task, and frankly, | did not want to be the Archbishop of York
that day, | just wanted to be Stephen. | was on my way to a meeting, so before getting in
the car, | sorted out some music to listen to. This is what | often do. In fact, when | was
Bishop of Reading, | discovered that the journey from my house to the Archdeacon’s
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house was exactly 18 minutes, which is the time it takes Jessye Norman to sing Strauss’s
Four Last Songs, and | felt contemplating death was a very good preparation for the
meeting.

On this day, however, | needed something to lift my spirits and take me, well, even to a
place where | might catch a glimpse of the most high, the most fair God, so | reached for
Elgar’s setting of the Dream of Gerontius, and listening to the music | reconnected with a
beauty that, sisters and brothers, is available to all of us, that is the deepest truth and very
echo of the life of God, and, in this beautiful music, also an affirmation of the Christian
faith itself.

By the way, did you know that Terry Waite, having been chained to a radiator for more
than three years, when the strictures in which he was being kept were relaxed a bit, they
gave him a radio. And still chained to the radiator, he found the wonderful World Service
— let us thank God and give three cheers - and it was a Prom and it was this music, the
Dream of Gerontius. This was the first thing he heard which connected him with the world.

So, | listened to Act 1 going to the meeting and | listened to Act 2 coming from the meeting.
Now, those of you know the music will know that Act 2 is quite a bit longer than Act 1, and
| realised | was going to be home before the music finished, so | pulled into a layby and |
wound back the seat in my car and turned up the volume. My electric car didn’t need
recharging but, brothers and sisters, | did.

| listened to the final song of the angel singing to the saved soul, softly and gently, “Dearly-
ransomed soul, in my most loving arms | now enfold thee, and o’er the penal waters as
they roll, | poise thee, and | lower thee, and | hold thee”.

Dear General Synod, welcome back to York. And, amazingly, | am going to say may we
find here a place of peace and restoration and simply this: as we do our business let us
keep remembering it is the business of God and there is a cost, but around us and
beneath us and holding us always are the everlasting arms of an ever-loving God.

It is this God made known in Jesus Christ we serve, to God that we give account and to
God we bend the knee.

| know that was more of a retreat address than a Presidential charge, but | am a preacher
man and | thought | would speak about the state of the soul rather than the state of the
nation and so | will finish by saying, if you do not mind, Amen.

Mr Martin Sewell (Rochester): It is not a point of order, but | have received a text from
David Lamming, late of this place, saying that the live stream is not working and could |
please report that and perhaps we can get something done about that. At least | will have
done something useful in this Synod.

The Chair: Itis not a point of order but we are grateful for the information. That concludes
this item of business.
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THE CHAIR The Archbishop of York (the Most Revd & Rt Hon Stephen Cottrell) took the
Chair at 3.03 pm.

ITEM 4
REPORT BY THE BUSINESS COMMITTEE (GS 2257)

The Chair: Good afternoon, Synod. It is good to be back here in York. We move to Item
4, which is the Report of the Business Committee. Members will need GS 2257 for this
debate. Please remember that the point of the debate is to debate the Agenda and the
Report and | will be listening out for contributions that actually do that. First of all, | am
going to invite Robert Hammond, who is the Chair of the Business Committee, to present
the Report. Robert, you have up to 10 minutes to do so.

Canon Robert Hammond (Chelmsford): As has been said before, isn't it good to be back
in York. For those of you who have not been here before, | hope you have found the
Central Hall. Hopefully, you have found your bedroom. Tomorrow, you will all be sharing
stories of the showers, believe me. Later, | hope you will find your dining room. That is
really all you need to know. The campus is extensive and complex and so, when you get
lost, ask someone for help finding your way to that fringe meeting, group work venue or
anywhere else. Please remember that we have not been here for two years and so it
may take us all a bit of a while to get back into the York swing of things.

As with the last two groups of sessions in London, this is an in-person Synod with some
hybrid elements. We hope this will work well. We have had a great deal of support from
the University technicians, Synod Support, Lumi and others, but please bear with us if
there are any problems we will try and sort them as quickly as we can. We hope that you
found the revised Business Committee Report with its short summary of each item on the
agenda and the link to the papers helpful. The Business Committee has listened to and
acted on feedback that we have received and we hope this guide to the items gives you
a bit more information on them.

We have an extremely full agenda this time and so the Business Committee took the
decision to have an evening session on Monday. Some members will recall that it was
normal practice in the past to have evening sessions and we are trying it with just one
session this time. We have allowed time for a second question time in the hope that more
guestions will be answered but, of course, we set the time before we know how many
guestions there are and we have allowed an afternoon for group work on LLF and Vision
and Strategy. We have tried to ensure a balanced agenda of business. There is a lot of
business which requires legislation this time and can | encourage members to engage
fully with those items.

As we did for the CNC elections last year, we are again having a debate on the broadly
non-technical policy proposals to change the way Canterbury CNC operates on Saturday
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followed by consideration of the amendments to Standing Orders required to implement
those proposals on Tuesday. This means the legal team and the Standing Orders
Committee have time to consider them, but we can deal with the whole item in one group
of sessions. We have the usual debates on the Archbishops' Council budget,
consideration of future spending plans and we have found time for a debate on the war
in Ukraine.

| am aware that some members thought we should have a debate on the current financial
crisis. The Business Committee felt that with several debates about finance, budgets,
spending plans for both the Church Commissioners and the Archbishops' Council, there
are many opportunities for a wide range of views to be heard on this important matter.

We are already aware that there is quite a lot of amendments for some items of business
which will mean they will take longer than the Business Committee had planned for, and
at least one item of deemed business has been requested for debate. This means that
there will, inevitably, be changes to the agenda of when items are taken. Watch out for
any changes which will either be in the orange Order Papers available here in the Central
Hall, on the app and sent out by email. There may also be other changes to the agenda
| need to propose from time to time.

| did promise in February to give more clarity on the dates of future groups of sessions.
It is extremely unlikely that Synod will need to meet in November this year. Next year,
although the groups of sessions is still to be finalised, members are requested to hold the
narrower date envelope of Monday 6 to Thursday 9 February 2023 free for us to meet in
London and the full envelope of 7 to 11 July to meet here again in York. We have
scheduled three Diocesan Synod Motions in an attempt to reduce those outstanding on
the list. We have important Private Member’s Motions on assisted suicide and a debate
on resourcing ministerial formation.

The Business Committee is pleased to have been able to schedule time for a debate to
affirm the place of disabled people in the life of the Church. It is equally pleased that the
work on the Clergy Conduct Implementation Group is ready to come to this group of
sessions.

We have also had to schedule voting for the central members of the Crown Nominations
Commission. Synod members will recall that this is the first time we have elected CNC
members under the new Standing Orders following the decision of this Synod to change
the voting process. Lay and clergy members will have the opportunity to meet and
discuss with those candidates for election tomorrow evening and, on Sunday evening,
during extended Compline here in the Central Hall, we will vote.

Please remember that you will need a method of accessing the Civica voting system, the
link for which was emailed to you earlier this afternoon. You may want to use a
smartphone, tablet, iPad or laptop for that vote, but if you do not have one there will be
some laptops available with assistance downstairs in the foyer.
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A few reminders that you may find helpful. If you have not sorted your car park hanger
out, please do so straight away or you do risk being fined. Please remember to only eat
in the dining room you have been allocated. The lanyard colour indicates which that is.
We are all aware that the Covid virus is still around. Please be mindful of each other's
requirements and preferences, and the University and staff will operate in keeping with
current Government guidelines.

The Business Committee is aware that many of you have great ideas and suggestions
for how we can - whilst remembering that General Synod is primarily a legislative body,
although it is not the Church's parliament in the way that Westminster is - improve Synod.
We are grateful for the many suggestions and proposals that have been made and we
look forward to seeing some of you at the Business Committee fringe meeting on Monday
evening to hear more of your thoughts and views as we begin to look at this complex
matter.

Speaking of fringe events, we have a lot of them at this group of sessions. They are an
important although voluntary and additional part of our Synod experience and not part of
formal Synod business. | am sorry that we had to change the rooms for some of them.
That was simply because the University changed the rooms we had been allocated for
some of the meetings, but we have sorted all that out. The online version of the fringe
booklet has the up-to-date details of the fringe meetings and the rooms.

Members of Synod, you will know that we have a voluntary code for how we conduct
ourselves here at Synod. The Business Committee encourages you to read that and to
conduct yourselves within its guidelines. Over the last couple of years, there have been
guestions and comments about whether that code of conduct should be an enforceable
one and whether it should be widened in its scope and its application. The Business
Committee will be considering this and the considerable work that would be needed by it,
Synod staff and, indeed, by this Synod at its future meetings and we would be very
interested in your views on that.

But at this group of sessions, as we live and work alongside each other these next few
days, could I urge you to remember the words of Paul in his first letter to the Corinthians:
"As it is, there are many parts yet one body. The eye cannot say to the hand, ‘I have no
need of you’ nor again, the head to the feet, ‘I have no need of you’. On the contrary, the
parts of the body which seem weaker are indispensable. If one member suffers, all suffer
together. If one member is honoured, all rejoice together.” Please remember that in our
discussions and deliberations and questions here at Synod, whether in the chamber, the
dining room, in fringe meetings, on social media, in your own private discussions,
continue to act in a way that really shows Christian love to everybody.

Finally, can | thank everybody who has helped to ensure that this group of sessions can
go ahead: University and staff, my Business Committee colleagues for their work and you
the members of General Synod, but especially the staff at Church House, particularly in
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Synod Support. Many of the staff who have worked to deliver this group of sessions have
not done a York Synod before and so have been learning on the job, as it were. The
Synod Support team and other teams we rely heavily on are down on numbers at the
moment. We do not have a permanent Clerk to the Synod either. In closing, can | thank
all the staff for working above and beyond to enable us to be here. | am not trying to stop
the applause but thank you, Chair, | look forward to the debate that will follow. | move
the motion standing in my name and let us thank the staff.

The Chair: This item is now open for debate. If you wish to contribute, then please stand
or indicate. There is a speech limit of five minutes as we open the debate.

Dr Catharine Rhodes (Sheffield): As set out in the Report by the Business Committee,
the next agenda item is the Routemap to Net Zero Carbon by 2030. This plan of action
follows the February 2020 motion which called upon all parts of the Church of England to
urgently examine what would be required to reach net zero emissions by 2030. The
General Synod of February 2020 recognised that there is a global climate emergency. |
am a new member of Synod and, as a new member, one of many interesting aspects of
being in Synod is the variety of roles and life experiences brought by other lay members.

Being a current or, indeed, retired NHS worker is not unusual and | previously worked as
a consultant obstetrician and this means that the word "emergency" still stirs up a strong
reaction in me. When you work on a labour ward, the clanging cymbal of the emergency
buzzer can resound down the corridor at any time of day or night and members of staff
who can do so will move as quickly as possible to where help is needed. You do not wait
to take action because every second counts because it is an emergency. To get the best
outcome, the team works together using all their skills and knowledge. Each person plays
a part and has a shared mental model of what outcome they are aiming for, including the
timeline that they will work towards. Successful teams have strong leadership, good
communication, awareness of what is happening around them and they support each
other.

| believe that for this Synod to successfully work together on the climate emergency that
it declared, it must practise what it preaches. | am asking the Business Committee to
advise how the principles of the Net Zero Routemap and A Rocha Eco Church could be
embedded in our practices as this Synod. The principle is that we would ourselves be
part of the work that we are asking the wider Church to do in the Routemap to Net Zero.
| hope that Eco General Synod plans can be part of the Synod to be held in February
2023. This would align with ongoing discussions with Church House on this topic as they
work on their own sustainability and net zero plans. As part of this, Church House, | am
delighted to say, is now registered as an Eco Church, is on the A Rocha Map and
committed to working towards an award.

The month after the 2020 vote, | took on the voluntary role of Diocesan Environment
Officer for Sheffield Diocese having retired from the NHS. When | became DEO one thing
that was said to me has stayed in my mind, "No one was ever converted by a pie chart".
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What does it take to urge us to move forward with action on the climate emergency? It
takes love, the love Jesus commanded us to have for our neighbours. All around the
world those living in poverty who did the least to cause this crisis suffer the most, which
is why this is also a climate emergency; and the love for our creator God and our beautiful
planet home, the earth we share with all living creatures and the love for future
generations.

Every person here knows and loves a young person who will live out their lives in the
world we leave behind. | have got two children and so it is very emotional for me to think
about this, as | am sure it is for many of you. We have got a chance to take the next steps
guided by this Routemap and | urge Synod to lead by example and look forward to hearing
from the Business Committee about how Eco General Synod can become a reality for all
of us.

The Chair: Before | invite Alison to speak, | just need to point out, Synod members, that
Standing Order 17(1) requires us to stand if we want to contribute to a debate unless we
are unable to stand. It is not a choice as to whether you stand or put your hand up. If
you are able to stand, you have to stand. If you do not like that, then we can change
Standing Orders, but at the moment you have to do that and so | need to see people
standing or indicating if they are unable to stand if you can understand that?

Mrs Alison Coulter (Winchester): Thank you, Canon Robert, for reminding us about the
code of conduct. | for one will be hoping for this to be reviewed but | am wary about
making this enforceable. Brothers and sisters, for that is what we are in the family of
Jesus Christ, we have before us four days in the most beautiful sunshine and my son-in-
law, and | am sure Archbishop Stephen too, will remind us that we are indeed in God's
own County of Yorkshire. It has been so lovely to catch up with many of you already, to
share a taxi and lunch and | feel very blessed to be here.

| really hope that this joyous and friendly spirit can continue as we pray together in our
opening worship about our unity. Together, we have the potential to make this a life-
giving, encouraging and uplifting time together. | am looking out at the most amazing
group of people and | am very grateful that we are a little bit more diverse than we were
the last time we met. We have each chosen to be here and we can choose now how we
want our experience of York 2022 to be. We choose the culture for this Synod as culture
is created by our behaviour together. Yes, we are elected to do the work of Synod which
can be passionate and adversarial with necessary disagreement that different views
bring, but how we live and work together is our choice.

| hope we will not need to have an enforceable code of conduct because if we are
followers of Jesus and leaders in his Church, we will choose to love one another. This
does not mean we will agree with each other but it does mean that we will listen, treat
one another with respect and with great kindness and we will work hard to be a generous
and welcoming community. | would love us to take this moment to commit to be this kind
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of Synod because we choose this together, rather than because of a code of conduct. |
would so love for our journeys home on Tuesday to be full of hope and joy, having done
good work together but having made new friends and having had a fresh experience of
the love of Christ here in York.

The Chair imposed a speech limit of three minutes.

The Revd Canon Andrew Cornes (Chichester): | want to thank the Business Committee
for again allowing two slots for questions. In February, | made two pleas: that our
guestions be less confrontational and that those who answer would genuinely engage
with our concerns. Thank you, it seemed the questions were gentler and the responders
gave fuller, more illuminating answers, yet still we did not get through all the questions.
We will not this time.

| have two further pleas. For those of us who ask questions, do we really need a
supplementary? Sometimes, of course we do, but not always. Let us make sure the
guestion we originally submit is the question we really want the answer to. Sometimes,
our written question is relatively bland. It is really an excuse for a much more pointed
supplementary. | have done it myself. | am sorry, | have. For the responders, sometimes
the response is simply to bat away the question. | sense that with several questions this
time. That positively invites supplementaries.

It would be great if the written answers always engage with the concerns in our questions.
In response to supplementaries, really engaging may mean longer answers but not
always. Sometimes answers can be brief: not terse, not dismissive, but brief - and others
will need longer answers. It would be good if this July we could get through more of the
guestions. That will happen as we think twice before asking that devastating
supplementary and if the responders decide carefully what needs a longer answer and
what can be adequately and respectfully answered more briefly.

Revd Barry Hill (Leicester): | am an odd beast - though maybe not in this room - in that |
enjoy a good Synod paper, so it was very much like Christmas Day when 64 of them
totalling over a thousand pages landed in the inbox. They are of extraordinarily high
guality. Itis no critique of those. | have helped write papers, | know how much time they
take and we are indebted | think to those that have prepared them. As | was basking
Boxing Day morning in the joy of all of these reports, a further 181 questions arrived.
Nearly all of these papers and questions are important and they are complex and
sometimes complexity needs all the words that it can manage, but like a sermon - at least
so my parishioners keep reminding me - sometimes shorter is better. On quick
calculation, if someone preached an uninterrupted sermon of our papers before us, it
would last for somewhere around 83 hours.

In my seven years on Synod, it feels like the number of papers and the length of them
has got longer and longer and so | wonder if we can appeal through the Business
Committee to authors for maybe a little more brevity or the use of appendices or whatever
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it may be and, friends, to us who may ask questions for self-restraint. If the Church grew
as rapidly as the number of questions we ask of it, we would be in a very different place
indeed. | ask this not because it makes our lives easier - we signed up for this - but to
make Synod more accessible to the very people who maybe have not time to listen to the
83-hour sermon; arguably, to pick up Archbishop Stephen's address, the very people we
need more of in this Synod.

The Chair: Following Jayne Ozanne, | am going to test your mind, Synod, for a motion
of closure of this debate.

Ms Jayne Ozanne (Oxford): In the parish of St John Henry Newman in Littlemore and |
was not planning - forgive me for those of you who are playing Synod bingo - originally to
speak in this debate but, having spent over two hours in traffic on the M1, | felt really quite
called to stand and talk about the need for a code of conduct.

Whilst | hear what my dear friend, Alison, has said, for those of us who have endured
years in Synod waiting for "the" debate on LGBT matters, those of us who have sat
through the Shared Conversations, through the debate on the Bishops' Same-Sex
Relationships paper which then became the long awaited LLF, we have had to endure
years of homophobic abuse. Some of that by members here. Some are clergy and, yes,
we can take a Clergy Discipline Measure if we want to, but many others have been lay
members. Whilst we have debated many times about a code of conduct for the laity, we
have yet to settle on any action. Instead, we constantly appeal for love and understanding
and mutual respect, but | am afraid the only people who pay the price for that are those
of us who are LGBT and there has never been a clear line. Goodness knows, we need
clear lines at the moment in the public square about what is acceptable and what is not
acceptable.

Synod, | would suggest that there is behaviour that is unacceptable and needs calling
out, because what hurts more than the homophobic abuse is the silence - the deafening
silence - that comes from both the institution and those in power to speak out and protect
those of us who are being hurt and slandered and called out. So | do hope, Chair, that
you will consider an implementable code of conduct as we go into the quite difficult
discussions in the year or so ahead and | would ask that you would look to table Mrs
Barron's Private Member's Motion which has been on the books for nearly as long | have
been on Synod, that instead of just engaging with the LLF next steps in February next
year we actually have some decisions that are made, but we do so knowing that there
are safeguards in place and that there is a code of conduct that we can appeal to if we
feel a line has been breached.

The Chair: With a real desire to get on with the business of this Synod, | now wish to test
the mind of the Synod on whether Item 4 has been sufficiently debated. | therefore put
the motion for closure on Item 4 to Synod.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.
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The Chair: That is clearly carried. | invite the Chair of the Business Committee Robert
Hammond to respond to the debate. Robert, you have up to five minutes if you need it.

Canon Robert Hammond (Chelmsford): Thank you to those who contributed. To Cathy
Rhodes, yes, | will engage with the General Synod Environment Group to see how we
can make making Synod more environmentally friendly a reality. We would want to put
into practice what this Synod preaches. That seems absolutely the right thing to do and
we are happy to have those conversations and to see what we can do there.

Alison, a code of conduct, wary of it being enforceable. Thank you for that. We will be
considering the code of conduct in more detail and the approaches to it at our next
meeting, so thank you for your contribution.

Andrew Cornes, as ever, thank you very much. Your last contribution in February was
very well received and today’s should be exceptionally well received as well. Fantastic
advice, thank you. | hope everybody heard both of those points. Let us have a chat over
dinner, Andrew, at some point; | would enjoy that.

Barry Hill on length of papers, | believe if you totalled up the complete number of words
in this Synod’s mailings it comes to 240,000 words, about a third of the Bible, which is
quite a lot of words for us to digest. Authors will have heard those points and the Business
Committee will talk to staff around what we can do to make some of that more accessible.
As a young Synod member that was one of the things | always banged on about, “Where
are the executive summaries?” That was really important to me, and | do not want to let
that drop, so thank you for that. Self-restraint over questions, yes, absolutely. Again, |
hope Synod members have heard.

Jayne took a different view to the code of conduct and, again, we will be considering that,
as | said, at our September meeting. The Business Committee cannot decide on the
content of what comes to Synod, so | cannot commit that we will have decisions of the
type that you advocated, Jayne, but it is vital that we operate and we work, regardless of
whether we have an enforceable code of conduct or a voluntary code of conduct, in a way
that does not allow anybody to feel they are being discriminated against in any way, and
that must be, as | said in the speech, one of our key guiding principles. | think those are
all the points in my response, Chair.

The Chair: Thank you, Robert. | therefore put Item 4 to the vote that Synod do take note
of this Report.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.
The Chair: Thank you very much for the debate. We now move on to the presentation

of petitions.
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THE CHAIR Mr Geoffrey Tattersall (Manchester) took the Chair at 3.33 pm.
PRESENTATION OF PETITIONS

The Chair: We now come to the presentation of petitions under Standing Order 43, which
| am sure you are very familiar with. It says, so it must be true, “The member must, on
being so invited, present a petition by stating its purport in a speech of not more than two
minutes”. That allows Mr Margrave, who has given notice of a desire to present two
petitions, two opportunities to speak for two minutes. He may speak about the substance
of the petition but should not descend to the detail.

Mr Sam Margrave (Coventry): | present this petition which raises serious allegations and
calls for an independent investigation and asks for a report back to this Synod. 2 Timothy
4.1 says that, “a time is coming when people will not endure sound teachings but
accumulate teachers to suit their own likings”. Matthew also warns, “Beware of false
prophets which come to you in sheep’s clothing but inwardly they are ravening wolves”.
Petitioners highlight research indicating there is gaming of the system and fraudulent
behaviour by bishops, DDOs and others. There are weaknesses and a lack of
accountability in the vocations process, which is changing Church teaching by stealth,
and usurping Synod decision-making.

Petitioners also raise concern conservatives face disadvantage in the vocations,
ordination and recruitment process. Petitioners raise concern that ordinands do not
reflect their views, or the views in the pews, when you compare the number of political
activists or allies versus the number of orthodox candidates being ordained. Petitioners
present evidence of entryism and they suggest pulpits are being used for a political
platform. Rules, integrity, honesty and transparency matter, so we need an investigation.
Whatever the outcome, we need to hear the thoughts and views of the petitioners. |
commend this petition and ask for action and pray that petitioners may find truth and
justice through this process.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr Margrave. | should have said at the beginning that there is no
opportunity for debate and that no interruptions will be permitted. Could you now hand
up the petition to the Chair. Mr Margrave, your second petition, please.

Mr Sam Margrave (Coventry): | present this petition on behalf of those who are unhappy
at the treatment of Calvin Robinson and have lost faith in the Church of England. Due to
threats and harassment | came offline so that has impacted the circulation of this petition.

Petitioners ask for an independent investigation to look at decisions and treatment that
led to Calvin leaving the Church of England and not being part of the one body we spoke
of earlier, which includes allegations regarding the involvement of Calvin losing his curacy
and his ordination being cancelled. It also raises concern about the disadvantage
conservatives face in the vocation, ordination and recruitment process. The petitioners

19



ask for a report to come back to General Synod outlining any findings. | commend this
petition and ask for an independent investigation to take place and a report to come back
in due course so the nation can have faith in the Church of England once again.

Finally, | close by asking that we all pray for Fr Calvin Robinson and all those ordained
this Petertide, and that by their fruit we will recognise their ministry, and that we will thank
God for their service.

The Chair: Thank you Mr Margrave. In accordance with Standing order 43(4) the
petitions will be available for inspection by members at the information desk and at the
end of this group of sessions the petitions will stand referred to the Business Committee.
That concludes this Item of business. Thank you.

THE CHAIR Canon Professor Joyce Hill (Leeds) took the Chair at 3.40 pm.

ITEM 5
ROUTEMAP TO NET ZERO CARBON BY 2030 (GS 2258)

The Chair: We come now to Item 5 on the agenda, which is dealing with progress to net
zero carbon by 2030. For this you will need three papers: GS 2258, which is the paper
itself obviously; you will also need reference to the Fourth Notice Paper, the Financial
Memo, since there is obviously financial impact arising from this; and Order Paper I, which
deals with the amendments. We will begin with the speech by the mover of the main
amendment who is the Bishop of Norwich. | will ask him to speak to and move Item 5,
and he may speak for up to 10 minutes. We will then have some debate on the main
motion. Then we will move to deal with the amendments and then return to the main
motion as amended (or not) according to how we voted at that stage in the process. We
will work through in that kind of way. | call upon the Bishop of Norwich to speak to and
move Item 5, with a 10-minute speech limit.

The Bishop of Norwich (The Rt Revd Graham Usher): Friends, in 2020, Synod voted for
an amended motion to reach net zero carbon by 2030. We made a bold commitment but
we had no idea how we would get there. It is my pleasure to present the Routemap that
was asked for then. This Routemap is just that, a routemap. It is a positive and voluntary
plan to achieve Synod’s goal. It is not legislation. | am grateful to the Bishop of Selby
and the Net Zero Sub-Committee for working so hard to develop it and all who responded
to the consultation. | welcome, too, the Business Committee’s commitment earlier to work
towards Synod meetings being more net zero.

Synod, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change is clear in its latest report that
we are at code red for humanity. We are accelerating towards a devastating global tipping
point. Every month or year that we delay our progress towards net zero will lead to
suffering and death for our human neighbours and the rest of God’s creation.
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The 2030 target is a hugely ambitious but the process is as important as the target. This
work is central to our story with God and creation; central to our story about God and
creation. | see it as a key part of our obedience to God’s call to be stewards of creation.

The routemap before you has been refined in consultation. It is pragmatic. It is step by
step. It charts the territory into an unknown landscape with the best knowledge that we
currently have. No doubt it will need to flex and adapt as the picture emerges in the
coming years. lIts focus first is on those simple steps that every church community can
take: changing to LED lighting on a renewable energy tariff, reducing draughts, good
maintenance. Each is part of how we live this out, especially for our rural churches, as
does heating people rather than the angels carved on our church roof bosses. If we think
of reaching net zero as a list of ten things, eight of them are fairly straightforward, and let
us work together on the other two.

Finance and permissions will both be crucial. | am grateful to the Church Commissioners
for pledging £190 million over the next nine years to support projects across the Church,
and to build capacity and practical support for our parishes. The aggregate costs of
getting to net zero carbon are not yet fully known, but we have costed examples of where
churches and schools have already adapted, and the costs are coming down.

Just think, Synod, of the missional messages that this will send, of what we treasure and
what we value, of what we want to repent from and seek justice for; what it is to be part
of, not apart from but in communion with, the whole web of creation. Not only are these
messages within and from our Church communities, but also from our schools, where,
potentially, a million lives will be learning and living net zero from within their classrooms.

But when | look at Norfolk’s churches, | see how they have adapted and changed down
the centuries, incorporated the latest technology or architectural innovation. Now is the
time for our church buildings to speak of our care for God’s creation; within their very
fabric, the story for salvation. Like you, | suspect, | keep hearing the prophetic voices of
the young. We come up all the time with all sorts of excuses to delay their calls. Please
hear just one young voice from KwaZulu-Natal, who wrote to me this week, Mandisa
Gumede, who has experienced flooding in her own home due to climate change. Mandisa
wrote, “The Church of England needs to make sure that carbon emissions are lowered
drastically, as they directly impact us here in Africa.” Let me share with you some other
voices now in this film from some of the 7% of our church buildings that have already
reached net zero.

(Video played)
The Bishop of Norwich (the Rt Revd Graham Usher): Synod, this is the crucial decade
to keep the global temperatures below 2°C. | commend this Routemap to you. We need
to scale up and speed up. But we are people of hope: let us take this bold step together
in tackling climate change. | move Iltem 5. Thank you.
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The Chair: The motion is now open for debate. The speech limit at this stage is five
minutes.

The Revd Canon Dr Martin Gainsborough (Bristol): | tabled the amendment back in
February 2020 that led the Church of England to adopt the ambitious net zero 2030 target.
| am delighted at the progress that has been made since then. It just shows what we can
do if we put our minds to it. | salute those who led the consultation on the Routemap to
net zero. It is an excellent piece of work. | particularly want to record my admiration for
our DEOs, our parishes, schools and chaplaincies, which have embraced this vision and
worked so hard at it.

What | want to do today is something different, to tell the story of February 2020 and what
happened immediately afterwards, because it is quite revealing, not always comfortable
listening, but revealing nevertheless. What it reveals is a disconnect between how we
now like to remember February 2020 and that historic vote as bold and prophetic and the
more messy reality of what actually happened. And you never know, we might learn
something from this.

When | tabled my amendment there was initially not very much interest in it. Barely
enough people stood even for it to be debated, but momentum built. The turning point
was when Simon Butler, then Prolocutor of the House of Clergy, stood up to say that he
thought he was not going to support my amendment but he changed his mind. Something
shifted.

Even then the vote took people by surprise. The Bishop of Manchester commented at
the time that many members, not expecting the vote to be so close, were caught in the
tea room. The turn-out was indeed low. In what was probably the biggest upset of the
last quinquennium the amendment was passed with a majority of just 15.

While some celebrated there was also much crossness at the result. Immediately after
the vote, the then Chair of the Business Committee Sue Booys told me how angry various
influential people were. This crossness lingered for many months until people finally
began to accept the reality of where we were.

What might we learn from this, and particularly what might we learn about the ways of
God and the ways of the Church? The story | have told is hardly a ringing endorsement
of a bold and prophetic church. It feels to me much more like one of those Old Testament
stories where God’s purposes are irrevocably being worked out, but where the key
characters in the story are, at best, getting in the way and, at worst, pushing in another
direction. That this is a biblical phenomenon should perhaps be of reassurance. | suspect
if we look back, and perhaps even look forward, to other big historical moments in the life
of the Church of England, we will see that it has always been thus.
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More broadly, | think we can say this: occasionally - just occasionally - Synod might vote
for something audacious and, yes, that will upset those who like to be in charge, but when
something like this does happen, might we, might Synod be open to the possibility - just
the possibility - that the wind of the Spirit is blowing.

What the last couple of years have shown, notwithstanding a global pandemic, is that we
can catch an exciting vision like that of net zero and rise to it, including (and | am really
pleased about this) making funding available to support the transition. As GS 2258 says,
net zero 2030 is within reach if we work hard. Eighty per cent of what we need to do is
easy; 20% is hard. As our very excellent DAC Chair always likes to tell us, it is getting
easier all the time. We can do this. Let us doit. Thank you.

The Chair: Che Seabourne for a maiden speech and then Sonia Barron. | am minded
then to move to deal with the amendments and we will continue the debate after that.

Revd Che Seabourne (Leeds): Synod, | am a climate hypocrite. It is true. In the words
of St Paul in his letter to the church in Rome, | have the desire to do what is good but |
cannot carry it out, at least not all of the time. All too often | drive to meetings when |
should be taking the bus, | boil more water than | need to, | stay too long in the shower,
and worst of all, as my parents would have said when | was growing up, | have left the
big light on.

Synod, whatever our individual shortcomings, we have a collective responsibility to
uphold the Five Marks of Mission. Not, with respect, because a governance body like the
Synod has adopted them - important as that is - but because they are deeply biblical. We
are indeed called to strive to safeguard the integrity of creation and sustain and renew
the life of the earth. Synod, | have a huge degree of respect for our National Church
Institutions, the Church Commissioners and the Pension Board, we are incredibly
fortunate to have such dedicated people serving the Church, but may | take this
opportunity to offer what | hope to be a gentle challenge to fully divest from fossil fuels at
the earliest possible opportunity and to head towards net zero investment as quickly as
possible, and, likewise, can | encourage any remaining diocesan synods to do the same.

| have had a chance over the past few days to talk to some friends who are members of
Christian Climate Action. You may have seen some of them outside. | hope Synod
members will talk to them too. You do not have to agree with people about everything in
order to engage with them. | cannot, for example, condone deliberate arrestable action,
but | appreciate that others may take a different view. Please take some time to listen. It
cannot hurt. Indeed, | have always found the opposite to be true.

| was talking to my friend Millie the other day and | can assure you that although she is a
former Synod member she has not traipsed up to York with her young son Zeb because
she cannot stay away from the rip-roaring excitement of Question Time later on. She is
here because she wants her son to have a future and because she wants my son to have
a future.
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We will be spending a lot of time during this meeting of Synod talking about the global
Anglican Communion. | was encouraged this week to read about the Anglican Church of
Melanesia and the work between the Melanesian Mission and the University of
Southampton. | cannot claim any great expertise, but, from what | have understood, in
the Solomon Islands climate change is anything but a distant issue. There are islands
that have already vanished. Robert Nicholls, Professor of Coastal Engineering at the
University of Southampton, has said that with the rate of sea level rise projected to
increase significantly in coming decades, many low-lying islands will face a losing battle
to future extreme storm surge and wave events. Islands are disappearing. Synod, do we
have the bravery and vision to save their parishes, too? | urge you to vote for the
Routemap and to resist any attempts to weaken its impact. Thank you for listening.

The Chair: Next Sonia Barron and then after that | shall be calling Mr Clive Scowen to
propose his amendments in order.

Revd Sonia Barron (Lincoln): | stand to speak in favour of this motion, not just because
there is a theological underpinning of it, which there is, nor just because of concern for
my future on this planet, but because of the responsibility | have for my brothers and
sisters in countries that are much more affected by the effects of climate change already
than we are in this country. For some of them, they are already at or beyond crisis point.
In 2019 our diocese hosted a conference navigating climate change for planetary health,
with guests from our link diocese, Polynesia.

These participants were invited to tell the stories of rising tides and severe storms. Before
the conference our former Bishop, Christopher Lowson, said water can take life and give
it. It is easy for us to lose touch with nature, but the reality is rising tides and tropical
storms, combined with drought and falling reservoirs, leaves us with too much water and
not enough water. In the UK, we are somewhat shielded from the impact of such threats,
but places like Fiji and Tonga, which have endured immense changes in weather
patterns, are a wake-up call for all of us.

| remember having an informal conversation with one of the young participants who told
us of how, as a young boy, he would play in his uncle’s big back garden. But now, as a
young man in his early 20s, there is no longer any garden and the sea is not far from his
uncle’s home.

Another country that is suffering the effects of climate change is Uganda. | spent five
years in the south west of that country as a missionary, working on the top of a hill in a
little-known village called Muyebe. When | was there, the dry seasons were clearly
defined. Friends who | am still in touch with tell me the effects of climate change have
turned the seasons round and the country now has shorter or longer rains and harsher
droughts, especially in eastern and north-eastern Uganda.
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The Diocese of Lincoln has committed to becoming an Eco Diocese, and actively
supports churches to sign up to A Rocha’s Eco Church as a tool kit for change. Our
Diocesan Advisory Committee has produced a raft of wide-ranging suggestions to help
parishes make their churches and churchyards more environmentally friendly, many of
which are straightforward and of minimal cost. The smallest action taken by many has a
cumulative effect, so it is important that we accept this Routemap.

It is clear that taking practical action in our care of creation is no longer a fringe interest
but a vital contribution that, as Christians, we must take for the future of this planet that
God has given us. | support this motion.

The Chair: As | indicated, | am going to move to the amendments now. They will be
taken separately. | call upon Clive Scowen first of all to move Item 57, and we will deal
with that and then move on to 58 on your Order Paper after we have dealt with 57. You
have five minutes for each.

ITEM 57

Mr Clive Scowen (London): Thank you, very generous. | do not think | shall need it. |
am moving both amendments on behalf of the Diocese of London team because they
arise from points that were made to us by our diocesan environmental officer. The first
one seeks to insert the word “generally” before “endorse”. This is not an attempt to water
down our support for this, actually it is designed to achieve the opposite. It is designed
to maximise support for a document which, on the whole, we believe thoroughly deserves
to be supported. Itis a lengthy, complex and technical document, and it is inevitable that
different individuals may have different issues with particular parts of it, while believing
that it generally deserves to be welcomed and adopted.

Now, some people, | suppose - | do not know how you would describe it - have a sort of
big-picture mentality that says, oh well, | can live with the bits | do not agree with because
of the bigger picture. Other people, of which | confess | am probably one, take a rather
more forensic approach and find difficulty voting to endorse something unless | agree with
every word of it, and there are probably other people in between. If we want to maximise
support for this motion this afternoon, | suggest that inserting “generally” recognises the
reality that there will be bits with which many of us do not agree, but nonetheless overall
we think it is important to go forward with this document as a whole. On behalf of the
diocese, and particularly the concerns raised with us by our environmental officer, | move
the first amendment standing in my name.

The Chair: | call upon the Bishop of Norwich to respond.

The Bishop of Norwich (the Rt Revd Graham Usher): | would like to thank Mr Scowen for
his thoughtful amendment, but | would like to urge Synod to resist it. We really ought to
be speaking about the whole motion, the whole issue at hand, that is where we should be
putting our time, now there is limited time for this debate, so we can really explore the
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mind of Synod about it rather than a minor amendment. This amendment will also -
despite what Mr Scowen said - be heard and seen as watering this whole thing down.

Friends, we need to be bold, we need to be prophetic, the Routemap is the response to
what was asked of us in 2020, but it is full of words such as “should”, “encourage”,
‘request”, so there is some flex within it. Young people keep on telling me that we are
forever watering down our commitment to this whole area. | think of Rachel Mander, from
Young Christian Climate Network, who wrote: “We want to really encourage the Church
of England to wholeheartedly adapt the Net Zero Carbon Routemap. The more we

choose to delay, the greater the human cost”.

Synod, please resist this amendment, so that we can get on with the detailed discussion
before us and be bold and prophetic in what we seek to do to walk more gently on this
planet, this single island planet home of ours.

The Chair: As the Bishop does not support the amendment, it will lapse unless 25
members stand in their places or otherwise indicate that they with the debate on the
amendment to continue, and a vote to be taken on the amendment. | therefore now invite
members to stand in their places or, if they are unable to do so, otherwise indicate. For
those on Zoom, please use the green ticks to indicate if you wish the debate on the
amendment to continue. There are 25 plus members, so we will continue with the debate
on the amendment now. If you wish to contribute to that part of the debate, please do
stand in the usual way.

The Chair imposed a speech limit of three minutes.

Mr Gavin Drake (Southwell & Nottingham): | want to resist Clive Scowen’s amendment
and encourage you to do the same. | understand where he is coming from, there is a lot
of concern that if the Church of England fails to reach net zero by 2030 the headlines will
be that the Church of England has failed and therefore there is an attempt to water this
down to avoid that. But actually, we will not have failed. Setting the net zero target by
2030 is a challenge, it is difficult, it is hard, but actually we should congratulate ourselves
for trying to do it. If we fail to do it, we will not have failed, we will have succeeded in
trying, and that is all we can do. So, | think, as Bishop Graham said, the original
proposals, while the commitment has got the “shoulds” and so on, | think we should resist
this and get on with trying to do what we can to ease the environmental pressures that
we are creating.

The Chair: The next speaker, and then one more short three minutes, the person right at
the back there.

Professor Roy Faulkner (Leicester): | would urge Synod to possibly look at this from a
slightly different angle. Should we not actually be posing the question about whether GS
2258 is basically naive, unrealistic and virtue-signalling, and it will cost the Church an
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awful lot of money, which we could be spending on more vicars. | say this because there
are, as Clive said, a number of areas - | am not saying all of it, because a lot of it is very
good - but there are a number of areas where events are catching up with us at the
moment.

For example, in Item 3.5, green tariffs are mentioned. You will not get a green tariff
anywhere at the moment in the light of the change in the oil price which has changed the
whole way in which the electricity generation companies sell their power to us. Probably
one of the most fundamental points | want to make in relation to this whole issue - | have
not got much time to do any more - is that there is this discussion at section 3.2 of climate
justice and ending poverty. Now, these two terms, in my opinion, are completely
paradoxical.

If we try to go for climate justice by stopping driving, stopping economic activity, which is
a lot of what this proposal makes for us, then essentially we stop industrialising and
carrying on with our own industry, which in turn gives taxes which will help us to provide
the welfare state so that we can help those people in poverty. | would argue that by going
down this very, very green route of stopping all industrial activity, we are in danger of
causing more poverty than we are trying to eliminate by going down the original route of
climate change. | leave it there, but I think Synod should look at the other side of the
argument a lot more seriously.

The Chair: | will take one more speech on this and then we will move, | think, probably,
to the next item because we are tight for time.

Revd Graham Hamilton (Exeter): | support this amendment, although | would be very
happy to see the paper carried and approved whether the amendment is passed or not.
| believe there is a lot of really important stuff in here. But | would not want, for the reasons
Clive explained, for it to stumble because some of us have issues with one point or the
other, that is why | am very happy to support the amendment.

My particular concern is with the section on theological education, which says the national
Church will need to make formation criteria by denominations for ministry training and
should be a learning outcome of all students. Now, clearly there are things which we
expect all our ordinands to believe in the creeds and particular characteristics set down
by Scripture and approved through generations, but it is, | think, a great category error to
say that a particular view on climate change - | am not aware that anyone is denying
climate change within the Church of England but perhaps climate scepticism - should be
made a selection criteria or, indeed, a reason for deselecting.

These are scientific hypotheses, whether we are looking for stopping it or being more
resilient to it, those are scientific issues to be resolved. Our ministers are called to preach
the Gospel of Jesus Christ and to encourage people to take their responsibility as
stewards of creation, but not to be held to a particular view of what is best in this particular

27



situation. That is my hesitation with that whole area of the motion and therefore | would
like to see this amendment generally endorsed and carried.

The Chair: After the next contribution | propose testing the mind of Synod as to whether
we might proceed with dealing with this motion.

Mr Carl Hughes (Southwark): | am standing to support Clive’s amendment, and very
much for a similar reason to that of the DEO of Southwark Diocese, who has also raised
with us a number of issues relating to the Report, and therefore | think that “generally”
applies more appropriately. |1 am wholly supportive of the motion and the direction of
travel, and | am really encouraged by the examples that we saw in Bishop Graham’s
video.

But | do want to just raise a couple of points for the National Environment Team and also
for those who are looking at environmental issues at a diocesan level. | think we just
need to make sure that we have this programme in context, and | would also just give
one or two words of caution.

The Church of England emits something in the order of 0.2 million metric tonnes of CO2
equivalent of greenhouse gas emissions, which represents about 0.04% of the UK’s 450
million tonnes of CO2 equivalent GHG emissions. Let us just look at this in context.

Secondly, the majority of our larger emitters within our scope, within the Church, which
are obviously churches and schools, are not actually under the direct control of DBFs and
our dioceses, and therefore what we can do is encourage and cajole, but we cannot
enforce. We need to bear in mind that a number of those churches and schools are
currently facing financial challenges.

A third thought is that tomorrow we will be hearing more about the Triennial Funding
Review, and | am sure that we will all be very encouraged by the allocation of £190 million
of time-limited funding that has been set aside for the carbon net zero ambition, of which
£30 million will be spent in 2023-25. However, that is not huge in the context of the
Church’s real estate portfolio across all of its property, so | think that we need to focus on
ensuring that we are getting maximum bang for our buck in terms of where we are
investing, in terms of low carbon. We need to look carefully at costs versus benefits and
we need to be realistic that we will not be able to eliminate all forms of emissions within
the current timeframe.

The Chair: As | indicated, | now wish to test the mind of Synod on whether Item 57 has
been sufficiently debated, and | therefore put the motion for closure on Item 57.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.

The Chair: | put Item 57 to the vote.
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The motion was put and lost on a show of hands.
ITEM 58

The Chair: | move on to Item 58 and invite Mr Scowen to propose this amendment.

Mr Clive Scowen (London): As members will know, paragraph (b) of the main motion
requests every diocesan synod to debate the Routemap as it applies to their structures,
parishes and BMOs. We feel that the word “structures” in this context is deeply obscure
and ambiguous. Does it refer to physical structures or organisational issues? It is very
unclear. So we are suggesting replacing it with the words “buildings and operations”,
which makes it absolutely clear that it does mean physical structures but it also means
the things that we do and the way that we do them, and so it is a very simple point that
does not permit much elaboration. | think we ought to make what we say in this motion
as crystal clear as we can, and | suggest that this modest amendment will help us in that.

The Chair: | call upon the Bishop of Norwich to respond.

The Bishop of Norwich (The Rt Revd Graham Usher): Thank you, Mr Scowen, but | am
going to resist this amendment as well, because | think “structures” is perfectly good, and
we are in danger again of spending time talking about a minor amendment rather than
returning to the main issues of the debate. Structures is much broader than buildings and
operations: they cover governance, they cover leadership, they cover the way in which
we pray and how we are. So, | would ask Synod to resist this amendment so we can
return to the main issues of the motion.

The Chair: The Bishop does not support the amendment and so it will lapse unless 25
members stand in their places or otherwise indicate that they wish the debate on the
amendment to continue and a vote to be taken on the amendment. | therefore now invite
members to stand in their places or, if unable to do so, otherwise to indicate. For those
on Zoom please use the green ticks to indicate if you wish the debate on the amendment
to continue. There are 25 people standing, so we continue the debate on the amendment.
Is there anyone who wishes to contribute to that debate? Luke Appleton.

The Chair imposed a speech limit of two minutes.

Mr Luke Appleton (Exeter): | really support Clive’s amendment. | think we need to be as
specific as possible, otherwise things can be ill-defined and especially in the culture war
we are in at the moment, and all the different things people talk about, it is really important
to say focused on practical things and not get caught up in other things. | think “structures”
is too broad, so | would really support what Clive said and | would commend it.

The Chair: After Andrew Nunn, the person there, and then we will see where we go from
there.
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the Very Revd Andrew Nunn (Dean of Southwark): | want to resist this amendment for
exactly the opposite reason that we have just heard, because | think the breadth of what
is contained in this word will allow us to properly look at all the issues that face the Church,
often which are structural, as we all know in this Synod, so | think it is the ideal word. |
would encourage Synod to resist this amendment.

Revd Martin Poole (Chichester): | would like to resist the amendment because
“structures” does apply to the way we organise ourselves. Our diocese has just decided
not to employ someone specifically to look at the environment, | would rather that they
had, and | think we should all be employing people to do this. So, our structures need to
allow our councils, our committees, our various bodies that need to make decisions about
this, to have people who can push forward this agenda. It is not just about buildings, it is
about the way we govern ourselves and we need to govern responsibly for the climate.

The Chair: | would now like to test the mind of Synod on whether Item 58 has been
sufficiently debated, and so | put the motion for closure on Item 58.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.
The Chair: We are going to vote on Item 58.
The item was put and lost on a show of hands.

The Chair: So, the amendment is not carried and we continue with the debate on the
main motion and | call Steven Croft and after Steven Croft, Ruth Newton.

The Bishop of Oxford (the Rt Revd Dr Steven Croft): | welcome this Routemap. We see
the consequences of environment catastrophe everywhere in the world, and that is going
to accelerate in the coming years, the science tells us. This is an emergency, as was
said eloquently earlier. We have only a limited time to take action as the whole of
humanity.

| am very privileged to sit on the House of Lords Select Committee on the Environment
and Climate Change. Most weeks, with my 12 colleagues, | listen to evidence about what
is happening in the world, and what we are doing to combat the environmental disaster.
The world is not, at present, on course for net zero emissions by 2050 and limiting global
warming to 1.5°. That target is slipping away from us with devastating, devastating
consequences.

These issues are currently moving down the global and our national agenda since COP26
because of other events in the world. The climate crisis demands a response from every
household and every person. The Climate Change Committee in the United Kingdom
estimates that 60% of the change required to get to net zero involves personal behaviour
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change by individuals and communities, change focused in the three areas of transport,
of heating, and of diet.

We should be in no doubt whatsoever that there is a strong and deep possibility of
change. This can be done. Humankind can respond creatively. We know how to be just
stewards of the earth and tend the environment. We know how to work together. We
know how to work globally as well as locally. But the global climate emergency demands
hopeful, positive leadership from every sector of society. From national and local
government, from homes, from businesses, we have a huge amount still to do. Please,
let this debate reflect the urgency of the situation and the action needed.

Revd Ruth Newton (Leeds): | am the acting Chair of the General Synod Environment
Group and | am a member of the Environmental Working Group. In February 2020, we
did something unexpected and prophetic - and maybe we did do it by the skin of our teeth
but we did it. We asked for a net zero Church of England and we asked for it to happen
by 2030. We decided the what, we decided the when and we decided that it could not
wait. Today, as a result of extremely hard and creative work on the part of dedicated
people, we now have the how.

| invite you to honour this work and congratulate those who undertook it at our request by
giving it a ringing endorsement and taking it to your dioceses, parishes and places of
work, acting as advocates and champions of it. | came to my environmental commitment
as a result of this Synod and, in particular, from hearing representatives of the Anglican
Communion describe how for them climate change is not a future threat but a present
reality. | asked myself if | could consider myself to be part of the body of Christ and do
nothing and | concluded that | could not, and then we concluded that we could not, and
we did something. It is easy to talk and make decisions. It is less easy to live them out.
We need to coalesce around this document and make it a reality.

The scale of the climate emergency facing us requires us to do things differently and
Christians are called to be distinctive. Christians learn how to change in community. We
learn through doing things together, each playing their part. This Routemap contains
within it not only the potential to decarbonize buildings and structures but to catalyse
Christians to learn from the experience and take that learning into their spheres of
influence, their workplaces, their lifestyles and their friendships, being the salt and light
that we are called to be. We can argue about the finer details of the proposal - and it is
very detailed - but | tend to think that, given that the IPC has declared our situation code
red for humanity, this is rather like rearranging the chairs on the Titanic. In the face of
global heating, we cannot afford to be lukewarm.

Miss Prudence Dailey (Oxford): For most of human existence, life has been nasty, brutish
and short in an environment which is fundamentally in many ways hostile to human
existence. Then came the Industrial Revolution, since when our lives have improved
immeasurably in both length and quality and poverty has reduced dramatically around the
world. Of course, the Industrial Revolution has been driven by fossil fuels and so | hope
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we can all agree that the use of fossil fuels is not in itself a sin. The question is practical
consequences.

Our concern has to be only in relation to the practical consequences and so | ask whether
we have actually done a cost benefit analysis of what is proposed. What is the
guantifiable benefit of the Church - just the Church of England specifically - following this
net zero pathway? What will be the effect on global temperatures if that is achieved? |
can understand the argument is made that if we all do a little it will all add up, but the truth
is that if we all do a little it will all add up to a little because this is fundamentally a
technological problem. Fortunately, technology is moving on and when the technology is
such that it becomes cheap and efficient to use non-carbon emitting forms of energy, then
that is what everybody will do. Meanwhile, the Church is under enormous financial
pressure. Many dioceses are effectively insolvent. Parishes are struggling. | would ask
this Synod just to stop and consider whether this is what we should be doing until we
have considered that it is actually the best use of our resources.

Canon Dr John Spence (ex officio): To Martin Gainsborough, | confess | may have been
one of those people who felt a bit cross in February 2020. But, please, do not be
confused, | have never ever felt that | am in charge, | can assure you. | am here to serve
and sometimes when you see more priorities being asked of you than you think you can
financially accommodate, you worry. | commend the Environment Group for the brilliant
work they have done in creating this Routemap because it does not just set out the how,
it creates a vehicle for the transfer of ownership because this work will only ever be
completed if we create a Church-wide movement. This can never be driven by General
Synod alone, so well done for that.

| just ask you for patience. Never confuse the sense of emergency from the pace it will
take to properly spend money. Of the £190 million that has been allocated, £30 million
of which is for the next triennium, it will take time to mobilise an investment programme
of this scale and an action programme. If we come back in a year's time, or two years’
time indeed, and you are worried that the money is not really going out as quickly as you
hoped, please be patient with those who will seek to do, Prudence, just what you want:
to ensure that the funds are spent well, to achieve the goal that you ask of it and in the
best possible way.

Mrs Fiona Norris (Salisbury): | just wanted to respond to the concerns about the 2030
deadline being unrealistic and the suggestion that it would be pragmatic to potentially
push it back and allow time for costs to come down. The truth is that the costs are really
hard to predict. New technology tends to get cheaper over time, of course, but if fossil
fuel prices and other sources of inflation stay high, that might not happen. Solar panels
have got hugely cheaper over the last ten years, but last year solar panel prices started
to rise as part of global inflation. In particular, heat pumps, which are probably the biggest
technological investment we need, are fairly new in the UK but the technology is quite
mature. It has been well used in Scandinavia for many years and scope for getting
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cheaper is limited. Much of the price reduction will be due to economies of scale as more
get manufactured.

However, if we all wait for everyone else to move, we will never get off the starting line.
A lot of the costs are labour rather than tech. For example, to put solar on a church roof,
the cost of buying the panels is less than half of the cost of the installation. The biggest
cost is the installers and the scaffolding and those are not likely to get cheaper if we wait
longer. On the other hand, the savings to be made from decarbonizing are higher than
ever before and likely to stay high for several years if gas and oil prices remain high,
which is likely. Therefore, delaying action until the upfront costs are cheaper could well
cost us more not less. It simply does not make sense from a financial point of view to
delay.

Let us not forget, as has been said before today, that this is an emergency. It really does
not get any more urgent than this. The decade up to 2030 has been called the "decisive
decade" because the decisions and actions that we take now will determine whether we
can limit warming to 2°. Every fraction of a degree of warming has a devastating impact
and every delay a human consequence for our brothers and sisters around the world. |
would urge you to vote in favour of this Routemap.

The Chair: | now wish to test the mind of Synod on whether Item 5 has been sufficiently
debated. | have to pause the meeting for a moment and to ask the people of the Christian
Climate Action to remove themselves from the chamber.

Revd Robert Thompson (London): Point of order. The point of order is this: that Christian
Climate Action do an absolutely wonderful job in drawing attention ---

The Chair: | have to ask you to stop.

Revd Robert Thompson (London): But the point of order is can | ask you to suspend the
Standing Orders so that a member of Christian Climate Action can address the Synod?

The Chair: Please stop speaking at this point. | am going to adjourn the sitting of Synod
for 10 minutes.

(Short adjournment)

The Chair: We will resume our business where we left off, which was the motion for
closure. Before we do that, may | just remind you of the relevant regulations about
interruptions from the public. Members of the public are admitted to sittings of the Synod
under the terms of its Standing Orders. The Standing Orders require that members of
the public remain silent while in the hall.

I, therefore, remind people in the gallery that they must not interrupt or disturb the
proceedings of the Synod. If the interruptions continue, | will not hesitate to use my
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powers to order one or more individuals to leave the public gallery. Let us continue with
the business. The business was that | was in the process of putting a motion for closure
on the debate and so | now wish to test the mind of Synod on whether Item 5 has been
sufficiently debated and I, therefore, put the motion for closure on Item 5.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.

The Chair: The motion is clearly carried. Therefore, | invite the Bishop of Norwich to sum
up for us. You have five minutes.

The Bishop of Norwich (the Rt Revd Graham Usher): Thank you to all of the Synod
members who have spoken in this debate and contributed from your rich knowledge and
experience. | am particularly pleased that we heard some profound stories from the wider
Anglican Communion where people are already impacted in their daily lives by climate
change.

Martin Gainsborough, thank you for endorsing the Routemap saying that you were
delighted with the progress. You asked this Synod in your amendment in 2020 to take a
much bolder stand, moving from 2045 to 2030. What that did was certainly increase this
whole area to the top of our agenda at the start of this crucial decade.

Che Seaborne and Sonia Barron, thank you very much for your contributions reminding
us of the Five Marks of Mission and the experience of people in Fiji, Tonga and Uganda.
In the preparation Zoom calls with bishops from around the Anglican Communion
preparing for the Lambeth Conference, the thing that | have been most struck by and
most deeply moved by are the stories of my sister and brother bishops around the
Anglican Communion who are already faced with these deep challenges of climate
change. To hear their voices in this debate through Sonia’s and Che's words have been
really important because many island states are disappearing.

But we also have the problem of rising sea levels in our own nation. Some of our own
dioceses may well shrink in the future, including my own. The Norfolk Broads are under
threat. Many of our churches there, our parishes, certainly need saving from being
drowned and | fear that Great Yarmouth Minster could become the municipal swimming
pool. Thank you to Bishop Steven for reminding us that the target is slipping away and
the personal behaviour changes that we need to make.

Ruth Newton, | know you are a fantastic advocate for this work in the Diocese of Leeds,
your own parish of St John's Sharow receiving a Silver A Rocha Eco Church Award. That
gives me a moment just to thank A Rocha for all that they do in partnership with us with
Eco Church and Eco Diocese. We heard in the amendment debate about clergy training.
| think we are preparing clergy and lay ministers to minister in a world impacted by climate
change. To be able to speak theologically about that is important. Also, my hope is that
the triennium funding will provide expert support in dioceses to enable us to move to net
zero.
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Thank you, John Spence, for all that you do as the man with the till and for all the support
that you are personally giving to this piece of work. Thank you also to Fiona Norris for
reminding us about the costs and savings that mean that we should not be delaying.

Prudence Dailey, you reminded us of the Industrial Revolution. At that time, parts per
million carbon dioxide in the world's atmosphere stood at 280 as it had consistently for
millennia, since the last Ice Age. In the Ice Age the amount of carbon in the atmosphere
dipped to around 180 parts per million. As we came out of the Ice Age, it went up to
around 280. We are now at 400 parts per million of CO2 in the atmosphere. The world
has not seen that level of CO2 in the atmosphere for probably six million years. A hundred
parts per million of that increase has happened in the last ten years.

Synod, we are entering into a global experiment that we do not know what the results will
be. 66% of our emissions from our churches come from the 20% largest churches. That
is where our focus needs to be. | hope that this Routemap will really help the whole
Church to find a way through to the future to a net zero future for us all that will speak
prophetically, particularly for the world's poorest people, the people who are not able to
adapt and cannot make the changes that are impacted already now and will be impacted
even more in the future. | beg to move the motion standing in my name.

The Chair: We come now to the vote on the motion. | invite all those in favour of the
main motion to please show. All those against please show.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.

The Chair: Thank you, that is clearly carried. We now move on to the next item of
business on the agenda, which is Item 6, the war in Ukraine.

THE CHAIR Miss Debbie Buggs (London) took the Chair at 5.00 pm.

ITEM 6
WAR IN UKRAINE

The Chair: Members of Synod, we now come to Item 6, the war in Ukraine. For this you
will need GS 2259 and also the yellow Order Paper. You will see from that that there are
three amendments and that questions start no later than 5.45 pm. Once the Bishop of
Leeds has given his opening speech, | will indicate how | intend to proceed on this item.
Bishop, over to you.

The Bishop of Leeds (the Rt Revd Nicholas Baines): Chair, | am grateful to the Business
Committee for making time for this topical debate, which opens up a number of
challenging questions, and calls the Church to prayer, listening and action. It is important
for the Synod to debate this as, first, the conflict is impacting the whole world: energy
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resources, economics, migrations and humanitarian catastrophes, food security and so
on.

Secondly, there is an unavoidable church element to the conflict, if you look at the
Moscow Patriarch’s uncritical support of Putin ‘s ideological vision and nationalist dogma.
| could also speak about the impact on chaplaincies in the Diocese in Europe and our
partner churches, directly impacted.

This is also about politics and politics is about people, the right ordering of society and
the distribution of power, all issues that go to the heart of the Judeo-Christian Scriptures
and tradition. There might be disagreement as to the specificity of particular policy
recommendations, but that should not discourage us from a necessary engagement with
matters of people and place that sit at the heart of any incarnational obligation. The
Church exists for the sake of the world, not the other way round.

For the sake of this debate, our understanding of neighbour is both local, those affected
in our own congregations by the effects of this war, such as the immigration of Ukrainian
refugees, high energy bills, food shortages, for example; and global, including those
fighting on the frontline in the Donbas, or seeking safety in a makeshift air-raid shelter in
Kyiv, or Russians seeking respite from and truthful understanding of President Putin’s
authoritarian regime.

We have a responsibility to provide generous refuge to those displaced by this conflict. |
hope we hear more about this remarkable work in the debate that follows. We must also
engage with the causes of their displacement, both the immediate Russian aggression
and the more long-term, including wider missteps in the West’s relations with Russia since
the end of the Cold War.

We also have a responsibility to think through how this war affects those in other parts of
the world. Tens of millions of people are now at risk of famine in parts of Africa and Asia,
even though they are not party to the conflict. Against this background, the decision to
cut Britain’s overseas development budget continues to look short-sighted. The cutting
of numbers in our army raises other questions too.

Beyond the humanitarian fallout, we are all conscious that the risks of strategic
miscalculation are very real, threatening not only human life on a scale unimaginable a
few months ago but also the very integrity of God’s creation.

This war requires us to rethink what it means to be peacemakers in an age of global
disorder. The conceptual frameworks of the 70-year post-war global settlement have
fallen apart in a very short time, and the world is now a different place. It requires us to
use all the resources at our disposal, and that includes our relations with the Russian
Orthodox Church, to try to navigate a way through this crisis.
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In an age when many politicians appear to have lost their moral compass it is important
that we not doubt the reason why issues like this matter and why we get involved in the
way we do.

Our starting point is our obedience to God. It is very different from that of Governments
and others. It leads us to take a much wider and a theologically searching moral view.
Given this, it is perhaps not surprising that we sometimes find ourselves at odds with
Government. To do otherwise, to take a different starting point, is to run the risk of
Archbishops and bishops becoming the altar boys to this and future Governments, a
charge that others have made of the Russian Orthodox Church’s relations with the
Russian Government.

Synod, the briefing paper that accompanies this debate attempts to help us think through
the war in Ukraine in a serious and integrated way from Christian foundations. Contrary
to what you may have read in the press recently, the paper produced by the newly formed
Faith in Public Life Division does not articulate a fixed position. What it does do is raise
from first principles questions that need to be grappled with and the consequences that
need to be considered. In doing so, it recognises that it is the politician not the bishop
who has to make decisions and to bear responsibility for the consequences. Loosely put,
the questions mirror those that arise from the set of criteria known as the “just war”
principles.

To avoid confusion or uncertainty, let me be crystal clear: Russia’s invasion of Ukraine
constitutes an act of evil that cannot go unchallenged. Ukraine has a legitimate right to
self-defence and a right to seek assistance from others in doing so. The Government
and the wider international community must stand with Ukraine and provide financial,
humanitarian, military and diplomatic support as part of its broader efforts to uphold
international law and the norms underpinning the international community. Yet, as the
MoD suggested last week, such support cannot realistically be unlimited and this war
cannot be waged without restraint.

The focus of our efforts must be on bringing this conflict to an end in a way that respects
Ukraine’s independent sovereign status. This objective risks being thwarted by the lack
of clarity among states as to whether the aim of Western actions is the upholding of
Ukraine’s territorial integrity, weakening Russia, or even regime change in Moscow. Such
ambiguity invites mission creep and increases the risks of strategic miscalculation.

It is these broader objectives that risk Britain becoming embroiled in a protracted and
proxy war in Ukraine. Itis for Ukraine to decide if, how and when the war might be ended,
and on what terms. It would be morally problematic to oppose a conclusion to the war
that would save Ukraine from further devastation in the hope that we might secure wider
geostrategic advantage, if Ukraine so decides.

Military force has utility, but it does not follow that military force alone will be sufficient to
reverse the territorial gains that Russia has secured since February 2022, or even 2014,
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when Putin’s money was flowing through the sewers of London. The risks of this conflict
spreading beyond its current borders are real. It is therefore reassuring that the
armaments that the UK has provided are of a defensive rather than offensive nature.
Britain’s support must remain proportionate to the ends we are seeking and those owned
by Ukraine itself. We know that atrocities have been committed in this conflict, the full
horrors of which will probably only be known well after this war ends.

It is incumbent on all parties in the conflict to uphold the principles of discrimination and
non-combatant immunity. Where atrocities have been committed, these should be
documented and those responsible held accountable, even if that is at a much, much later
date. It should not be forgotten that earlier this year the International Criminal Court
opened its trial against those considered responsible for war crimes committed in Darfur
over two decades ago.

The principles of discrimination and non-combatant immunity, whether we like it or not,
invite questions as to the efficacy of the sanctions regime assembled against Russia. It
is clear that Russians have limited access to truthful media and are subject to
authoritarian propaganda, which is why many politicians and commentators have been
clear to distinguish between Russia and Putin’s Government. We should not be so naive
as to think that sanctions as a form of political invention do not cause serious human
damage and therefore do not also raise pressing ethical questions. If we conclude that
they are morally justifiable, whether securing appropriate ends or not, then we must also
be open-eyed about their costs and consequences.

Russia’s invasion of Ukraine has descended into a brutal war of attrition, with outstanding
questions over how long Ukraine’s forces can continue to resist Russian advances. The
geopolitical and security implications of the conflict for Europe have already been
profound, from German militarisation, to accelerated NATO expansion, and these will
continue. Global ramifications will only become known over the long term.

In conclusion, Synod, in a world which looks more dangerous and unstable, we need to
look again at what it means to work for the reconciliation of humanity to God. We do so
with prayer and humility. | suspect that this will not be the last time we reflect on this
conflict and the issues arising from it. | look forward to the debate.

The Chair: Thank you. We have had 12 requests to speak. | am afraid | will not be able
to call on everyone who would like to speak in this debate. To hear as many people as
we can, | will be imposing a three-minute speech limit from the outset. | propose to hear
a few speeches before we head to the amendments. We will deal with the amendments
and come back to the main motion, possibly as amended. Please can | start with Jane
Evans followed by Stephen Maxfield.

Canon Jane Evans (Leeds): Many years ago, a very long time ago now, | studied Russian
language and literature at university. Then for the last 15 years of my working life, much
more recently, | worked for World Vision, one of the large humanitarian aid agencies, and
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a member of the DEC. Both of these experiences give me a frame of reference which
acknowledges that the current situation between Russia and Ukraine is complex, delicate,
and not as black and white as we might like to think, or are led to believe it is. Think
Northern Ireland rather than Adolf Hitler.

Professor Paul Rogers, emeritus Professor of Peace Studies at Bradford University,
speaking at the Bradford Literature Festival last weekend said that this is, classically, a
war that neither side can win and neither side can lose. He went on, “This war has to
end, at some stage, by negotiation”. That is a very hard thing to swallow, he said, but it
has to happen.

At its March Synod the Diocese of Leeds debated an emergency motion on Ukraine. We
started by wanting to call for the overthrow of the Putin regime, but acknowledged that
this might not be the best approach, for a number of reasons. So, after a robust
discussion about the language, we passed a more moderate resolution condemning
Russia’s actions and calling on Governments to work for peace and justice for all. We
need to be aware of taking a stance and using language that makes us feel better, but is
not the right solution either for ultimate resolution of the war or for the humanitarian needs
of the people.

At the moment it is hard to see how this war will end. It is going to need a negotiated
settlement like Northern Ireland. If Putin is to be diverted from applying extreme solutions,
Ukraine and the West must not back him into a corner, but offer solutions that allow him
to see a future where peace is possible, but without rewarding him for his aggression.
We may feel good about imposing sanctions on Russia. We may be horrified at the idea
of sacrificing any portion of Ukrainian territory, but who knows what may turn out to be
the only solution for the rest of Ukraine, for Europe and for the rest of the world. Let us
hope and pray that a different solution may be found. | support the motion.

Fr Stephen Maxfield (Ecumenical Representatives): If you can refer to Appendix 1, the
central question is whether the Church and people of Ukraine are, or are not, part of the
Church and the people of Russia. | want to add one or two things that have not been
mentioned here. The first is that Ukrainians speak a different language to Russians.
There are three different vowel letters. There is also an extra consonant letter, and in the
past, when Russians and Ukrainians have been speaking to each other, they have
needed interpreters.

| would also point out that Ukraine was one of the signatories of the UN Charter in 1946,
as was Russia. If international law and rules are not to be trampled over again and again,
this charter needs to make sense, and people need to live by it. Even if the things that
the Russians are saying about the Ukrainians, that they are Nazis and so on, and there
are Nazis in Britain too, nothing - absolutely nothing - justifies in any way this war.

The Archbishop of Canterbury (the Most Revd & Rt Hon Dr Justin Welby): | first want to
say thank you to Bishop Nick for a superb and magisterial opening speech, with which |
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agree entirely, and, therefore, | shall cut back significantly on what | was going to say,
which is rare.

Peace-making we need to remember is one of the Beatitudes. Peace-making is of the
character of God, which is why peacemakers are called God’s children. They are a chip
off the old block. Peace-making requires humility and sacrifice. We see this in Jesus
setting his face towards Jerusalem. It needs confrontation, as he showed with those
opposing him. It is the pattern for all humanity. At times peace-making is as hard as a
diamond. At others it is the glory of the crucified God, the conquest of evil through self-
emptying.

Yesterday, we saw both, as we had the privilege at Lambeth Palace of a visit from
Patriarch Epiphany of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church, which was given Autocephaly
through a Tomos of the Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew in 2019. It had been under
the oversight of the Russian Orthodox Church since 1684. In addition to a previous online
call 1 had with Patriarch Kirill, the Metropolitan Hilarion, in February, we are seeking
opportunities to meet further with the Russian Orthodox Church, but that has not been
possible to date.

Yesterday, over the course of three and a half hours of prayer and discussion, we heard
the most heart-breaking stories of atrocities against civilians and against Orthodox clergy
in occupied territory. Yet amidst it all, the Patriarch spoke of love for all, especially
enemies. Of course, like all Ukrainians, he feels passionately about the terrors and
horrors visited on his country, the lies told and the remorseless fear and attack, but the
passion is not showing itself in hatred, nor is it showing itself in weakness, but in faith and
determination, and a plea for support for the Church in its humanitarian work, and for
Ukraine.

Let us give that support as a Church as best we can. Let us also be determined in seeking
peace. We are asking the Government to return the funding of the unit in the Foreign
Office which has been so seriously cut back and was set up at Church urging three years
ago to specialise in mediation and peacebuilding. Let us also pray for and support our
armed forces. Nick mentioned they were being cut back. And particularly pray for the
chaplains. The Armed Forces Synod is represented here. Thank you.

Fr Stephen Platt (Ecumenical Representatives): | am very grateful to the Bishop of Leeds
and the authors of GS 2259 for an extremely sensitive and nuanced and detailed
appraisal of the situation following the Russian invasion of Ukraine in February. Thisis a
war which we find to be atrocious, unjustifiable, and please remember that what you will
hear in the news coming from Orthodox in Russia does not represent the whole picture.
As has been pointed out already, clearly in a number of places the picture is far more
complex. Itis not for me to comment on the politics of the situation, but one might simply
recall the words of Pope Francis in an interview recently when he said, “We do not see
the whole drama behind the war, which was perhaps somehow either provoked or not
prevented”.
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What we do see as Orthodox is the need for peace-making. Those of you who know the
Orthodox will know that we are, first and foremost, eucharistic and liturgical creatures.
The Orthodox liturgy, after an opening invocation to bless the Kingdom of the Father, the
Son and the Holy Spirit (that is a Kingdom which is not of this world) goes on to pray for
peace; for the peace of the whole world, the stability of the Holy Churches of God and for
the union of all. In fact, in many churches on the Sunday eucharist we would go on to
pray in the words of Psalm 146, “Put not your trust in princes, or in any child of man, in
whom there can be no salvation”.

We are extremely grateful for the channels that remain open for dialogue, for discussion,
for listening and for help. | would ask you not to close these channels. It is not the first
time in history that there have been tensions or a shutdown in relations between countries
of the world. In the 19th century, the Russian priest in London Fr James de Smirnoff, at
the time of the Napoleonic War, remained as the only voice and channel of
communication and worked for peace between Britain and Russia. The Church, in being
first and foremost an agency for peace and for listening, has a great role to play, and we
thank you for what you are doing.

The Chair: Mr Scowen, please may | invite you to speak to both your amendments,
amendment 59 and amendment 61 - you have no more than four minutes - and then to
move Item 59, please?

ITEM 59

Mr Clive Scowen (London): The author of Psalm 85 in his vision of God’s salvation says
that righteousness and peace kiss each other. In God’s purposes, righteousness and
peace/peace and justice go together. They are two sides of the same coin. Yet the world
has not generally understood this, so history repeats itself. It has to, because we do not
listen.

In 1919, an unjust peace imposed by the victors after the Great War led directly to the
rise of Nazism. In 1938, Neville Chamberlain agreed to Hitler's annexation of a chunk of
Czechoslovakia and called it “peace with honour”. It was of course nothing of the sort. It
was an unjust peace, which merely encouraged the aggressor and, as a result, lasted
barely a year.

Peace without justice is no peace at all, and it does not last. A negotiated peace maybe
can lead to a good outcome, but a negotiated peace which gave away chunks of Ukraine
to Russia would not be just. It would encourage further aggression by Russia, and
possibly by China and others as well, and it almost certainly would not last. Ultimately, it
is for the Ukrainian nation to decide on what basis it may be willing to end the conflict, but
our country must not pressurise them into settling the conflict by accepting an enduring
injustice.
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The resolution that we pass today should be clear. The peace for which we pray, and for
which we ask our Government to work, is peace founded on justice. That is why | ask
Synod to add the word “justly” in paragraph (b) so that we are praying for the war in
Ukraine to be ended justly, and to replace the word “negotiated” with “just” in paragraph
(d), so that we call on the Government to work to secure a just peace that provides for
the flourishing of relations in Ukraine and so on.

Chair, 1 move Item 59, the amendment of paragraph (b), and in due course will do the
same for Iltem 61, when invited to do so.

The Chair: There will be an opportunity for more speeches on the main debate later. At
the moment we are just debating Item 59. If you wish to speak, please stand. | have to
call the Bishop of Leeds. Do you support this, please?

The Bishop of Leeds (the Rt Revd Nick Baines): It is hard to argue against justice but as
a linguist | would want to press you on this, Clive, and say what equals a just solution,
particularly given the realities of the situation there, and who decides? But | am not going
to resist the amendment, because you cannot argue against justice.

May | tackle the second one as he raised it now, to save me doing it later? The emphasis
on negotiation is not that negotiation might lead to some poor compromise. The emphasis
is on the fact that negotiation has to happen. Even if one side thrashes the other into
non-existence, you still have to have negotiated diplomacy afterwards to establish what
the peace will look like, or whatever that arrangement is, given the reality that for the next
100 years the seeds of subsequent violence are already going to be there. You have to
negotiate. That is what the emphasis of that was. But | am not going to resist either of
them.

The Chair: Item 59 is open for debate.

Revd Shaun Morris (Lichfield): Five weeks ago, our personal lives changed forever. A
mum and two teenaged children came to live us with having fled Kharkiv and shelling.
Dad remains behind. Their story is one of devastation, burnt out tanks and dead bodies
at the end of their road. War is the most terrible thing our new friend tells me repeatedly.
Of course | knew that, but | now realise that | did not really.

Clive, thank you for that amendment. | think you are absolutely right: a just settlement,
peace-making - that word again - yes, that is rightly our starting point because peace-
making is the heart of the Gospel, God reconciling us to himself through the Cross. But
here is the point. In God's economy, there can be no reconciliation without forgiveness
and no forgiveness without repentance just as personally there can be no lasting peace
without repentance. It is difficult to see how repentance will not involve Russia leaving
the Donbas and the Crimea and other territories they have occupied, substantial
reparations and prosecutions.
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In decades to come, maybe Ukraine may find it in her heart to forgive and there may be
real peace, but not if she is bullied into submission by military might, not if she is guilt-
tripped by surrounding nations affected by world food and oil crises, and not if she is
forced into a negotiated settlement that does not have some tangible expression of
Russian repentance. A just settlement is the right wording.

The Bishop of Coventry (the Rt Revd Dr Christopher Cocksworth): Much has been said
about the nuclear dimension to this conflict even if on the face of it nuclear deterrence
seems to have played out exactly as expected, certainly to Putin's advantage, somewhat
to NATO's advantage and to Ukraine's catastrophic disadvantage. “If only Ukraine had
kept its nuclear weapons”, many say. Others say nuclear weapons have saved the world
from World War Ill. Under the logic, though, of “more nuclear weapons will make us
safer”, the conclusion many have drawn, we assume that their acquisition by any state is
a straightforward affair and that other countries can simply buy for themselves a slice of
the supposed ultimate security which some states have enjoyed for decades.

We speak of nuclear weapons as a kind of oven-ready deterrent. In thinking about
security in this way, we conflate the possession of nuclear weapons per se with the
determined and responsible efforts by states until recently to bring about strategic stability
to reduce risks, engage in dialogue, commit to arms control and disarmament and
resolutely uphold the principle of non-proliferation. A world that fails to appreciate the
precariousness of our security and which gives up on the principle of non-proliferation will
not be safer for anyone. Nuclear weapons are unique in the existential risk they pose.
Some states may go to unprecedented lengths simply to counter the possibility of another
state acquiring them. Add to that the inherent risk and instability of nuclear deterrence
itself.

Because of this war, therefore, Christians need to help reinvigorate the commitment to
disarmament and non-proliferation, which is not a fringe pacifist concern but is enshrined
in the Non-Proliferation Treaty to which 191 states are party, including all nuclear arms
states. Where there is a danger of sleepwalking into a volatile new world, which there is,
we have a duty to draw attention to reality and to wake people up. Professor Neil
Ferguson said last week that if we are, indeed, facing Cold War Il, he would much rather
skip the Cuban Missile Crisis and go straight to detente. Because God has not
constrained us to a history bound to repeat itself, Ferguson's hope can be our urgent
mission, holding ourselves to account on our commitment to non-nuclear proliferation in
the face of this war, which again relies on the commitment to nuclear elimination, is a
good place to start.

The Chair: |1 now would like to test the mind of Synod on ending this item.
The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.

The Chair: | therefore put Item 59 to the vote.
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The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.
ITEM 60

The Chair: That moves us on to Item 60. | call on Jack Shepherd to move his
amendment. He has up to three minutes.

Revd Jack Shepherd (Liverpool): | want to express clear support for the original motion
but | feel it does not go far enough and so, if this amendment was not accepted, | would
be voting in support with reservations about this original motion. My problem is that |
think it will be possible to interpret three falsehoods into this original motion. The first is
that someone else will do it. It will be possible to pass the buck on to other Churches or
centralised structures that are perceived as having more time and money.

My belief in the integrity and the beauty of the parish system shows me that it is possible
for each parish to be involved as well as dioceses in this way. Providing support for
refugees, including those from Ukraine, is something that every parish can do. People in
any part of the UK can host people from Ukraine. People from any parish can take part
in Community Sponsorship, a refugee resettlement programme that allows communities
to welcome refugees to their neighbourhoods. Also, any parish should be ready if new
accommodation is decided to be used in their local area, such as in hotels.

The second falsehood is that refuge could be understood in the narrow sense of the
physical accommodation or shelter, which is insufficient. The word used for hospitality in
Hebrews 13.2 is "philoxenia": love, warmth or friendliness towards strangers. By this,
some of us have entertained angels unawares. | think this highlights that the blessing is
too directional. We are able to receive the blessing as we become a more diverse Church.
Thirdly is the recognition that not all refugees are fleeing conflict. This is not a desire to
weaken the focus of the motion, but to recognise that refugees are fleeing all kinds of
situations such as persecution and violation of human rights and we must not let these
experiences and voices be forgotten.

| am not wanting to dilute or reduce the focus on Ukraine. It is an issue that weighs
heavily on my heart having visited Ukraine many years ago and served children in a town
called Cherkasy in a place called Komsomolsk. However, | think we must not lose the
focus, particularly as this original motion widens it, to refugees who are not just fleeing
Ukraine but other conflicts - | would say other forms of danger as well. | would ask for
this motion to be accepted. | ask for Item 60 to be moved.

The Chair: Bishop, do you support this amendment?

The Bishop of Leeds (the Rt Revd Nicholas Baines): Again, you cannot argue against
hospitality any more than you can argue against justice and so | am not going to resist
that. | would just want to say though, that | know that the Church has been overwhelmed
by parishes and dioceses, if they do not comprise parishes, what do they comprise? |
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think these are really slightly unnecessary, but | will not resist them. | would simply leave
a question: if we are to be so generous, particularly in relation to hospitality, why were we
not with the Afghans?

The Chair: Item 60 is open for debate.
The Chair imposed a speech limit of two minutes.

The Revd Canon Dr Martin Gainsborough (Bristol): We are naturally talking about
language and the importance of language with reference to these amendments and |
would like to make some points of a similar nature. The paper GS 2259 talks about the
bifurcation of the world into two hostile, competing camps: of the western led rules-based
order governed by democratic norms on the one hand, and an authoritarian
antidemocratic camp crystallized in the Russian-China alliance on the other.

My previous life as a Professor of Politics leads me to say, take care. What is this rules-
based order governed by democratic norms of which the paper speaks? And what
complexity lies behind the rather too easy use of the term "authoritarian"? It is not difficult
to see ways in which our commitment, including this country, to a rules-based order is
looking a little threadbare. Think of some of the fallout from the UK's departure from the
European Union. Equally, we know that political liberalism on which our politics is based
is in some serious difficulty with concerns raised in perfectly respectable quarters that we
are witnessing a slide into autocracy and significant displays of illiberalism.

Then, what about the use of the term "authoritarian"? | spent some 20 years living and
working in the one-party communist state that is Vietnam. What my research taught me
is that there is a lot more going on beneath the surface of the label "authoritarian”, more
points of view, more scope for civil society and more political pluralism, even if certain
things will land you in trouble with the state or the security forces. Why does this matter?
Why does being careful with our language matter? If the Church wishes to play its part
in building long-term peace and security, it is important that our language encourages us
away from seeing the world as two hostile, competing camps.

We know deep down that considerable complexity lies beneath the construct of a rules-
based liberal democracy or the label of an authoritarian state. At best, they are
shorthands which conceal as much as they reveal. Paying attention to this complexity as
the Church, even if politicians may not, is important so we find points of connection and
common ground between peoples on which peace and security in Europe would be
based.

The Chair: Members of Synod, because of the earlier disruption curtailing this debate
and also timed business of Questions next, | will need to adjourn this debate which means
that the Business Committee will find time to finish it later in the agenda. We now move
to Item 7.
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THE CHAIR The Bishop of Dover (the Rt Revd Dr Rose Hudson-Wilkin) took the Chair at
5.48 pm.

ITEM 7
QUESTIONS

The Chair: Thank you, ladies and gentlemen. We come now to Item 7, Questions.
Members, you have been sent the full Questions Notice Paper by email and it may be
helpful to refer to it during this item. It includes notes for members on supplementary
guestions, indicating that the supplementary questions be strictly relevant to the original
guestion or the answer given to that question. Your questions should be about facts and
not be asking for an expression of opinion or be accusatory. Members, you have already
heard that we have had the highest number of questions, over 180. | ask you to work
with me as we try to get through as many as possible. Therefore, please, no speeches.
Just concise questions and answers, please.

You are aware we have people in the Zoom room and so | will be looking for
supplementary questions from both those on Zoom as well as here in the hall. This may
well mean the pace of question time is slower to ensure a wide range of members can be
invited to ask supplementary questions. If you are in the hall, please approach one of the
podiums as soon as called. For those on Zoom, indicate that you would like to ask a
supplementary question by raising your hand and the staff will unmute you. Questions 1
to 84 are to the House of Bishops.

HOUSE OF BISHOPS

1. Canon Peter Adams (St Albans) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: In recent
years matters that are handled at diocesan level, and accountable there, have had a
considerable impact on the national Church, not least on its reputation. The media and
general public understandably do not differentiate dioceses from the national Church.
How do the House of Bishops go about bringing accountability to the constituent
dioceses on such issues as well as to the whole of the national Church?

The Archbishop of Canterbury (the Most Revd & Rt Hon Dr Justin Welby) replied as
Chair of the House of Bishops: Until the 21st century there had been very little sense of
mutual accountability between Dioceses. That sense of autonomy increased the further
back in history one went, at least until the Norman Conquest. Diocesan Bishops were
Barons, with independent feudal obligations to the monarch.

In recent years that has begun to change. Members of the House of Bishops are
conscious of their responsibility, as shepherds and pastors, for mutual accountability in
their leadership of the Church. Many of the discussions in the House bear on this
mutual accountability, relating to many aspects of national and diocesan church life.
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Canon Peter Adams: Thank you, Archbishop, for your encouraging answer. This week
has shown us the importance of honesty, accountability and integrity in leadership in our
nation. Will he ask the House to consider how the accountability you speak of can, on
diocesan issues, be brought to bear upon our national life and, thus, our reputation as the
Church, how mutual accountability and, thus, shared responsibility can be further
extended to General Synod which shares with the bishops the governance of our Church?

The Archbishop of Canterbury: Yes.
Canon Peter Adams: Thank you.

Mr Sam Margrave (Coventry): In relation to the question that has been asked, if we are
episcopally led and synodically governed, what role does Synod play in resolving the
issues raised in the question and has the House of Bishops considered the role of Synod?

The Archbishop of Canterbury: That is two questions, Sam, but | am sure the Chair will
allow me to answer both of them. First of all, we are not episcopally led and synodically
governed. This is a myth and it always has been a myth. That is completely what we are
not. To quote Lord Chartres, we are led by bishops in Synod, and that is a very, very
different thing indeed. | dispute the terms of the question, but | will still try and answer it
if I can remember what it was now. The trouble is you get brain fog and | have just had
pneumonia and | am very foggy. It was a very good question. Could someone just remind
me what it was.

The Chair: Would you repeat it very briefly.
Mr Sam Margrave: Archbishop, | get brain fog too and so | understand.
The Archbishop of Canterbury: Thank you.

Mr Sam Margrave: It is just to ask if the House of Bishops has considered the role of
Synod within this national accountability issue that was raised?

The Archbishop of Canterbury: Ah, thank you. Yes frequently, almost interminably, we
have considered the role of Synod and, in terms of accountability, may | recommend the
fringe meeting - where has Robert, the head of the Business Committee, disappeared?
Nod at me because | am sure you are not allowed to say anything, but Monday evening,
the fringe meeting?

Canon Robert Hammond (Chelmsford): Yes.
The Archbishop of Canterbury: | commend the fringe meeting to you on Monday evening
of the Business Committee, at which, among others, | will be putting forward some ideas

about significantly improving accountability. Itis a very good question and thank you.
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2. Miss Debbie Buggs (London) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: What
consideration has the House of Bishops given to the ways in which the desire to be
“simpler, humbler and bolder” might be expressed in norms of episcopal dress?

The Archbishop of York (the Most Revd & Rt Hon Stephen Caottrell) replied as Chair of
the House of Bishops: No consideration has been given by the House of Bishops on
this matter.

Miss Debbie Buggs: Archbishop, thank you for your response. Given that different forms
of dress are understood to have no particular theological significance and given that most
of what is currently worn is historically un-Anglican, is there a theological reason not to
immediately adopt a less ostentatious style?

The Archbishop of York: Thank you for the question. | happen to be one of those people
for whom one of the main motivations for getting ordained - and not what you think - was
actually never ever having to think again about what to put on in the morning. It is a great
advantage. Actually, | think some of the things that we wear - and one person's
ostentation is somebody else's - speak of the living tradition of which we are a part. |
thought some visual aids may help. | want to say to you, what could be more simple and
more profound than the Cross of Christ? What could be more humble than a simple
shepherd's staff? And what could be bolder than ... As | say to children when I go to the
school, a bishop wears on her or his head the fire of the spirit. There may be more.

3. Mrs Kat Alldread (Derby) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: Please can you
tell us how many cases have been referred to the Independent Safeguarding Board for
their review and the dates of those referrals?

The Bishop of Rochester (the Rt Revd Dr Jonathan Gibbs) replied on behalf of the Chair
of the House of Bishops: One case has been referred. The date of referral was 08 April
2022.

4. Mr Clive Billenness (Europe) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: Paper GS
2263 (Update on Safeguarding) states at Paragraph 18 that the Independent
Safeguarding Board can “scrutinise or review how the Church has handled a particular
case....if it decides to after a case has been referred to it“. Have criteria and
procedures been published about such referrals of cases - e.g., who may refer a case,
in what circumstances, and on what basis will the ISB decide what cases to scrutinise?

The Bishop of Rochester (the Rt Revd Dr Jonathan Gibbs) replied on behalf of the Chair
of the House of Bishops: Review activity by the Independent Safeguarding Board will
vary in different cases. Referrals to the ISB could come from a range of possible
sources, including individuals; parish or diocesan safeguarding bodies; the NST; clergy,
or the NCls. Its remit is to bring forward lessons and to recommend and promote best
practice. Decisions are reached on a case-by-case basis after consideration as to
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whether the ISB’s remit covers what is requested. The ISB will decide on whether the
Board should undertake a review, and if so, what its nature should be.

This approach is comparable to that seen in case review sub-committees of
safeguarding partnerships or boards in wider society, where a range of actions may or
may not follow their deliberations.

Mr Clive Billenness: Chair, | just start, having heard your introductory remarks, by
ensuring you this is a question and not a speech. Bishop, thank you for your answer
which clearly shows some evolution of the role of the Independent Safeguarding Board
from February 2022, when in our paper GS 2244 it was declared that the ISB is not a re-
investigation body and it does not have powers to sanction, direct, regulate or insist, to
the answer now that it can perform review activity to bring forward lessons and this is not
unwelcome. | am mindful of Canon Simon Butler's words in February when he said on
the adjournment debate that when we have debates in General Synod ---

The Chair: Can we have the question, please?

Mr Clive Billenness: | am sorry, yes, | will. The question | have is that, normally, we
expect to have papers that are properly prepared and proposed. My question is,
therefore, when the paper GS 2263 is considered tomorrow afternoon, will you please be
prepared to provide Synod with full information about the extent of this not unwelcome
evolution of the Independent Safeguarding Board, including when the extension of its role
will be brought to Synod for approval?

The Bishop of Rochester: Thank you very much, Clive, for your question. The name
Independent Safeguarding Board means what it says and it is the ISB who set their own
terms of reference. What we will have tomorrow afternoon from Maggie Atkinson and her
colleagues is a presentation on and update on the work of the ISB. You have got the
paper in front of you. There will be an opportunity for questions as well. | hope | am not
stealing too much of Maggie's thunder because you will also hear from her tomorrow that
the independent website of the ISB will be launched next week on which a great deal of
this information will be available. But the whole point is it is a work in progress and the
responsibility rests with the ISB and not with us for setting its terms of reference, for
instance.

5. Mr Martin Sewell (Rochester) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: When
interviewed by the BBC Sunday programme about the refusal of victim Matt Ineson to
co-operate with the review into his own case, Public Inquiry Specialist and regulatory
expert Kate Blackwell QC identified the necessary features of best practice for such a
review as follows:

1. It must be search for the truth to shed light on what has gone wrong;
2. Scrutiny of complex issues should be done through a panel of independent
experts each bringing levels of excellence from various perspectives;
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3. It goes without saying that the panel must have complete independence from any
party; and

4. It must engender complete faith in the survivors.

She publicly opined that the Devamanikkam Review did not meet those standards and
the victim has refused to participate.

Did the Archbishops’ Council specifically consider each of these principles before
determining that the Independent Safeguarding Board was the optimal forum in which to
address the various complaints of Dr Martyn Percy that for four years, he has been the
victim of institutional bullying within the Christ Church Foundation in which several
Oxford clergy and Diocesan advisors are alleged to have participated?

The Bishop of Rochester (the Rt Revd Dr Jonathan Gibbs) replied on behalf of the Chair
of the House of Bishops: The ISB exists to provide independent scrutiny and oversight
of the Church’s safeguarding activity, to hold the Church to account for our actions as
part of the ISB’s remit to learn lessons from safeguarding matters. Given its remit the
ISB’s view was that there were likely to be lessons to be learned, the Archbishops’
Council and the Diocese of Oxford referred to the ISB the Church’s safeguarding
activities in the last two years with respect to Dr Martyn Percy and Christ Church
Oxford. They considered that it would be within the ISB’s remit and the expertise of its
members. They did not specifically consider the contents of the interview by Dr
Blackwell. This is not intended to be a comprehensive review of all the issues around
Christ Church. That would go well beyond the remit of the ISB. It is not, nor intended to
be, a public inquiry.

Mr Martin Sewell: Just following on from that, in February we are a scoping ISB. In April,
we suddenly seem to be a fully functional, able to create and implement a review ISB.
What | think has been missed out in between is the ---

The Chair: Can we have the question, please?

Mr Martin Sewell: Well, here is the question. What happened to the intermediary stage
where this body scrutinised what was happening? What is the mechanism by which we
can properly, respectfully and effectively call the ISB to account for process inadequacy
that is becoming increasingly apparent?

The Bishop of Rochester: Tomorrow, as | have said, Matrtin, the ISB will be giving a
presentation and there will be an opportunity for questions. The alternative, of course, to
the ISB being able to continue with its work, (a) reflecting its independence and (b) so
that it can move forward, is precisely that it has carried on evolving and doing its work
and defining that the terms of its work, is that we have to wait until we have had the
chance for someone at Synod to ask the question. There is an opportunity for questions,
it is an evolving work and it is independent.
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The Revd Canon Simon Butler (Southwark): The Independent Safeguarding Board is
presumably independent of all vested interests, including the interests of this Synod if we
are going to have a fully independent safeguarding system. Could you confirm that is the
case?

The Bishop of Rochester: Absolutely. On the other hand, Simon, it is perfectly
reasonable that members of Synod should have the opportunity to ask questions of the
ISB and the ISB, | know, will take those into account in making its independent decisions.
Chair, | was not quite sure if that was another supplementary on 4 or 5, but there we are,
thank you.

6. Revd Nicki Pennington (Carlisle) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: What
empirical research has been undertaken in relation to concerns about the adequate
resourcing of the revised safeguarding measures ensuring parity of effective
implementation between different dioceses and between different parishes?

The Bishop of Rochester (the Rt Revd Dr Jonathan Gibbs) replied on behalf of the Chair
of the House of Bishops: All new safeguarding guidance is extensively consulted on
before approval. It is based on recognised and evidence-based standards of good
safeguarding practice, including those used in other voluntary sector organisations. Itis
important that such standards are the basis for the Church’s safeguarding guidance so
that it does not set itself lower expectations than others. It is recognised that different
dioceses have different priorities and allocate different amounts to safeguarding. This
will result in geographical variation in, for example, the support provided for the victims
and survivors of Church abuse. As part of the implementation of Recommendations 1
and 8 of the 2020 IICSA Report on Child Sexual Abuse in the Church, a work stream
will be initiated to develop a consistent methodology for dioceses to use to calculate the
resources need to provide a good standard of safeguarding arrangements. This will
help dioceses with their longer-term financial planning.

7. Mr Nigel Bacon (Lincoln) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: How does the
NST differentiate between the investigation of alleged perpetrators of abuse and those
seen to have made safeguarding process errors, and are there any plans to change
this?

The Bishop of Rochester (the Rt Revd Dr Jonathan Gibbs) replied on behalf of the Chair
of the House of Bishops: The current policy for responding to safeguarding allegations
does not differentiate between different types of allegations, or different types of Church
officer. This policy is in the process of being revised and will take into account these
differences. It is hoped that the new draft policy will be consulted on later this year with
a view to approval of a final version in 2023. However in practice, any safeguarding
core group would make the distinction, particularly when considering the management
of any ongoing risk.
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Mr Nigel Bacon: Thank you, Chair, and thank you, Bishop, for the welcome content of
your answer. Pending the proposed policy changes, has any specific guidance been
provided that will encourage and guide those involved in handling allegations and
managing ongoing risk so that due differentiation is made in the future between the
different types of allegations and, if not, could such guidance be issued, please?

The Bishop of Rochester: | regret very much the delay in publishing the new guidance.
That has been, sadly, due to the long-term absence of a member of staff. | can assure
you that that is very central to the new guidance. Of course, there has been a process of
consultation and discussion with others and every time we have had the opportunity to
speak about this, whether individually or privately or publicly, we have affirmed the
importance of making that distinction.

8. Mrs Jane Rosam (Rochester) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: Can you
please provide an up-to-date status report on all outstanding inquiries and reviews
setting out:

a) the date when they were commissioned,;
b) when they were due to report initially;
c) when are they currently expected to deliver their reports?

The Bishop of Rochester (the Rt Revd Dr Jonathan Gibbs) replied on behalf of the Chair
of the House of Bishops: There are two ongoing independent learning lesson reviews
commissioned by the NST:

The Makin Review into John Smyth —

a) The review was formally announced in August 2019.

b) At the time of announcement of the review no precise publication was stated.

c) Autumn 2022, however this is dependent on what is expected to be a highly complex
representations process.

The Humphrey Review into Trevor Devamanikkam —

a) Jane Humphrey’s appointment was announced in November 2019. However, the
review was formally announced in August 2019, objections were received to the original
reviewer and the process was therefore delayed.

b) The original intention was to complete and publish during 2020 however the process
was seriously hampered by the Covid pandemic and due to concerns raised by a key
person in the review, the ISB reviewed the process and recommended that the review
proceed.

c) The intention is to publish before the end of this year.

9. Mrs Jane Rosam (Rochester) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: For the
benefit of new members of General Synod can you please briefly identify and explain
the various kinds of review and inquiry that Archbishops’ Council can commission, and
the differences between them e.g., in terms of scope, potential outcomes et cetera, to
explain why one is chosen rather than the other?
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The Bishop of Rochester (the Rt Revd Dr Jonathan Gibbs) replied on behalf of the Chair
of the House of Bishops: In relation to safeguarding reviews, Section 9.2 of
‘Responding to, assessing and managing safeguarding concerns or allegations against
church officers’ outlines the types of Learning Lesson Reviews (LLR). The terms of
reference for each individual review will outline the scope of the review. The purpose of
a LLR is to identify learning to improve safeguarding practice, not to apportion blame.
Any individual failings will be addressed by the relevant HR process. The ISB also
provides independent scrutiny and oversight of the Church’s safeguarding activity and
has a review function.

Mrs Jane Rosam: Thank you, Bishop, for your answer in which you tell us that any
individual failings will be addressed by the relevant HR process. Could you, please, tell
us what HR process exists to address the issue of a failing or negligent bishop?

The Bishop of Rochester: The importance of accountability of bishops is a subject that
this Synod has touched on in many different ways at different times and | recognise that.
In particular, Jane, | am looking forward very much to working with you in the Diocese of
Rochester and to being held accountable for my role as Bishop of Rochester in the Synod
thereof. You will be well aware, of course, that bishops are not employees. We are
officeholders. The processes for holding bishops to account, at the moment those are in
terms of the development of the Clergy Discipline Measure primarily rather than HR
processes. That Measure itself, of course, is under review at the moment. | am quite
convinced of the importance of us working through together and what it means to be
mutually accountable for our ministry, whether as lay people, as clergy or as bishops.

10. Mr Peter Barrett (Oxford) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: When will the
safeguarding reviews into John Smyth and Trevor Devamanikkam be published and
what have been the reasons for the delay?

The Bishop of Rochester (the Rt Revd Dr Jonathan Gibbs) replied on behalf of the Chair
of the House of Bishops: Both independent reviewers intend to complete their work by
the autumn. There have been delays, which are reflected in updates on the website,
and COVID restrictions have played their part. However, in the Smyth review the delay
has primarily been due to the vast volume of information. The TD review has been
delayed significantly due to a key person in the review raising concerns. This was
referred to the Independent Safeguarding Board, ISB, which reviewed the process and
recommended that the review should continue.

Mr Peter Barrett: Given the Makin Review was due to finish in May 2020 and is now 24
months late, can you tell me when in the autumn something will be published and what
that will look like and, given the delays, what credibility do you lend to that date?

The Bishop of Rochester: We all deeply regret the delay in this. It has been made clear
in our answers that this is very largely due - apart from, of course, the knock-on effects of
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the pandemic - to the huge amount of information that has come forward and been
presented to the review. In order to move things forward, | can tell you that the staff team
of the review has been increased to four and there is someone who is specifically
designated to take on the work in order to expedite things. It is independent. We are in
the hands of the reviewer. We are putting in as much resource as we can and as they
ask for to bring that forward. It is hoped that we will have an initial sight of the review
early in the autumn. | am thinking September. But there will then be a process of what
is called Maxwellisation of representation whereby people are given the chance to
respond. How long that process takes is in the hands of the reviewer, but we are putting
in extra resources to make sure that this happens as soon as possible. We deeply regret
the delays. We recognise the impact of that in particular on victims and survivors but, of
course, it is vitally important that this is done as thoroughly as possible.

The Chair: Before | call the next question, can | just remind us to exercise self-discipline
and stick to one supplementary question, please.

11. Mrs Tina Nay (Chichester) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: Can you
please identify the last six safeguarding reviews/inquiries commissioned by the
Archbishops’ Council and in each case tell us what have been the periods between the
commencement and the conclusion of the process known as “Maxwellisation”?

The Bishop of Rochester (the Rt Revd Dr Jonathan Gibbs) replied on behalf of the Chair
of the House of Bishops: The last six learning lesson reviews relate to: William Scott
Farrell, Graham Gregory, Bishop Whitsey, Bishop George Bell, Bishop Peter Ball and
the Elliott Review. In all of the reviews except Farrell the representation or
Maxwellisation process was conducted by the independent reviewers and the reports
were presented when this was completed. In the Farrell Review the representation
process was conducted by the NST and took approximately four weeks.

12. Mr Paul Waddell (Southwark) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: A
retrospective change to the Terms of Reference for the Interim Support Scheme means
that from November 2021 the support provided to survivors of church abuse ends after
six, or in exceptional cases, twelve months. For many survivors this period of support
will end long before the promised redress scheme is in place. What arrangements are
in place to ensure the welfare of distressed survivors who are dependent on the Interim
Support Scheme, but whose eligibility will expire before they receive the redress we
owe them?

The Bishop of Rochester (the Rt Revd Dr Jonathan Gibbs) replied on behalf of the Chair
of the House of Bishops: The Interim Support Scheme (ISS) began as a pilot in 2020 in
response to urgent survivor needs. In September 2021, the Archbishops’ Council
approved the Terms of Reference that specified the criteria and scope of support. As
this was a pilot scheme, a review was conducted, and in response to feedback in May
2022, the Archbishops’ Council agreed to extend the Scheme’s provision of professional
therapy until the Redress Scheme is in place. This is intended to sustain the benefits
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resulting from the provision of urgent and immediate assistance provided over the six-
or twelve-month support period. The Terms of Reference are being updated to reflect
this. Further work is also being done to assess whether support other than therapy
might also be extended beyond 12 months in exceptional cases.

13. Mrs Tina Nay (Chichester) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: In October
2020 the Lead Bishop for Safeguarding said in a BBC interview that he expected the
church to have a redress scheme for survivors of church abuse in place within “15 to 18
months”. Does he still expect to meet this timetable, and if not, why not, and what is
now the anticipated date for first payments?

The Bishop of Rochester (the Rt Revd Dr Jonathan Gibbs) replied on behalf of the Chair
of the House of Bishops: The Lead Bishop’s comments were made before the Redress
project team had been fully installed, which wasn’t until April 2021. The comments were
made based on information known to him at the time. The project team have
researched the standard time for the creation of other schemes of a similar scale
(Ireland, Australia, Scotland) and these took up to three years to design and set up.

It is now considered that the process for setting up the scheme will include a
procurement process and/or legislation which could take final completion of the project
into 2024 or 2025. The project team is currently looking into whether it is possible to
launch a pilot phase sooner. In the meantime, payments for urgent and immediate
needs are available from the Interim Support Scheme.

14. Revd Mark Wallace (Chelmsford) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: It was
announced in 2021 that the House of Bishops would be establishing a Standing
Commission to monitor the way the Five Guiding Principles are being applied in the
Church. Can any more now be said about the plans for its work?

The Bishop of Lichfield (the Rt Revd Dr Michael Ipgrave) replied as Chair of the
Standing Commission on the House of Bishops’ Declaration and the Five Guiding
Principles: Since this question was submitted, the House of Bishops has announced
the membership of the Standing Commission. The press release can be found here:
Standing Commission on the House of Bishops’ Declaration and the Five Guiding
Principles | The Church of England.

The Standing Commission is due to hold its first meeting during the July Synod and will
follow that with a second meeting in the late summer/early autumn 2022 to agree the
aims for its first year.

Dr Felicity Cooke (Ely): This is a supplementary to the real question 14 which is digitally
available but is not printed in the yellow sheets. It is about the Standing Commission.

The Bishop of Rochester: Sorry, | have got the printed one.
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Dr Felicity Cooke: There was a duplication of two questions from Nicki Pennington on
the questions paper and question 14 gives ---

The Chair: | am sorry, can | suggest that we come back to that tomorrow if it is not there.

Dr Felicity Cooke: Well, it is digitally available. It is on the digital paper. It is not a
complicated question.

The Bishop of Rochester: Chair, if | may, | have been working from this paper. We had
been in touch with the Synod office and would confirm that 14 was just a duplication and
so | am awfully sorry | have not been prepared to give an answer to that. If we could have
time, then we will look further at that and be able to respond to in due course.

The Chair: Thank you.
Dr Felicity Cooke: Tomorrow?

The Bishop of Rochester: Someone will respond tomorrow but we need to make sure we
have got the details.

Dr Felicity Cooke: Okay, yes. Itis a shame it happened like that.
The Bishop of Rochester: Apologies.
The Chair: Sorry about that.

15. Mr Jonathan Baird (Salisbury) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: In its
triennial budget announcement, the Church envisages spending £190 million over the
next nine years in its attempt to achieve net zero by 2030. By way of example, the
Diocese of Oxford estimates that, at current prices, it will cost £30 million to make its
parsonages alone more energy efficient (but not carbon neutral).

What is the aggregate estimate of the cost of the Church’s net zero ambition? And what
impact will that have on other areas of its finances?

The Bishop of Norwich (the Rt Revd Graham Usher) replied on behalf of the Chair of
the House of Bishops: No national estimate of the likely total cost is yet available
because costs of different solutions and exact spend profile will react to changing
technology and external factors such as government subsidies.

£190m of triennium funding has been allocated over nine years to support the transition
to Net Zero Carbon by NCIs, dioceses, parishes and schools, but not to fully fund
capital works. £30m of this has been released for 2023-25. Decisions will be taken later
this year and into 2023 about how this will be allocated.
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Capital works will be funded mostly by the entity with operational responsibility.
Financial impacts will include both outlay (equipment and works) but also reductions in
running costs. Fundraising efforts will be supported by the national Environment
Programme through training and specialist advice. Potential costs vary enormously,
depending on factors like building type and energy usage. Dioceses are still developing
costed plans.

Mr Jonathan Baird: A reasonable aggregate estimate of the cost is north of £4 billion,
from where is the money going to come?

The Bishop of Norwich: Thank you for that question. | do not know that that is a correct
figure that you are announcing today and | think you are actually asking me a matter of
opinion about where money is coming from. As with any work in parishes, a lot of the
funding will be raised locally in conjunction with the funding that is being made available
through the Church Commissioners. There will also, we hope, be funding available
through grant schemes which we are actively looking at.

16. Miss Rosemary Wilson (Southwark) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: The
February meeting changed the initial deadline for achieving Carbon Net Zero from 2045
to 2030 so it is a more ambitious target - will there be guidance/financial assistance to
help Parishes achieve the targets within the Routemap?

The Bishop of Norwich (the Rt Revd Graham Usher) replied on behalf of the Chair of
the House of Bishops: Extensive guidance to support churches engage with net-zero
carbon is available on the Church of England website.
https://www.churchofengland.org/environment

This includes the existing short guidance note the “Practical Path to Net Zero Carbon for
Churches”, which helps churches engage for the first time, alongside a whole range of
webinars, specific guidance on subjects including heating, lighting and solar PV, and
case studies.

There is also a section on environmental fundraising, offering guidance on how to apply,
plus directories of potential funders.

Parishes can get additional assistance from Parish Buying, who offer centrally-procured
green energy, energy audits, solar panels, and low carbon heating such as pew
heaters. The energy audits are centrally subsidised, and are a great starting point for
parishes.

See also the answer to question 143 from Cathy Rhodes.

17. Miss Rosemary Wilson (Southwark) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: The
February meeting changed the initial deadline for achieving Carbon Net Zero from 2045
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to 2030 so it is a more ambitious target - and if targets aren’t met, would there
potentially be “penalties?

The Bishop of Norwich (the Rt Revd Graham Usher) replied on behalf of the Chair of
the House of Bishops: There will be no penalties. The Routemap is not legislation; it is
a positive plan to help parishes and others work towards Synod’s target from February
2020.

The Routemap and other guidance are intended to support the Church on the route to
net-zero carbon and to give a framework that will help on the journey. The Routemap
highlights ways to use energy efficiently, measures that are no/low cost, and measures
which pay back over time.

There is some reputational risk with the target should it not be met. The key is to make
significant real reductions in energy use year-on-year and get our energy from “green”
sources, in order both to reduce our climate impact and to reduce the need for
offsetting.

Mr Sam Margrave (Coventry): Can you tell us the number of individuals on the Committee
who have previously spoken against the provision given in the Five Guiding Principles?
Sorry, my apologies, | cannot read.

18. Revd Mark Wallace (Chelmsford) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: It was
announced in 2021 that the House of Bishops would be establishing a Standing
Commission to monitor the way the Five Guiding Principles are being applied in the
Church. Can any more now be said about the plans for its work?

The Bishop of Lichfield (the Rt Revd Dr Michael Ipgrave) replied on behalf of the Chair
of the House of Bishops: Since this question was submitted, the House of Bishops has
announced the membership of the Standing Commission. The press release can be
found here: Standing Commission on the House of Bishops’ Declaration and the Five
Guiding Principles | The Church of England

The Standing Commission is due to hold its first meeting during the July Synod and will
follow that with a second meeting in the late summer/early autumn 2022 to agree the
aims for its first year.

Revd Mark Wallace: Thank you, Bishop Michael, both for your answer and for your
willingness to Chair this Standing Commission. While | hope we can agree that the Revd
Charlie Skrine is a wise and experienced priest, he serves on the Standing Commission
only until the appointment of a new Bishop of Ebbsfleet. When he steps down,
presumably in only a few months' time, the number of traditionalist parish priests on the
Standing Commission will be precisely zero, zilch. My question is, was this intentional?
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The Bishop of Lichfield: Thank you for the question. | am aware of that dimension of the
membership. We were seeking to achieve a balance between the three Houses of
Bishops, Clergy and Laity, and between those who are supportive of the ministry of
ordained women and those who are not, and between the Provinces of Canterbury and
York. To try to include people to match all those various diversities, that was the result.
| am aware that there are no members of the House of Clergy who are opposed to the
ordination of women. Could I just take the opportunity also to thank those members who
have agreed to serve on this Commission. | am really grateful.

Revd Mark Wallace: Of course, thank you.

The Chair: Can | just check, Felicity, was this the subject matter you wanted to ask a
guestion on?

Dr Felicity Cooke (Ely): It was not, but | could actually ask the question. | assure you it
is relevant because my question relates to the press release that is quoted in both the
answers.

The Chair: Okay, if you could quickly ask your question.

Dr Felicity Cooke: | will ask the question very quickly. The press release refers to the
remit for the Standing Commission. One of those is to receive and disseminate good
practice in relation to the implementation of the Five Guiding Principles. | would just like
to ask whether the Standing Commission will also be ready to receive and reflect on bad
practice in relation to the implementation of the Five Guiding Principles?

The Bishop of Lichfield: Thank you for the question. | think we will be looking at the
operation of the Five Guiding Principles in all its effectiveness and also where it needs to
be improved. | would also say that the work of the Standing Commission - which is at a
very early stage of formation, our first meeting is the day after tomorrow - complements
the work of the Independent Reviewer, who | guess would be looking at particular cases
where some might feel things were not working out well.

19. Mr Richard Denno (Liverpool) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: What
support does the House of Bishops give to people wishing to engage in dialogue in the
dioceses about mutual flourishing?

The Bishop of Lichfield (the Rt Revd Dr Michael Ipgrave) replied on behalf of the Chair
of the House of Bishops: The role of the House of Bishops’ Standing Commission on
the House of Bishops’ Declaration and the Five Guiding Principles, whose membership
has recently been announced, includes:

. To receive and disseminate good practice in relation to the implementation of the
House of Bishops Declaration at all levels within the Church;
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. To consider how effectively the Declaration, including the Five Guiding
Principles, is being promoted throughout the Church;

. To receive and comment on reports published by the independent reviewer; and,
. To provide an annual report to the House of Bishops.

The Standing Commission welcomes any correspondence from those wishing to
engage in dialogue around mutual flourishing and will offer assistance and support
where it is able.

Mr Richard Denno: Thank you, Bishop, for your most helpful answer and our prayers are
for you and the whole team as you begin the work. My supplementary refers to an obvious
objection for those who are of a complementarian viewpoint, that they are in the minority
and that a minority viewpoint is too small a matter to discuss, so what good practice could
you suggest when that is an objection to entering dialogue in a diocese?

The Bishop of Norwich: | take it that is a question about the composition of the
Commission in terms of how it reflects majority and minority views?

Mr Richard Denno: No, sorry, Bishop, | am not being clear.

The Bishop of Lichfield: | am sorry, | have misunderstood the question.

Mr Richard Denno: My question is about how you would support dialogue in the dioceses.
The Bishop of Lichfield: Ah, sorry.

Mr Richard Denno: That was the original question. The supplementary then is, given the
obvious objection, oh, this is a minority interest and, therefore, we have not got time for
dialogue, what is the example of good practice you would give to overcome that
objection?

The Bishop of Lichfield: Well, thank you for the question which | think just maps out some
of the ground that the Commission will need to be looking at. As | say, we are at a very
early stage of formation and have not yet met, but | think those are just the kinds of
guestions that we would be looking to explore.

20. Mrs Valerie Hallard (Carlisle) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: Please
provide an update on the work that was being undertaken by the Working Group
convened by the House of Bishops (GS Misc 1291 para 7) to consider the
administration of Holy Communion - when can General Synod expect to receive a report
on this matter?

The Bishop of Lichfield (the Rt Revd Dr Michael Ipgrave) replied on behalf of the Chair
of the House of Bishops: The Working Group intends to submit its report to the House
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of Bishops, exploring the various matters entrusted to it in its Terms of Reference
(shared with Synod in July 2021), by the end of 2022.

Mrs Valerie Hallard: Chair, | ask this question on behalf of a deanery synod to whom |
report General Synod business and | suspect they might feel that they have not had an
answer. Is it at the discretion of the House of Bishops as to whether Synod receives any
report back on the work of the Group?

The Bishop of Lichfield: The Working Group is a House of Bishops’ Working Group and
so, in principle, yes. What | can say is that the Working Group has focused, as members
of Synod are probably all too well aware, on particular issues around the administration
of the sacrament and the use or not use of individual cups. | anticipate that our work over
the rest of this year will particularly focus on the celebration of Holy Communion on digital
media and to what extent people can participate, in what sense people can participate in
the eucharist online, and the meaning of spiritual communion, those kinds of issues. |
hope that fills out the ---

Mrs Valerie Hallard: And General Synod will receive some feedback?
The Chair: You only have opportunity for one question, | am sorry.
Mr Sam Margrave (Coventry): Will General Synod receive a copy of this report?

The Bishop of Lichfield: | know that the report will go in the first place to the House of
Bishops which will then consider what its destination should be.

21. Miss Prudence Dailey (Oxford) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: Will the
House of Bishops issue guidance encouraging the restoration of the Common Cup
throughout the Church of England?

The Bishop of Lichfield (the Rt Revd Dr Michael Ipgrave) replied on behalf of the Chair
of the House of Bishops: The Covid-19 guidance for opening and managing church
buildings, updated on 3 May 2022, clarifies that unless there are clear and objective
reasons not to do so, Holy Communion should be offered in both kinds to all
communicants. It is important that no pressure is placed on members of the
congregation to receive the sacrament if they feel unable to do so. If individual
communicants are unable to drink from the common cup, they may receive communion
in one kind, or the president may dip the consecrated bread in the wine before giving it
to the communicant.

Miss Prudence Dailey: Whilst absolutely acknowledging that no communicant should be
under any kind of pressure in relation to receiving the sacrament, does the guidance make
it clear that the method by which the sacrament should be offered in both kinds should be
by means of the common cup and, if it does not, could it?
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The Bishop of Lichfield: The current guidance makes clear that Holy Communion should
be administered in both kinds unless there is a clear and objective reason why that should
not be the case and offers the common cup and also what we have called simultaneous
administration, which is the intinction by the administrant - usually the president of the
eucharist - of the consecrated bread in the common cup.

Revd Jack Shepherd (Liverpool): Can I just ask what changed in between the February
Synod, when it was responded in answer to a question that | asked that people were
experimenting with communion in that season and that there was no desire to oversee
the way in which communion was taking place in terms of the common cup and individual
cups, and 3 May, which is a period of about 80 days? | would like to know what happened
then and was it something to do with the pandemic?

The Bishop of Lichfield: Well, clearly, during that period there was a change in the public
health situation and, therefore, in the assessments which churches would have made of
the safety of different methods of administration. There has not been a change in the
principles of the guidance that the House of Bishops have issued.

22. Mrs Sandra Turner (Chelmsford) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: In order
to monitor the effectiveness of the Five Guiding Principles, what arrangements have
been put in place to record the number of those appointed to senior appointments
(bishops and archdeacons) who hold to a traditional complementarian theology?

The Bishop of Chester (the Rt Revd Mark Tanner) replied on behalf of the Chair of the
House of Bishops: The appointment of bishops is coordinated centrally by the office of
the Archbishops’ Secretary for Appointments. All candidates considered for episcopal
office are invited to complete a diversity monitoring questionnaire, which includes a
guestion on church tradition.

The process for Archdeacon appointments is managed by individual Dioceses. The
launch of the new People System and greater use of the Pathways recruitment system
should result in better quality diversity data for these appointments in the future.

Mrs Sandra Turner: Thank you, Bishop, for your answer. Is it possible that we can have
this information centrally collated and generally available so that complementarian
parishes can have confidence that mutual flourishing is working?

The Bishop of Chester: My honest answer is | do not know but, personally speaking, that
sounds like a very sensible idea.

23. Miss Prudence Dailey (Oxford) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: Can the

House confirm that public dissent from the claim that the Church of England is
institutionally racist is no barrier to ordination?
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The Bishop of Chester (the Rt Revd Mark Tanner) replied on behalf of the Chair of the
House of Bishops: Yes.

24. Revd Chris Collins (Leicester) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: Given that
the Ordination Service focuses on doctrinal fidelity to the Anglican formularies rather
than social/political beliefs, can there ever be a basis for particular social or political
views being a barrier for clergy or ordinands ministering in the C of E, where these
views do not contradict Scripture?

The Bishop of Chester (the Rt Revd Mark Tanner) replied on behalf of the Chair of the
House of Bishops: The Ordinal and the Canons set further requirements on those to be
ordained, for example that they “be of godly life” and “be of virtuous conversation and
good repute and such as to be a wholesome example and pattern to the flock of Christ”.
Similarly, clergy “shall not give [themselves] to such occupations, habits, or recreations
as do not befit [their] sacred calling, or may be detrimental to the performance of the
duties of [their] office, or tend to be a just cause of offence to others”.

The 39 Articles also make plain that while Scripture contains all things necessary to
salvation and the Church may not require anything contrary to Scripture, the Church
may make decisions on matters pertaining to its life which are not settled by Scripture.
Of course, the great majority of social and political views are in no way incompatible
with the Church of England’s requirements.

25. Miss Debbie Buggs (London) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: What
proportion of time in meetings of the House of Bishops is spent on co-ordinated
strategic planning of future deployment of clergy?

The Bishop of Chester (the Rt Revd Mark Tanner) replied on behalf of the Chair of the
House of Bishops: Deployment of clergy is primarily a matter for dioceses. The House
of Bishops discusses and discerns the wider picture in order that, together, we can
attend to the wellbeing of clergy, resource and enable the outcomes of the Vision and
Strategy, and ensure an appropriate pipeline of ordinands and clergy. This it does
regularly as a matter of priority, especially recently as the Vision and Strategy has been
emerging. No formal assessment of time allocation in meetings has been made.

Miss Debbie Buggs: Given the wide disparity between the approaches in different
dioceses, and given the lack of coherence between the various diocesan approaches and
the need for a national strategy for deployment, at what point will the House of Bishops
begin to co-ordinate their different strategies?

The Bishop of Chester: Thank you, Debbie. Again, | am afraid the answer is | do not
know. If my response though in my written answer implies that we do none of that, | think
| have inadvertently misled you because that is not what | am trying to say. Itis simply,
as the House, we try to balance our shared responsibility with the responsibility that each
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diocese has. Itis a continually evolving conversation and the House of Bishops seeks to
be corporately responsible in it.

26. Revd Jeremy Moodey (Oxford) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops:
Notwithstanding any possible moves to amend Canon C 4 in relation to the ordination of
those who have been divorced and whose former spouse is still living, or those who are
married to a person who has been previously married and whose former spouse is still
living, what plans does the House have to review and update its 2010 guidelines in
relation to applications for faculties under Canon C 4, particularly relating to the
requirement that the current marriage needs to be at least three years old before a
faculty application will normally be entertained?

The Bishop of Chester (the Rt Revd Mark Tanner) replied on behalf of the Chair of the
House of Bishops: Faculties under Canon C 4 are currently in the early stages of
review and the extent of the work has yet to be fully scoped. If the Archbishops wish
this aspect of the guidance to be reviewed it will be possible for this to be included in the
scope of the planned review. It is likely that such a review will include updating the
2010 House of Bishops Guidelines.

Revd Jeremy Moodey: Thank you, Bishop, for your reply. In your answer to my and,
indeed, to another question on the C 4 Faculty guidance, you refer to the early stages of
a review into this guidance and this is to be welcomed. But could you confirm, please,
who is undertaking this review and also whether the reviewers will be open to receiving
representations from those with an interest in the C 4 Faculty process and how such
representations might be made?

The Bishop of Chester: The honest answer is | just cannot because | really do not know.
| am looking at Mark, who is advising me, but | do not think he is able to give an answer
to that response. | imagine that they will be open to representations but | honestly do not
know. The thing | would say is that it is the Archbishop's advice and, therefore, the matter
rests with the Archbishop's office. Am | able - | do not know the answer to this, sorry, this
is the first time | have given answers - to provide a written answer later, is that something
| can do?

The Chair: Yes, that is possible.

The Bishop of Chester: In which case, | will commit to trying to do that.

Revd Jeremy Moodey: Thank you very much.

The Revd Canon Mark Bennet (Oxford): The answer refers to early stages of review,
does that encompass also review of the Canon? | am thinking about the timescales

involved in doing that when, as my colleague Jeremy addresses, some urgent action
could be taken?
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The Bishop of Chester: | told my colleagues | was going to feel a bit of a wally standing
up here. | have been Chair of Ministry Council for precisely one week. My answer to that
is, again, | do not know, but given that | have committed to give some written answer to
our friend over here, how about | include a written answer to that in that as well?

The Revd Canon Mark Bennet: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you.

27. Mr Richard Denno (Liverpool) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: What
plans does the House of Bishops have to spotlight best practice in the dioceses to
include adults with learning difficulties?

The Bishop of Carlisle (the Rt Revd James Newcome) replied on behalf of the Chair of
the House of Bishops: The House of Bishops has not addressed this question as a
House. However, the inclusion of people with learning disabilities falls within the remit
of the Committee for Ministry among Deaf and Disabled People (CMDDP) which is
Chaired by the Bishop of Bedford.

CMDDP is engaged in a comprehensive exploration of best practices, and of the
changes the Church should make to ensure full inclusion. The first fruits of this work
have come to this Group of Sessions in GS 2070 and actions to enhance the inclusion
of people with learning disabilities will, CMDDP hopes, be part of future work which
comes to Synod in due course.

Revd Mark Wallace (Chelmsford): | hope | am not about to make your evening worse.
1992 is, even by the standards of the Church of England, quite a long time ago. Given
the proliferation of recent reforms and reorganisations, might the House of Bishops be
willing to consider whether its current practice continues to act within the limits of the
Pastoral Measure and the Code of Conduct?

The Bishop of Chester: Well, we certainly might and | am very willing to ask the
Presidents if they think we should. My own view is that, in the Diocese of Chester at least,
we work very warmly with our patrons and, having been a patron a number of times in
previous incarnations in my life, | think patrons are a really important part of the life of the
Church of England and so | am very willing to ask the Presidents if we should do that. |
do not think | can commit the House to that on their behalf.

28. Mr Adrian Greenwood (Southwark) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops:

Given the commitment in the 6 bold outcomes of the Vision & Strategy to an expansion
of lay ministries, and the availability of additional funding through the work of the
Triennial Funding Working Group, please provide an update on the progress that has
been made towards the simplification of the Lay Ministry Canons (as requested by the
House of Bishops) to enable this expansion to take place, including any issues still to be
addressed and the likely timing of amending legislation?
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The Bishop of Chester (the Rt Revd Mark Tanner) replied on behalf of the Chair of the
House of Bishops: The simplification of the Lay Ministry Canons (E 4-8) and
clarification of the Bishops’ Regulations for Reader Ministry remain a priority within the
Lay Ministry Advisory Group (LMAG) under the oversight of the House of Bishops. The
spending plans of the National Church Institutions (as set out in GS 2262), include plans
for a much more significant investment in lay ministry development which will be
developed in detail in the coming months. LMAG recognises the impetus this adds but
is yet to address the implications the funding announcement has for the Group’s work,
especially with regard to any legislative changes for effectively enabling lay ministry
within the Vision and Strategy. Itis, therefore, too early to provide likely timings for
amending legislation or to indicate issues to be addressed. LMAG will address these
themes at its next meeting in September 2022, with further updates to follow.

Please also see the response to Question 61 from Mr Scowen.

Mr Adrian Greenwood: Thank you, Bishop Mark, and congratulations on being elected
as Chair of the Ministry Council. Thank you for your reply. There are, indeed, several
issues to be resolved if we are to achieve the goal of a simplified single Canon for lay
ministries which embraces a wider range than currently is the case, including children
and youth workers. Some of these issues have been raised with the House of Bishops
already. Please can you ensure that there is a full response in time for the Lay Ministries
Advisory Group meeting on 8 and 9 September so we can move forward. | am a member
of that group.

The Bishop of Chester: | do not know if | can ensure that but | can assure you that lay
ministry remains an absolute priority personally and will do for the Ministry Council, and |
will do my best.

Mr Clive Scowen (London): | wonder if the Bishop could clarify the status of the Bishops'
Regulations for Reader Ministry: are they Regulations which are binding on bishops in
dioceses?

The Chair: | am afraid that is a legal question and so it is out of order. | am sorry.

Mr Clive Scowen: | am asking a question of fact, actually, about the nature of the
Regulations.

The Chair: Itis a legal question, | am advised. | am sorry.

29. Mrs Rebecca Chapman (Southwark) asked the Presidents of the Archbishops’
Council: In 1998 Parliament approved the “Working as One Body” proposals which
created the National Institutions Measure and the report of the debates in the General
Synod, the Ecclesiastical Committee and in Parliament show the challenges of
reoccurring priorities, cost saving, prevention of duplication, simplification of structure.
Given “Working as One Body” and the NClIs Measure were not implemented in full, what
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steps have been taken to ensure the Vision and Strategy, Transforming Effectiveness,
Simpler NCls and Governance Review don’t suffer from partial implementation?

The Bishop of Manchester (the Rt Revd David Walker) replied on behalf of the Chair of
the House of Bishops: The Emerging Church Steering Group, chaired by the Bishop of
Manchester manages this risk, steering the work on Vision and Strategy, Transforming
Effectiveness (including Simpler NCIs) and Governance Review.

Representatives of the Archbishops’ Council, Church Commissioners and House of
Bishops work with participant observers on significant risks and issues in
implementation, including cross-organisational challenges and difficulties applying
vision in practice. This is prayerfully considered, reflecting on Scripture at each meeting.

This group has no formal decision-making power but may make recommendations for
consideration by governing bodies. It advocates for expertise in implementation such
as the Synod advisory group for Governance work. The use of project management
disciplines ensures work is carefully scoped and planned.

That Turnbull was not implemented in full was the decision, rightly or wrongly, of the
then Synod. Such legislative proposals as emerge from the present working groups will
similarly be subject to synodical scrutiny and debate.

Mrs Rebecca Chapman: Thank you, Bishop, for your helpful and informative written
response. You noted in your reply that the Emerging Church Steering Group may make
recommendations for consideration by governing bodies. Please could you tell Synod
what recommendations, if any, has the Group made to date and have they been acted
on?

The Bishop of Manchester: We have made many recommendations to the various
governing bodies, the Archbishops' Council and the Board of Governors of the Church
Commissioners, and they appear to have been acted on. | think this is one of the most
effective little cross-cutting groups that | have ever been part of in my time in the Church
of England and the way it surrounds its work in prayer and includes a wide range of people
in its deliberations I think is exemplary.

30. the Ven. Malcolm Chamberlain (Sheffield) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops:
Over the five years from 2016/17 to 2020/21 the number of emergency food parcels
issued by Trussell Trust food banks more than doubled, and independent food banks
have reported similar increases. There is substantial evidence that these trends are
being driven by failings in the social security system, with benefit increases falling
significantly behind rises in the cost of living, and the situation is getting worse as a
result of current high inflation. Responding to the call and example of Jesus, many
churches, including Church of England churches, play a major role in food bank
provision. Even so, most would also agree with the Trussell Trust that “no one should
have to turn to charity to afford the essentials needed to survive”. What consideration
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has the House of Bishops given to this growing problem, and to the necessity for HM
Government to review the adequacy of social security provision?

The Bishop of Manchester (the Rt Revd David Walker) replied on behalf of the Chair of
the House of Bishops: This issue has been of serious concern, and the Lords Spiritual
have worked with staff from the FPL Division on briefings and interventions. This
includes analysis (drawing on evidence from parish-based projects) and responses
welcoming recent government interventions.

The Bishop of Durham, as lead bishop on welfare, has consistently raised awareness of
increases in foodbank use and called for benefits to be uprated in line with inflation. A
particular focus has been on the two-child limit (a significant driver of poverty amongst
larger families). The Church has worked with the Child Poverty Action Group to
highlight this policy’s effects. Bishop Paul has introduced a Private Members’ Bill in the
House of Lords to remove the limit.

Energy bills are a key driver of the cost of living crisis, which emphasises the
importance of the environmental programme. The interventions needed to reduce
household bills are the same interventions needed to reduce carbon.

31. Mr Chris Gill (Lichfield) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: | understand the
post of National Youth Evangelism Officer has been made redundant in the
“Transforming Effectiveness “ restructure, only 6 years after it was first created, possibly
in a drive for generalists rather than specialists in various positions. Perhaps this
reflects a refocus on families and schools (usually at a younger age). Going forward
what is the strategy for support and investment in youth ministry (11 —18 years) and
who will be taking on the work and network building previously undertaken by the
current incumbent of the redundant post?

The Bishop of St Edmundsbury & Ipswich (the Rt Revd Martin Seeley) replied on behalf
of the Chair of the House of Bishops: The Vision and Strategy team embodies a shift to
shared ownership of all our priorities right across the team. Nowhere is this more
important than in our focus on young people, which is at the heart of all that we seek to
do. Building on knowledge within the team, our way of working will be to work closely
with partners, organisations and networks with expertise in the area of youth ministry.
Examples are learning from work in Blackburn, St Albans and London on starting youth
work afresh, and working with partners in ministry with youth in our most deprived
contexts. We plan to expand digital engagement with youth, building on pilot work with
“The Way“. The Growing Faith Foundation gives equal priority to youth and children’s
ministry across the intersection of home, church and school. The new Ministry
Development team and the future funding streams will also prioritise youth ministry.

Mr Chris Gill: Given that those involved in children's ministry and youth ministry are

seldom the same people, were any approaches made to both sets of those workers to
explore the type of support and network building that they would find most beneficial?
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The Bishop of St Edmundsbury & Ipswich: | am standing here not as the Chair of Ministry
Council - from a week ago. | am very happy to address these questions though. The
whole process that we began when we started the Transforming Effectiveness
programme in the autumn of 2020 involved widespread consultation, including with a
whole range of different forms of ministries, such as youth and children's, out of which the
pattern that we have got has emerged. What is now going on is that process continuing
now with the staff who are in place to ensure that we do address these matters and are
enabling and responding to the needs of parishes and dioceses with the expertise drawn
from across the Church rather than housed in one particular place. So, yes and yes into
the future.

32. Mrs Clare Williams (Norwich) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: The
restructuring of the NCIs meant the loss of two jobs connected to children and youth
ministry: The National Going for Growth (Children’s and Youth) Adviser role was cut and
the National Youth Evangelism Officer, Jimmy Dale, was moved to the Church and
Networks team with a wider remit.

Which element of the Vision and Strategy (which includes the imperative to “grow
younger and more diverse”) has influenced this restructuring?

The Bishop of St Edmundsbury & Ipswich (the Rt Revd Martin Seeley) replied on behalf
of the Chair of the House of Bishops: The Transforming Effectiveness programme,
following an extensive scoping exercise across the Church in Autumn 2020, prioritised
being simpler and humbler, better to serve the local church. The aim was both cutting
costs and changing ways of working, with teams realigned to work more effectively
together and new ways of working relying less on expertise in the NCls and more on
recognising and affirming expertise across the Church and beyond, and developing a
culture of networking and learning across the Church.

As a result of this, roles in the NCls changed significantly. The priorities of the Vision
and Strategy are central. There are new posts in the new Growing Faith Foundation led
by Lucy Moore. In the Vision and Strategy team, every person has younger and more
diverse as a priority in their job description. The Ministry Development team are also
making this a priority throughout their work.

33. Mrs Catherine Butcher (Chichester) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: In
the recent independent review of Lowest Income Communities Funding and Strategic
Development Funding commissioned by the Strategic Investment Board, one of the
recommendations (Page 48, recommendation 21) was that: “SDU staff members should
be appointed as Subject Matter Experts with cross cutting responsibility for critical
missional challenges and traditions (for example youth, ethnic minorities, rural, deprived
estates, et cetera) and work with relevant champions from the House of Bishops and
other networks”.
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It seems to me that the Vision and Strategy team has not taken this advice, but rather
has made its specialists redundant, notably in the area of youth, the first
recommendation on the list. Can you please explain this?

The Bishop of St Edmundsbury & Ipswich (the Rt Revd Martin Seeley) replied on behalf
of the Chair of the House of Bishops: In scoping Transforming Effectiveness, feedback
was sought from across the Church about the sort of support sought from the NCIs.
This feedback indicated strongly that we move, where possible, from subject specialists
to a wider understanding of expertise and learning, where staff in the NCIs supporting
the local church identify and learn from expertise across the Church wherever it exists,
partnering with networks and organisations rather than always adding to central costs.

Affirming the presence of expertise across the Church, and beyond, the Vision and
Strategy team will invest in enabling learning and sharing through formal and informal
networks from subject matter expertise that exists in dioceses, networks, and para-
church organisations, capturing and making this knowledge more accessible, as well as
drawing from the expertise that resides within the team across the critical missional
challenges.

34. Revd Lindsay Llewellyn-MacDuff (Rochester) asked the Chair of the House of
Bishops: Given that the Archbishops’ Council has stated its evangelism priorities
include “resources for Life Events and bereavement issues”, can the Chair explain how
this is in keeping with disbanding the Life Events Team, which has been such a
significant resource to so many parishes?

The Bishop of St Edmundsbury & Ipswich (the Rt Revd Martin Seeley) replied on behalf
of the Chair of the House of Bishops: Although this means there will no longer be
dedicated expertise working exclusively around Life Events, the fruit of this work, and in
particular the extensive research findings, have been shared widely across the Church
over the past 14 years. Local churches will continue to be able to draw on these
findings and enhance their response in baptism, wedding and funeral ministries. The
Church is hugely grateful for the work of the team. The insights and resources that the
team have developed remain available as a significant resource to parishes through the
Church of England website, Church Support hub and Life Events diary.

This change has come about as part of the Transforming Effectiveness programme.
We sought to identify £2 million annualised savings through changed ways of working,
to reduce the financial burden on dioceses. Inevitably, this involves prioritising, and
stopping some work.

35. Mr Stephen Hogg (Leeds) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: In the light of
the Simplifying the NCls strand of Transforming Effectiveness how many posts in total

have been cut across all the National Church Institutions in the last 2 years, how many
of these involved redundancy or a negotiated compromise agreement, and what were

the total costs of such settlements to the NClIs as a whole?

70



The Bishop of St Edmundsbury & Ipswich (the Rt Revd Martin Seeley) replied on behalf
of the Chair of the House of Bishops: Since January 2020, a total 27.6 NCI posts have
been removed due to restructuring. Fifteen staff left the NCls due to their post being
made redundant across various restructures. Within this total, 12.6 full time equivalent
(FTE) vacant posts were removed during Transforming Effectiveness, whilst 6 staff
were made redundant as part of TE. These redundancies represent 8% of all leavers
during this period. Termination payments to these 15 staff were made in line with the
NCIs’ redundancy policy, with some agreements on pre-2006 terms, some post-2006
terms. Six involved settlement agreements, all complying with the NCIs’ new policy.
These payments for the 15 staff totalled £714,111.

Mr Nigel Bacon (Lincoln): Bishop Martin, would you please explain how the actual
redundancies, rather than the elimination of vacant posts you set out in your answer, can
be reconciled with the figures provided in the answer to question 168 which, excluding
the National Society and the Archbishops’ staff, show a 21 post or 4.3% increase in NCI
headcount between 2020 and 2021 and a further 30 post or 6.2% budgeted increase in
20227

The Bishop of St Edmundsbury & Ipswich: | am going to need to give you a written
response but the short answer is there are certain areas, like for instance in the National
Society, where there has been a significant increase in posts that are funded by the DfE
and those are included in that headcount. There has also been an increase in posts in
relation to safeguarding. There are areas that were outwith the remit of Transforming
Effectiveness where we have seen that increase, but those increases are either of the
particular necessity that we have in relation to safeguarding or they are of necessity but
externally funded.

36. Canon Andrew Presland (Peterborough) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops:
How many NCI staff have left their positions since the implementation of the
Transforming Effectiveness workstream, and what assessment has been made of the
impact of these losses of staff upon the effectiveness of the service provided by the
national Church to dioceses and parishes?

The Bishop of St Edmundsbury & Ipswich (the Rt Revd Martin Seeley) replied on behalf
of the Chair of the House of Bishops: Across the affected teams, 12.6 full-time
equivalent (FTE) vacant posts were removed during Transforming Effectiveness, whilst
6 staff were made redundant as part of TE.

These reductions followed an extensive scoping exercise across the Church in Autumn
2020. The new structures resulting have prioritised being simpler and humbler, better to
serve the local church by reducing costs and changing ways of working — to improve the
effectiveness of the service provided by the national Church to dioceses and parishes.

71



We plan to assess the impact of the totality of the Transforming Effectiveness changes
on effectiveness of the service provided by the national Church to dioceses and
parishes later in 2022, seeking feedback from those with whom we work.

37. the Very Revd Michael Keirle (Channel Islands) asked the Chair of the House of
Bishops: Will the Chair of the House of Bishops advise Synod when it is planned to
revise the Canons of the Church of England to include gender neutral language?

The Bishop in Europe (the Rt Revd Dr Robert Innes) replied on behalf of the Chair of
the House of Bishops: In recent years the Legal Office has adopted the practice of
inclusive language drafting in all new or amending legislation, including all amendments
to the Canons. So, this change is already taking place. A full set of amendments to
ensure that all language in the Canons is inclusive is certainly possible, if legislative
time at Synod can be made available for the purpose. The House of Bishops
recognises the importance of language and of the Canons needing to reflect the reality
that both men and women are ordained as ministers, and the Episcopal Reference
Group of the Faith and Order Commission will give the matter additional thought.

38. Canon Peter Bruinvels (Guildford) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops:
Recognising the close and historic links that all Dioceses and Cathedrals have with the
Armed Forces, Regiments and Service Chaplains — what practical steps (such as the
provision of appropriate resource materials) does the House intend to take to encourage
more Dioceses and Cathedrals to celebrate Armed Forces Week?

The Bishop of Exeter (the Rt Revd Robert Atwell) replied on behalf of the Chair of the
House of Bishops: For some years now, the Church of England has presented prayers
for the Armed Forces on the Topical Prayers page of its website, which include prayers
for HM Forces at home and abroad and for their families, and a form of intercession for
their needs. These prayers can be added to forms of service of all kinds.

Canon Peter Bruinvels: Whilst acknowledging that the Church of England has such
resources available for prayers for Her Majesty's Forces at home and abroad, can he
encourage more dioceses to celebrate Armed Forces Week and Day by using such
resources as both Guildford and Exeter Dioceses and their Cathedrals do?

The Bishop of Exeter: Thank you, Peter, for your supplementary. Speaking as Chair of
the Liturgical Commission, these resources are here. We stand ready to help in any way.
If they are considered to be inadequate, we would be only too glad to provide some
additional material to dioceses.

Speaking as the Bishop of Exeter, we have a significant military presence in our diocese
and we have certainly signed up to the Covenant, because we have Plymouth, which is
obviously a centre for the Royal Navy, as is Portsmouth, but we also have in Exeter the
Rifles and the headquarters for the Royal Marines. Most recently we had parades in both
Plymouth and in Exeter, and | can assure you that both the cathedral and churches were
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really involved in that. |1 am sure | could speak on other dioceses which have significant
military establishments. | think that would be good practice which | would be glad to
commend, otherwise | would suggest having a conversation with the Bishop for the
Forces. | am sure we would together take it forward.

39. Rebecca Hunt (Portsmouth) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: Given the
Church of England’s position on abortion, the recent decision by the UK Government to
make pills by post permanent, and the recent news from the United States that Roe v
Wade is overturned what steps will the Church be taking in the near future to work towards
making the womb a safer place for the unborn child in the UK?

The Bishop of Carlisle (the Rt Revd James Newcombe) replied on behalf of the Chair of
the House of Bishops: Every abortion is a tragedy but, in a fallen world, tragedies occur
and society’s obligations to both the unborn child and to the women who seek abortions
must be balanced carefully.

We have argued strongly against making permanent the provisions for home abortions
that were introduced as a compromise when Covid added grave risks to in-person visits
to hospitals. We believe that making those provisions permanent, now that the Covid risk
has receded, puts women at risk and also reduces the opportunities for them to discuss
their decisions carefully with doctors.

We will continue to argue this point, although the Government’s decision has,
unfortunately, now been enacted.

40. The Revd Jack Shepherd (Liverpool) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: What
steps is the House of Bishops taking, at the national level, to align the authority of
Diocesan Advisory Committees with diocesan strategies for growth, as well as to ensure
membership of these are supportive of Christian values and mission?

The Bishop of Bristol (the Rt Revd Vivienne Faull) replied on behalf of the Chair of the
House of Bishops: The House of Bishops is not directly engaged on this issue, although
bishops are individually responsible for making appointments to DACs. The Church
Buildings Council has responsibility for guidance on operation of the Faculty System, and
is clear that supporting buildings to be used for Christian mission is fundamental to the
work of Diocesan Advisory Committees. The Council encourages dioceses to put
structures in place at diocesan level to engage the DAC, through its Chair and Secretary,
with diocesan strategies and to bring these to the committee.

The nature of DAC work will sometimes require careful balancing with the requirements
placed on it by the State, especially regarding heritage, and the wishes of a PCC. The
purpose of running our own regulatory system is precisely so the purpose of churches as
centres of worship and mission can be taken into account in decision making.

41. Mr Gabriel Chiu (Liverpool) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: What
representations are being or will be made to secure an ethical exemption for churches
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from any requirement to provide acknowledgment or publicity for the National Lottery on
receipt of National Lottery Heritage Fund grants, given that facilitating the advancement
of gambling is frequently likely to be contrary to the legal function of the PCC in “promoting
in the parish the whole mission of the Church, pastoral, evangelistic, social and
ecumenical™?

The Bishop of Bristol (the Rt Revd Vivienne Faull) replied on behalf of the Chair of the
House of Bishops: No representations are being made; if churches have conscientious
objections to taking funds derived from gambling they should consider applying to other
funders: for example, the available funds from Historic England for Heritage At Risk.
Churches that choose to apply for and accept funding of any kind should expect to abide
by the terms of that grant, including acknowledgement of the funder.

42. Mr Richard Brown (Chelmsford) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: Bearing
in mind the imagery of the rainbow, as described in Genesis 9, as being the sign that God
will never again destroy the world He has created, what steps do the House of Bishops
intend to take to discourage the use of the rainbow in any political context being displayed
on cathedrals and church buildings?

The Bishop of Bristol (the Rt Revd Vivienne Faull) replied on behalf of the Chair of the
House of Bishops: The rainbow is a powerful symbol of hope within the Judeo-Christian
tradition. As such, it is used in a number of “secular” contexts: to symbolise support and
gratitude for the NHS; to herald the post-apartheid era of the Republic of South Africa as
a “rainbow nation”; as well as a symbol of support for the gay pride movement. Given its
multivalence, the House of Bishops does not have any plans at present to take steps to
discourage the displaying of the rainbow on cathedrals and church buildings.

The Revd Richard Thompson (London): There is a discrepancy again between what is
printed on the paper and what is in the digital version. In the longer digital version,
Vivienne tells us the rainbow is a powerful symbol of hope within the Judeo-Christian
tradition. | want to ask a question about why we have used the term “Judeo-Christian
tradition”, which is deemed in academic circles to be anti-Jewish and anti-Semitic, and
also it undoes the whole fact that both Jewish and Christian traditions are different and
plural.

Mr Richard Brown: Supplementary.

The Bishop of Bristol: | think | would quite like to answer one supplementary at a time. |
am grateful for the point you have made and | apologise if | have caused any offence.

Mr Sam Margrave (Coventry): Has the House of Bishops considered the agenda of the
rainbow Pride flag and its consistency, or inconsistency, with the Christian faith?

The Bishop of Bristol: Sam, thank you for your question. No, it has not.
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Mr Richard Brown: | was simply going to ask why therefore is the Gay Pride flag, which
features a prominent rainbow upon it, being shown over a number of cathedrals in
defiance of the law of the land, when only the flag of St George and the Union flag are
allowed?

The Chair: |think your question is argumentative so | am going to put a stop it that. | am
sorry.

Mr Richard Brown: | was quoting fact there.

43. Mr Alexander Berry (Leeds) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: The House of
Bishops has rightly publicly declared that the Church is institutionally racist. Will the
House of Bishops now begin a similar process - possibly including a report - to discern
whether the Church is institutionally homophobic?

The Bishop of London (the Rt Revd & Rt Hon Dame Sarah Mullally DBE) replied on behalf
of the Chair of the House of Bishops: As you know, questions of sexuality are being
considered by the Church - including the House of Bishops and members of General
Synod - by means of the LLF process. Were a process similar to the Racial Justice
Commission to be initiated, that would need to emerge as an outcome of the discernment
and decision-making stage of the LLF process which begins in September 2022 and will
come to a clear sense of direction in February 2023.

Mr Alexander Berry: Given the evidence of the Diocese of London’s Report into the
events surrounding Alan Griffin’s death and the urgency it implied, and the much wider
scope of LLF, will the House now consider the problem of institutional homophobia before
the conclusion of the LLF process?

The Bishop of London: | am very conscious in this week that we ought to remember in
our prayers the soul of Fr Alan, as well as his family and friends, and those affected by
his death.

In the response that | made to the independent report, | made absolutely clear there is no
place for homophobia not just in the Diocese of London but also more widely. There is a
sense in which the environment in which homophobia operates is one of culture that has
built up over a long period of time. Therefore, we have to take seriously changing that
culture. It will not happen overnight. | hope that in Living in Love and Faith we will begin
to address it. | think one of the points earlier on in the day was around homophobia is
about negative action. | think we need to create safe environments where we can both
talk about what that looks like and how that attitude is changed.

44. Ms Jayne Ozanne (Oxford) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: What practical

steps have been taken by the House of Bishops to define and combat homophobia in the
Church of England since the Archbishop of Canterbury’s response to my supplementary
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guestion at the 2016 July Synod, where he warmly welcomed the distinction between the
“perception and reception” of homophobia?

The Bishop of London (the Rt Revd & Rt Hon Dame Sarah Mullally DBE) replied on behalf
of the Chair of the House of Bishops: Practical steps to define and combat homophobia
in a way that distinguishes between what is perceived as homophobia and what is
received and experienced as homophobia include the publication and churchwide
promotion of engaging with

1. the Pastoral Principles;

2. the LLF guidance, “Braver and safer: creating spaces for learning together well”;
3. the LLF resources;

4. the Difference Course.

The “Braver and Safer” guidance quotes and commends the Methodist Church’s definition
of homophobia and gives examples of perceived and experienced homophobia.

Dioceses have also been encouraged to continue to promote and offer safeguarding and
unconscious bias training.

Having said that, there is always room for improvement. The Church must not be
complacent and needs to continue to combat both perceived and experienced
homophobia in all aspects of its life together.

Ms Jayne Ozanne: Thank you for your answer just now, Bishop Sarah. Given the clear
evidence that we witness, even in this chamber, of homophobia, those of us who are
experiencing it right now as well as in the past, would you consider giving a clear ---

A Speaker: Point of order. “In this chamber” is an imputation of members of this chamber
and is out of order.

Ms Jayne Ozanne: | rest my case.

The Chair: | will accept your point of order and reject that.

Ms Jayne Ozanne: And | rest my case.

45. Dr Janette Allotey (Chester) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: What is the
current composition of the Reference Group which will be “accompanying the bishops”
during the discernment phase of Living in Love and Faith?

The Bishop of London (the Rt Revd & Rt Hon Dame Sarah Mullally DBE) replied on behalf
of the Chair of the House of Bishops: The names of the members of the Reference Group
can be found on the Church of England website:

https://www.churchofengland.org/resources/living-love-and-faith/living-love-and-faith-
journey#na.
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Mrs Sandra Turner (Chelmsford): My question is very simple: the people on the
Reference Group, is it a requirement they are practising Christians?

The Bishop of London: All of them have chosen to be involved in this process because
as a Church we are looking together at these issues. They all have a faith. Whether it
has been a requirement, | do not know. What | do know is that they have a faith, and they
want to offer their time, and explore with us the difficult issues that we are exploring.

46. Mr Stephen Hofmeyr (Guildford) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: According
to the detailed roadmap of the LLF “journey” two documents will be produced in
September 2022: (1) the findings of the “Listening to the Whole Church” process and (2)
the resource “The Gift of the Church”. Who has been tasked with writing each of these
documents, by whom, and what instructions have been given as to what these documents
are to contain?

The Bishop of London (the Rt Revd & Rt Hon Dame Sarah Mullally DBE) replied on
behalf of the Chair of the House of Bishops:

1. The report of responses to LLF draws on the work of Brendan Research,
Church Army Research Unit, and ASD Arts and Education Ltd - experts in
guantitative and qualitative research and in the gathering and curating of
creative work - who were tasked with gathering responses through the
guestionnaire, focus groups and offering a creative response. The report is
being drawn together by the LLF Coordinator, overseen by the Next Steps
Group.

2. The “Gift of the Church” is a collaboration between the Faith and Order
Commission and the Next Steps Group. It is overseen by the House of
Bishops and is being drafted by people with appropriate theological
expertise and some diversity of perspectives and lived experience. Chaired
by the Bishop of Coventry it comprises Joshua Hordern, Rachel Mann
(FAOC members), Carlton Turner, Guido de Graaff, Isabelle Hamley and
Eeva John.

Further details about purpose and brief can be supplied.

Mr Stephen Hofmeyr: Many thanks for the detailed response. As regards the kind offer,
yes please. My supplementary is as follows. By whom were the Faith and Order
Commission and the Next Steps Group tasked with producing the “Gift of the Church”?

The Bishop of London: Part of the process for the Next Steps Group has been to think
about the resources that the bishops will require in their discernment. We have done that
with a wider Reference Group and we have done it with the House of Bishops. In a sense,
that material came out of that conversation. It is one of a whole set of tools that are open
to us in our discernment process, so it is one of many. The truth is it evolved out of a
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conversation between the House of Bishops and the Next Steps Group and the Faith and
Order Commission. The nature of discernment is one always of exploration, and so it is
one part that came out of that. | would take the opportunity, in fact, to encourage all
members of this House to visit the installation that is up and also the installation at York
Minster because part of that is exploring in a creative way in this question of discernment.

47. Mr Luke Appleton (Exeter) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: What
percentage of those engaging with the LLF process have had their feedback and insights
recorded?

The Bishop of London (the Rt Revd & Rt Hon Dame Sarah Mullally DBE) replied on
behalf of the Chair of the House of Bishops: All feedback from people who have engaged
with LLF has been read and recorded, and will be reported in September 2022. People
have offered feedback by completing the LLF questionnaire, by taking part in a focus
group, by submitting a creative response and by emailing the LLF team.

Over 6,400 people responded via the questionnaire. Every questionnaire has been read
and included in the analysis of responses.

Not everyone who has engaged with LLF has offered feedback and it is not possible to
know how many people in total have engaged with LLF together with others.

Mr Luke Appleton: Considering the relatively low level of engagement with LLF surveys
and feedback, are there other mechanisms the bishops can use to measure the mind of
the Church during their discernment process in the autumn?

The Bishop of London: | think we should be encouraged by the level of engagement. |
would like to thank all the members of this House who have encouraged people to be
engaged. In terms of the exploration of the feedback and how that is then presented, not
just to the House of Bishops, but the way it is here, the way it is a mirror we reflect back,
three research groups involved with us feel it is a really high level of response and it is a
representative response. Actually, we should be encouraged by the feedback that we
have had. | would encourage people to use these couple of days to involve themselves
into the exhibition as well as the installation at York Minster.

48. The Revd Fraser Oates (Worcester) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: In the
Diocese of Worcester circa 240 people have engaged with LLF material and activities,
which equates to only 2% of those on church electoral rolls in the diocese. What evidence
does the LLF team have as to the actual level of engagement with the LLF materials and
activities across the country?

The Bishop of London (the Rt Revd & Rt Hon Dame Sarah Mullally DBE) replied on
behalf of the Chair of the House of Bishops: We are not able to say how many people
engaged with the LLF materials. However, we do have over 6,400 responses via the LLF
guestionnaire, including responses from every diocese.
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We know that far more people than this engaged with LLF, through anecdotal evidence
from the diocesan LLF Advocates and through some of the focus group conversations.

Together with the LLF Advocates, we considered asking deaneries to tell us how many
church communities in their area had engaged with the process. However, this was felt
to undermine the invitational culture within which we wanted people to engage with LLF.
We are also aware that many people are still engaging and planning to engage this year.

Mr Sam Margrave (Coventry): Was data collected that provides information as to the
relationship of the respondent to the Church?

The Bishop of London: Thank you, Sam, for your question. Yes.

49. Professor Helen King (Oxford) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: In June
2021 the Next Steps Group discussed taking forward a proposal to form a working group
on gender identity and transition. Is this work still scheduled to take place, and if so, who
are the members of the working group and what are their terms of reference?

The Bishop of London (the Rt Revd & Rt Hon Dame Sarah Mullally DBE) replied on
behalf of the Chair of the House of Bishops: This work has been paused for the time
being. No working group has yet been formed and the terms of reference have not been
written.

50. Mr Alexander Berry (Leeds) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: The advice
from the House of Bishops is that clergy in same sex civil marriages cannot be ordained
or be granted a new license. What is the House of Bishops doing to ensure that its advice
is being applied across dioceses in a consistent way?

The Bishop of London (the Rt Revd & Rt Hon Dame Sarah Mullally DBE) replied on behalf
of the Chair of the House of Bishops: The House of Bishops has agreed to form a Pastoral
Consultative Group. The membership and Terms of Reference of this group are in the
process of being agreed. However, one of its tasks will be to provide clarity and
encourage consistency of practice across dioceses in situations like these. This is
especially helpful during this period when the bishops are about to embark on a process
of discernment and decision-making about a range of matters raised by the LLF process.
However, it is likely to continue to be needed as the Church faces ever more complex
pastoral situations.

51. The Revd Sam Maginnis (Chelmsford) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: Will
the House now issue a further statement confirming the distinction and different
expectations between ordained and lay ministry, and establishing a consistent national
policy on lay ministry and same sex marriage?

The Bishop of London (the Rt Revd & Rt Hon Dame Sarah Mullally DBE) replied on behalf
of the Chair of the House of Bishops: The question of the distinct expectations regarding
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same-sex marriage for lay and ordained people has been raised on numerous occasions
- by “Issues in Human Sexuality” and the Pilling Report, for example, but no national
guidance has been given regarding lay ministries. Furthermore, there is a wide variety of
roles encompassed under the umbrella of “lay ministry”, and decisions about vocation to
and suitability for lay ministry are taken locally at parochial and diocesan level.

It is possible that this is one of the questions that the LLF process may address in its
discernment and decision-making.

The Revd Sam Maginnis: Bishop Sarah, | feel compelled to ask a supplementary
because my question as accepted was not actually printed in full on the question paper
either digitally or on paper, therefore, | feel you did not have the opportunity to consider
the full context in which | was asking about a national policy on lay ministry and same-
sex marriages. To be clear, | was not asking about the umbrella variety of lay ministry. |
was asking specifically about licensed lay ministry and the situation which | know other
members of Synod have been made aware of, where people who have been selected for
training, or have been exercising their ministry as licensed lay ministers, move to a new
diocese where licences are not given to people in same-sex marriages and therefore have
their validly discerned ministry thwarted simply by a change in geographical location.

Given that, my supplementary is that you answered that it is possible that the
development of a national policy may be addressed by the LLF process. Given what
people have been experiencing, | ask now will it be so addressed, and will the House of
Bishops take a lead on this and produce a policy now, one way or the other, to bring this
cruel and arbitrary treatment to an end?

The Bishop of London: We will consider it as part of the process.

Mr Clive Scowen (London): This may overlap, but my question really was provoked by
the reference to the diversity of lay ministry. My question is as to whether the House of
Bishops will now consider whether people holding a bishop’s licence or commission or
permission, as happens in some dioceses, should be expected to observe the same
constraints on their conduct as are expected on the clergy?

The Bishop of London: | think as part of the process of LLF it is one of the questions. It
is interesting because there is a question in itself about what is the nature of licensing
authorization, what is the nature of this whole range of ministry. In a sense that is one
guestion and then the other question is around issues of consistency. It absolutely will
be explored, | do believe that, as part of LLF.

52. Ms Jayne Ozanne (Oxford) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: The Global
Interfaith Commission on LGBT+ Lives conference was sponsored by the UK Foreign,
Commonwealth and Development Office in March 2022, and involved bishops and
Primates from across the Communion. It agreed on six Safeguarding Principles to Protect
LGBT+ Lives. Will the Bishops be advocating their use within the Church of England?
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The Bishop of London (the Rt Revd & Rt Hon Dame Sarah Mullally DBE) replied on behalf
of the Chair of the House of Bishops: Thank you for drawing attention to this important
conference and its Six Principles. | will ask the Next Steps Group to consider whether
the House of Bishops should be asked to advocate the use of the six Safeguarding
Principles to Protect LGBT+ Lives.

53. The Revd Fraser Oates (Worcester) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: The
Bible, and the New Testament in particular, address the subject of true and false teaching.
The questions that are likely to be raised as LLF moves forward are first-order issues, so
how is it possible to accommodate paradoxical teaching on them?

The Bishop of London (the Rt Revd & Rt Hon Dame Sarah Mullally DBE) replied on
behalf of the Chair of the House of Bishops: One of the areas that the LLF resources
explore is the question of the interpretation of the Bible’s teaching in relation to identity,
sexuality, relationships and marriage, and how this relates to the Christian understanding
of salvation and holiness. While there are deep disagreements among ourselves, “none
of us holds the whole picture, and all of us can grow in understanding”, as GS Misc 1158
noted. That is why the resources explain how Christians come to different conclusions.
They invite the Church to learn, reflect and pray together in the light of these different and
seemingly incompatible convictions and perspectives. They hold out the hope that the
Spirit will lead us into deeper understanding of the truth and a way forward regarding
teachings that appear to be “paradoxical”.

This discernment will be the particular task of the bishops as they exercise their
responsibility as teachers and guardians of the faith.

Ms Jayne Ozanne (Oxford): | will resist the opportunity to say we have a fringe tomorrow
but that addresses 52. On question 53, | wonder whether the Bishop is aware of the
response the Bishop of Norwich gave to a question | asked on just this point in 2017,
where he stated the teaching of the House of Bishops is that sexual orientation has no
bearing upon a person’s salvation and then the Bishop of Coventry in February 2018 went
on to explain and draw on the Faith and Order Commission’s Report.

The Chair: Can we have a question, please?

Ms Jayne Ozanne: | am asking is she aware of that and perhaps she would like to draw
on that in her response.

The Bishop of London: | was not aware of those two points. Thank you, Jayne.
54. The Revd Graham Hamilton (Exeter) asked the Chair of the House of Bishops: There
is increasing media promotion of “The Case for Polyamory” (e.g., BBC R4 12 April 2022,

Channel 4 “Open House, the great sex experiment” 26 March 2022). The 2022 Methodist
Conference agenda states (section 27 on Marriage and Relationships, para 3.g): “Both
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of these patterns of relating (polygamy and polyamory), which potentially involve long-
term committed sexual relationships with more than one partner at the same time, merit
further theological attention”.

The LLF book commented briefly on Anglicans & Polygamy (pp346-7).

Does the House of Bishops consider that Polyamory merits further theological attention,
and will this be considered by the LLF Next Steps group?

The Bishop of London (the Rt Revd & Rt Hon Dame Sarah Mullally DBE) replied on behalf
of the Chair of the House of Bishops: Questions about polyamory certainly merit
theological attention - as do all areas of human experience and existence! Some
theological work is being done in this area by others. However, this is not currently being
considered by the LLF Next Steps Group. In that sense, the work of LLF - which will need
to come to clear conclusions about ways forward about some questions - will need to
continue in some form as the Church faces the constantly changing context in which we
are called to bear the light of Christ.

FINANCE COMMITTEE

55. Mr Paul Waddell (Southwark) asked the Chair of the Finance Committee: In February
2020 John Spence told Synod that “This is not about affordability, it is about justice ...
The funds for redress will be found.” How much money has been budgeted for redress
payments to survivors of church abuse, and where does it appear in our budgets for the
coming year?

Canon John Spence replied as Chair of the Finance Committee: That commitment stands
but the speed of progress is dependent on numerous factors. The redress scheme must
be survivor focused and not limited by existing budget lines.

Appropriate responsibility for redress needs to be taken at every level of the Church. On
the subsidiarity principle, costs should be met by the most appropriate body and all
responsibility should not fall on the national Church.

The National Church future spending plans include an allowance towards redress scheme
costs, but a formal budget has not yet been set. The matter of where redress scheme
payments will be included in future budgets and the budget level will be considered as
the work on developing the redress scheme is progressed.

The costs of the project to develop a redress scheme are within the safeguarding line of
the Archbishops’ Council’s budget. This work is being overseen by a Project Board which
includes survivor representatives.

Mr Paul Waddell: Thank you to Canon Spence for your kind reply. Being concerned at
the level of subsidy suggested with regard to redress payments, can | ask what efforts
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will be made to ensure that financially imperilled dioceses, cathedrals and colleges will
not be sunk by future claims? What efforts will be made to prevent charities law forcing
those less financially secure organisations to defend themselves in court against known
survivors of church abuse; survivors who would then be subject to lengthy and painful
additional processes from which some might not survive?

Canon John Spence: As we have already heard today, we are one body and we operate
in unity. There is a track record whereby if a diocese is in difficulty the Church centrally
seeks to provide help. It would be counter to the spirit of what is going on here if we were
not to try to do the same. One cannot guarantee it will be the same in every situation, but
the goal would certainly be that justice is done regardless of the financial status of the
responsible organisation.

MINISTRY COUNCIL

56. Mrs Katia D’Arcy-Cumber (Chelmsford) asked the Chair of the Ministry Council: How
many full-time stipendiary clergy have made use of the Access to Work scheme in the
last five years to enable those with more complex disabilities to engage the additional
support they need to fulfil their role?

The Bishop of Chester (the Rt Revd Mark Tanner) replied as Chair of the Ministry Council:
We do not have this information, as clergy make the applications themselves (in some
cases with the support of the Diocese, especially where plant and machinery are involved)
and do not inform the NClIs. We have recently drafted guidance to dioceses on supporting
clergy who make Access to Work applications. We are consulting diocesan disability
advisers and diocesan HR advisers on the draft guidance and hope to issue it later this
year.

57. The Revd Jo Winn-Smith (Guildford) asked the Chair of the Ministry Council: Has
the Ministry Council undertaken research into the prevalence and impact of differing
diocesan policies as to part-time curacies on groups such as females with children or
single parents?

The Bishop of Chester (the Rt Revd Mark Tanner) replied as Chair of the Ministry Council:
Some research has been undertaken, but there is limited capacity at the NCls for
monitoring areas that are matters of diocesan discretion. The most recent research can
be found in the 2016 report on experiences of curacy. This highlighted some of the
challenges faced by part-time curates including the difficulties with trying complete part-
time curacies in three years, whilst managing workload alongside other jobs and family
life. The Ministry Development Team are currently working on guidance for dioceses on
best practice for those who hold office on a part time basis, whether curates or other
ministers.

58. The Revd Chantal Noppen (Durham) asked the Chair of the Ministry Council: Given
that Central Church has issued a minimum standard for parental leave that not all
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dioceses are financially able to deliver on, how will the Church Commissioners be
supporting those dioceses to ensure women and the newly ordained aren’t left vulnerable
and unsupported?

The Bishop of Chester (the Rt Revd Mark Tanner) replied as Chair of the Ministry Council:
Supporting clergy who are parents is right and good, and is an investment in their long-
term ministry. The Church of England website suggests a minimum level of provision to
support clergy office holders that should apply in all cases whether or not someone is
eligible for Statutory Maternity, Adoption and Paternity Pay. The cost of training
ordinands is pooled, effectively sharing costs between dioceses (including continued
payment of a means-tested maintenance grant for up to a year during a period of parental
or adoption related absence). The level of support for others (for example those in
authorized ministry or DBF employees) is properly handled at diocesan level.

The Revd Chantal Noppen: Bishop, | was really encouraged to hear that you agree
supporting new parents is right and good, and that any financial support should be
considered an investment in their ministry in the long term that will pay off. However, as
some dioceses have said and are saying that it is too expensive to comply with these
agreed recommendations, why are such policies being made if not all dioceses can afford
them and there is not actually a central commitment to ensure they are delivered?.

The Bishop of Chester: Thank you and it is very nice to see you again, Chantal. | meant
what | said in my written answer, it is right and good and proper that we should support
parents, and indeed it is an investment in the Church and in them. We are constantly
playing this balance game between being a national Church and being a diocesan
Church, and | am not going to pretend there are always easy answers to that. On our
website there are family-friendly policies for the whole Church, and we encourage
dioceses to fit in with them wherever possible.

The Revd Miranda Threlfall-Holmes (Liverpool): Please could we have a page on the
Church of England website that sets out what maternity and parental leave payments are
made and policies are in place for each dioceses, so that people are not inadvertently
disadvantaged when they consider moving diocese by the current postcode lottery?

The Bishop of Chester: Thank you, Miranda. It is nice to see you again. It is a north-
east regathering. Again, | am afraid the answer is | do not know, but | will gladly ask the
guestion because it seems to me perfectly reasonable.

The Chair: Question 59. The questioner is the Revd Mark Miller. He is on Zoom so he
will be unmuted. While that is happening, can | just ask those of you who are interested
in asking supplementary questions, especially if you are much further away from the
podium, could you begin to move so that we know and we do not waste much time.

59. The Revd Mark Miller (Durham) asked the Chair of the Ministry Council: While
welcoming the significant increase in the Recommended Expenditure Guidelines
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2022/2023 for the fuel, light and power costs borne by married or partnered ordinands,
the reality is that the figure recommended for 2021/2022 (£1,388 per annum) did not
reflect the actual costs borne by ordinands this past year. Recognising that £3million was
made available by the Church Commissioners for the support of clergy struggling as a
result of rising fuel costs, what equivalent support is there for ordinands who are facing
personal financial hardship through paying substantially bigger bills than those allowed
for in their budget?

The Bishop of Chester (the Rt Revd Mark Tanner) replied as Chair of the Ministry Council:
Dioceses are responsible for the amount of maintenance they pay to ordinands, and the
recommended guidelines are just that, though they do limit what may be included in the
national pooling system. Dioceses may therefore make additional payments to
candidates if they choose. There are also various charitable funds which offer financial
support to ordinands. There has been no national initiative to provide additional funding
specifically for these purposes. The clergy scheme took into account the fact that
stipends would not increase until next spring, while the new ordinand maintenance
guideline amounts apply from September.

The Revd Mark Miller: Bishop Mark, it is good to see you again in the Durham and north-
east reunion. Thank you for your answer to my last question. Whilst recognising the
support of charitable organisations, in answer to an earlier question we were able read
the Trussell Trust note that no one should rely on charity to meet basic needs, so,
therefore, what should ordinands do when their dioceses have refused to increase or
make additional payments to account for the significant increases in fuel, light and power
costs, please?

The Bishop of Chester: Thank you, Mark. It is also good to see you again. My honest
advice would be to write to the bishop. We are by and large, | think, very caring
individuals. That is partly why we end up in this kind of ministry. It is really hard when
we do not know. Each case is individual. So write to the bishop. | think the bishop in the
diocese will respond as appropriately as she or he possibly can.

60. The Revd Mark Miller (Durham) asked the Chair of the Ministry Council: The
Recommended Expenditure Guidelines 2022/2023 for married/partnered ordinands
includes a 70% increase in fuel, light and power costs and 4% increase in food costs.
Given that Ofgem are predicting a further rise in the energy cap in October of £800, and
food inflation is predicted to reach 10% by the summer, what provision is there for a mid-
review of ordinands’ budgets so that their maintenance grant reflects the real costs borne
for heating their homes and feeding their families?

The Bishop of Chester (the Rt Revd Mark Tanner) replied as Chair of the Ministry Council:
There has not been a practice of reviewing the Guidelines mid-year, though it would be
open to the Council to undertake such a review should it believe that to be appropriate
(for example, should it be clear that the dioceses would favour such a review).
Responsibility for the pastoral care of ordinands belongs to their bishop and budgets are
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agreed by the ordinand with their diocese: it is open to dioceses to agree to a mid-year
revision to the budget, though the Guidelines limit the amount that may be included in the
national pooling system.

The Revd Mark Miller: Again thanks for your answer, Bishop Mark. To whom should
responsibility for requesting dioceses review budgets mid-year fall? For example, is one
ordinand requesting such a review sufficient?

The Bishop of Chester: | want to give you three different bits of answer to that. First,
again, write to the bishop. That is really helpful. If we know we can often do something
about it. Secondly, as noted in GS 2271, one of the main aims of the RMF Review is to
review maintenance provision. | am sorry to those in the chamber. | am looking down at
Mark who is here on the screen if you think | am being rude to you.

The third is | would encourage ordinands to work together, so when there is an issue
affecting many of them, we can hear and know because sometimes when things come in
piecemeal, we simply do not know how large or small the problem is. However, every
individual situation matters, so please be in contact through the bishop.

61. Mr Clive Scowen (London) asked the Chair of the Ministry Council: Since the answer
to my question in April 2021, what progress has been made in the development of
proposals by the Lay Ministries Advisory Group for a new national framework for lay
ministry and for the simplification of the Canons on Lay Ministry, and in particular in
reviewing the House of Bishops’ regulations relating to the ministry of Readers/Licensed
Lay Ministers in order to put such lay ministers on a par with clergy with regard to the
renewal of the licences once they reach the age of 70?

The Bishop of Chester (the Rt Revd Mark Tanner) replied as Chair of the Ministry Council:
Plans to review the Lay Ministry Canons remain a commitment of the House of Bishops
and the Lay Ministries Advisory Group (LMAG), both of which continue to work together
to this end. We hope to bring the proposals to Synod as they are developed. The House
of Bishops’ Regulations for Reader Ministry are currently undergoing review within by
LMAG as part of a wider development of Lay Ministries in line with the Vision and
Strategy.

Implementation of the existing age criteria continues to vary by diocese, with some opting
to make no distinction whatsoever. Others treat all Readers/LLMs the same irrespective
of whether they hold license or PTO.

See also the response to Question 28 from Mr Greenwood.

Mr Clive Scowen: Can we infer that the House of Bishops is content for diocesan bishops

in their discretion to grant Readers and licensed lay ministers over the age of 70 a licence
on the same basis as clergy?
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The Bishop of Chester: That is very interesting. That is not a supplementary | anticipated
you might ask, Clive. | think we probably can infer that. Certainly my own experience of
moving between dioceses is the practice is very different in different dioceses. | think we
probably can. If I am wrong, | will write to you.

62. The Revd Mae Christie (London) asked the Chair of the Ministry Council: When and
by what mechanism was Issues in Human Sexuality formally written into the Selection
Criterion of the Church of England?

The Bishop of Chester (the Rt Revd Mark Tanner) replied as Chair of the Ministry Council:
We do not have a record of the date or the mechanism by which “Issues in Human
Sexuality” was formally written into the former Selection Criteria. Unfortunately, since the
information is not readily available it could not be obtained within the time-frame available
for responding to Synod questions.

The Revd Mae Christie: Thank you for your reply to me. If it cannot be established that
‘Issues in Human Sexuality” was inserted into the discernment process, having been
ordered so by the House of Bishops, and is therefore in place illegitimately, will the House
of Bishops, in co-ordination with the Ministry Division, consider removing it from the
shared discernment process with immediate effect?

The Bishop of Chester: Thank you, Mae.

The Chair: May | stop you? | have been advised that is a hypothetical question.

The Revd Mae Christie: Is it?

The Chair: If it can be proved ---

The Revd Mae Christie: Do you know what my first question was?

The Chair: | have to go with the advice that | am being given. | would like to go with the
advice | am being given at the moment. | am sorry.

63. The Revd Robert Thompson (London) asked the Chair of the Ministry Council: What
advice has the Ministry Council given to dioceses on the interpretation of “Issues in
Human Sexuality” in relation to the licensing of LGBTQIA+ people as LLMs?

The Bishop of Chester (the Rt Revd Mark Tanner) replied as Chair of the Ministry Council:
There is no national guidance offered to dioceses to advise on interpretation of “Issues in
Human Sexuality” in relation to Lay Ministries, including LLM.

The Revd Robert Thompson: The printed version again differs from the version online.
Question 63 refers to LLMs in particular. Thank you for your answer, Mark, which | think
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online said that there was no national advice given to dioceses. Given that, and referring
back to Sam Maginnis’ question of how this is a question of equity in relation to those
particularly in same-sex marriages, what steps have the Ministry Council done in order to
collate which dioceses will/which will not, license same-sex people to licensed lay
ministry, and make those public?

The Bishop of Chester: Thank you. | think | would just like to say that Mae and | are
working on issues she is raising outside the room, just to assure Synod that the question
is not being ignored and, Mae, | will continue to do that.

In terms of your question, thank you, and my personal apologies that your questions were
muddled. It was not me who put them together but | did point it out at least, so we noticed.

In terms of collating it, | do not think we have done any work in collation but that would
not be a bad thing for us to do. You will not be surprised to hear that there are all manner
of things which we are waiting to see where we get to with LLF. | personally am in an
interesting place with this question because my former diocesan bishop chaired the
Pastoral Advisory Group and she was asked a question by my predecessor as Bishop of
Chester about exactly about this and the answer came back, “We don’t feel we can give
advice until such time as LLF has done its work”. The Ministry Council certainly could do
work on collation. I think | would just want to size up how big the task is before | definitely
commit to doing that, if that is all right.

64. The Revd Robert Thompson (London) asked the Chair of the Ministry Council: What
advice has the Ministry Council given to dioceses on how “Issues in Human Sexuality”
relates to the eligibility of people to serve as House Group leaders within our parishes?

The Bishop of Chester (the Rt Revd Mark Tanner) replied as Chair of the Ministry Council:
As with the answer to question 63, there is no national guidance offered to dioceses to
advise on interpretation of “Issues in Human Sexuality” in relation to Lay Ministries,
including House Group Leaders. Decisions are taken locally at parochial level.

The Revd Robert Thompson: This question of course is different in that it relates to house
group leaders. | know that some parishes argue that house group leaders have to fall
under the clerical prescriptions of “Issues in Human Sexuality” because they share in the
teaching ministry of the vicar. What ecclesiological work and what work on the theology
of ordained ministry has the Ministry Council done in this area?

The Bishop of Chester: | think | get much more leery here because of our basic Anglican
principle of subsidiarity, i.e., things are decided as locally as we possibly can. The
problem with any definitive and shared answer to that question is there would be no one
agreed definition of what a house group leader was. However, where | think we are going
and need to continue to go is to consider the breadth of lay ministries, in which category
this would clearly fall. So there is work being done in the area, but in terms of a very
precise response to your question | am not sure | can give it here.
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65. Mr Adrian Greenwood (Southwark) asked the Chair of the Ministry Council: Given
the underlying commitment in the 6 bold outcomes of the Vision and Strategy to work with
children, young people and families, what accredited courses exist across the country to
enable those called to Christian children’s, youth and family work to qualify for licensed
and commissioned ministry in the Church of England?

The Bishop of Chester (the Rt Revd Mark Tanner) replied as Chair of the Ministry Council:
Decisions about requirements for licensing or commissioning the ministry of those called
to Christian children’s, youth, and family work are taken by each diocese. There is no
national requirement for completion of accredited courses or minimum qualifications.
However, qualifications (from foundation to postgraduate level) in Christian children’s,
youth, and family work are available through TEIls, mission partners (e.g., CYM, CMS),
and in local or regional training pathways. We are aware that in previous years, provision
for such courses and pathways has declined. This will need to be taken into account in
our plans as together we work towards being a younger and more diverse Church.

Mr Adrian Greenwood: Following the restructuring, where within the NCIs will sit the
responsibility for increasing the number of suitably trained new children’s, youth and
family workers, which will be needed to achieve the Six Bold Outcomes? Will it be, | hope,
within the Ministry Development Team and Council?

The Bishop of Chester: | imagine, in fact with a fairly educated guess, it will sit within the
Ministry Development Team. If | am wrong | will write to you and tell you. It could be one
of the many ways in which | am sure | am wrong.

66. The Revd Joy Mawdesley (Oxford) asked the Chair of the Ministry Council: What
are the theological or ecclesiological reasons for our current situation of not having a
common ordination training syllabus for those who will be ordained in the same church,
with the same ordinal, and taking the same ordination vows?

The Bishop of Chester (the Rt Revd Mark Tanner) replied as Chair of the Ministry Council:
The Church of England has common expectations of the qualities of those who are to be
ordained, and curriculum design and approval processes ensure core disciplines and
areas are taught. This is reviewed for each TEl in the regular PER cycle. However, within
these common expectations, the formation of candidates may be achieved in different
ways. This respects the diversity within the one body of Christ in which St Paul rejoices,
enables contextual mission, creative partnership, and the sharing of local academic
expertise in TEls. This diversity includes both the diversity of the candidates themselves
and the diversity of the Church which they are called to serve. As paper GS 2271 notes,
the Ministry Council will be keeping the Church’s proper expectations for curriculum
content under review.

The Revd Dr lan Paul (Southwell & Nottingham): Mark, thank you for your answer, but |
confess to be puzzled by it. | wonder if you could give me an example of a type of
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candidate who would need to know less about Scripture than others, a type of missional
context where the doctrine of the Church would not need to be understood or a type of
church context where ignorance of the doctrine of the Church of England would be
acceptable?

The Revd Mae Christie: Point of order: it is hypothetical.

The Revd Dr lan Paul: Not at all. | am asking about specific examples the Bishop has in
mind that he has referred to in his answer.

The Chair: Could you please pause for a moment, sir. | am advised that it is not
hypothetical. Can | ask that you keep it simple and ask one question, please.

The Revd Dr lan Paul: Please give me examples of diversity of situations referred to
where there are bits of knowledge around Scripture or doctrine that are not necessary?

The Bishop of Chester: Thank you, lan. Synod may or may not be aware that you and |
have a difference of opinion about whether there should be a common curriculum. The
point that | would want to make is a common curriculum is not an answer to making sure
everybody has biblical teaching in the syllabus that they take part in. Can | give you an
example of where people need less biblical knowledge? Of course not. You know |
cannot. However, | do not think the answer is a common curriculum for all sorts of
reasons that have been rehearsed before between you and me and | could go into here
- but we probably do not have time.

67. Mrs Zoe Ham (Carlisle) asked the Chair of the Ministry Council: How many are not
ordained from training and how many of these are because they cannot assent to the
doctrine of the Church of England?

The Bishop of Chester (the Rt Revd Mark Tanner) replied as Chair of the Ministry Council:
Candidates in training are the responsibility of their sponsoring bishop, and so there are
no nationally available data for the reasons why any candidates who begin training are
not subsequently ordained. We would in most instances expect such issues to surface
during the discernment process or earlier in training rather than at its end. To give an
indication of the numbers who begin training but are not ordained, of the 587 ordinands
who began training in 2018, we are aware of nine who withdrew during the course of
training before ordination.

Mrs Zoe Ham: Thank you for your answer. The small numbers suggest that few, if any,
ordinands learn anything in their training which suggests a divergence between their
views and the doctrine of the Church. Given the actual divergence of views among clergy,
is this in line with the expectations of the Ministry Council?

The Bishop of Chester: Thank you, Zoe. | hope | have understood your question
correctly, and if I have not please feel free to follow up with me in conversation afterwards,
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because | am not meaning to dodge the issue. | think | would be surprised if people came
in to start training for ordained ministry with such a fundamental misunderstanding of the
doctrine of the Church of England that it meant that when they had further theological
education they then discovered that they disagreed with it. | am not really sure | see the
guestion about which you are asking is one that should be a problem. As | say, if | am
misunderstanding the question please let us talk further outside this context.

The Chair: Synod, we are approaching 7 pm so | would like now to draw this item to a
close. We will pick up tomorrow with question 68 when we come to Questions. May |
invite Synod to join us for a closing worship which will be led ---

Canon Robert Hammond (Chelmsford): Point of order. Can | request your permission to
change the order of business for tomorrow morning?

The Chair: You have my permission. Please come forward. Thank you.

VARIATION
Canon Robert Hammond (Chelmsford): You will all be aware that we ---
The Chair: Synod members, can you pause for a moment, please?

Canon Robert Hammond (Chelmsford): | would suggest this could be important for your
planning for tomorrow. | have to do this formally. You will be aware that time is extremely
short at this group of sessions. As Synod will see from the agenda for tomorrow, there is
an awful lot of business that we have to get through, and we have a considerable number
of amendments for Synod to debate.

As a consequence of that, | would like to suggest the following changes are made to the
current order of business. Items 8 to 12, the See of Canterbury CNC, to be extended
until 11 am tomorrow. Item 13, the review of the Lowest Income Communities Strategic
Development Funding presentation and questions to take place until 11.30 tomorrow.
Item 14, the take note debate on the review of the Lowest Income Communities and
Strategic Development Funding to be deferred until tomorrow afternoon. This is to ensure
that Item 15, the important debate on the spending plans, can take place tomorrow
morning. | would like to suggest that this be timed business to start by 11.30.

The Legal Officers (Annual Fees) Order 2022 and the Ecclesiastical Judges, Legal
Officers and Others (Fees) Order 2022 have been undeemed, and | would like to suggest
that that debate takes place tomorrow afternoon after Item 500.

To provide time for this, | would also like to move the Lincoln Diocesan Synod Motion to

Monday morning and to put Iltem 14, the take note debate on the Lowest Income
Communities and Strategic Development Funding Review after the legal fees item.
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To ensure there is still some time for Questions, | would like to ask that Item 17 Questions
become timed business starting no later than 6 pm tomorrow. | am aware that there are
a lot of changes, so if Synod (through you, Chair) agrees them, it will mean that
tomorrow’s Order Paper can be produced reflecting all those changes that should make
life simple for us. No doubt | will have to be before you again to move further changes as
things move around, not least to find time for the resumption of the debate on the war in
Ukraine. Chair, | hope you will accept those changes.

The Chair: Thank you. | propose these changes be made. Does that have the general
consent of the Synod? Can | see a show of hands, please? | believe we do. Thank you
very much.

For those of you who are remaining for worship, the Chaplain will be leading us in worship.
Following the closing worship, the Archbishop of York will dismiss the Synod with a
blessing. If you are leaving, will you do so quietly and quickly, thank you.

The Revd Andrew Hammond (Chaplain to the General Synod) led the Synod in an act of
worship.

Full Synod: Second Day
Saturday 9 July 2022

THE CHAIR Canon Professor Joyce Hill (Leeds) took the Chair at 9.00 am.
OPENING WORSHIP
The Revd Canon Tim Bull (St Albans) led the Synod in an act of worship.

SEE OF CANTERBURY CROWN NOMINATIONS COMMISSION
(GS 2260)

The Chair: Good morning, everyone. | hope you have your wits about you because this
is going to be procedurally a little bit complicated. We are now dealing with the item on
the See of Canterbury Crown Nominations Commission issue. Members will need GS
2260. You will also need the Fourth Notice Paper, the Financial Memo, because there is
a financial impact on this. If you are looking through the Fourth Notice Paper, it is
paragraph 11 that you are looking for. You will also, vitally, need Order Paper Il because
if you do not have sight of Order Paper Il you will have difficulty in following the business.
It is conceivable you will find difficulty following the business if you have Order Paper I,
but at least Order Paper Il will give you a head start.

| need to explain how we are going to proceed and, if necessary, | will re-explain it as we

go through. First of all, it is important to bear in mind that Items 8 to 12, although they
are under one heading, actually count as separate items, and each will be conducted as
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its own separate debate. So the full procedure will be gone through for each of those
items. Some of those items have proposed amendments. It will be a normal structured
debate with handling amendments partway through. The consequence of that is that |
would ask members of Synod when making contributions to this debate, insofar as it is
humanly possible, to speak to the particular item that is being debated. | appreciate that
it is actually difficult to draw very hard boundaries around each of these items because
they are interconnected. Nonetheless, we do have to deal with them as separate items
so it really would be helpful to target your comments as far as is possible. If you wander
too far off into another item | might have to call you to order. | will exercise, | hope, a little
bit of humanity on that, recognising that the issues are not easily separable in all cases.

| also would like to remind you that we do come back to this issue again on Tuesday.
This is not the last word on the Canterbury CNC. After this discussion this morning, which
is substantially an in-principle debate with proposals for amendments, we will come back
on Tuesday with actual wording. On Tuesday it is actual wording that we will be
considering and you will have actual wording with amendments (if we have passed any)
embedded in that wording. You will be dealing with the nitty-gritty of actual wording on
Tuesday, not today. We are not drafting anything collectively today. We are putting down
the substance and the lawyers will deal with that between now and Tuesday. You will
have all the details in your Order Paper when it comes to Tuesday, and you will get me
back in the Chair as well, to tie it all up.

The way we are going to proceed, as | understand it in a conversation that | have had
with Jamie Harrison, is that he is going to speak for up to 10 minutes in the first instance,
first of all encompassing some of the general principles and issues, and eventually honing
in at the end of that 10 minutes on Item 8, which will be the first of our debates. We will
deal with Item 8 and all associated business and he will wind up that debate and then we
will start all over again with Item 9. You will not hear Jamie speaking for 10 minutes on
each of those items because he will have done some of his general remarks at the very
beginning. His introduction to each of the Items 9, 10, 11 and 12 will be that little bit
shorter, but the structure will be a series of separate debates. |1 am afraid it will feel heavily
procedural but there is not a way around that, | am afraid. With that cheery thought, | am
going to ask Jamie to come forward and make his first speech to us. You have up to 10
minutes, Jamie.

ITEM 8

Canon Dr Jamie Harrison (Durham): Thank you, Madam Chair, and good morning, Synod
members. It is indeed good to be here this morning looking beyond ourselves through
the Diocese of Canterbury and to the wider Anglican Communion. Whatever the outcome
of our deliberations on these five motions before us, we can celebrate our partnerships in
the Gospel across the Communion. | am reminded of my visit some years ago to
Durham’s linked diocese of Lesotho looking at medical work which we shared with our
Gospel partners in Lesotho. It is great that we had our wonderful friends from the
Communion here giving us their wise input yesterday.

93



We are also looking to our friends in Canterbury to consider their request that the See of
Dover should be utilised in the form of a Crown Nominations Commission to find that
bishop. It is a package of proposals from the Archbishops’ Council. As the Chair has
mentioned, | am going to speak to the whole of the five motions, and as time goes on try
to speak briefly to each item and to the amendments.

We will remember the take note debate from February of this year on the consultation
process that began around the membership of the See of Canterbury CNC, the Crown
Nominations Commission. The Archbishops’ Council reviewed the consultation feedback
and amended the proposals as you see them this morning. Of course, the Diocese of
Canterbury itself offered generously to consider reducing its number on its Canterbury
CNC with the hope of establishing a CNC for Dover.

This gives us a great opportunity to look beyond ourselves, to beyond the structures, to
say, “how can we together join with the Communion to see how to nominate the
Archbishop of Canterbury?”

Let us look at the motions in turn. Item 8 is our first. This is quite simple in one sense: to
decrease the number of Canterbury diocesan representatives on the CNC from six to
three. That was the original offer from the diocese. Many responses to the consultation
said if that is what the diocese is saying in the context of Dover, then please let us go with
that. It is remarkable and generous to reduce their representation on their CNC for the
diocesan bishop and the Archbishop. It relinquishes some control and also allows others
into a very vital discernment process, as | said, also with a view to seeing Dover as a
CNC process too.

The amendment from Andrew Atherstone offers Synod another option, which is not to
send those representatives beyond the shores of England but rather to stay in England.
| will be resisting that obviously, as you can see, but it is good that Andrew has been in
conversation with me. The question | think is how much we want to look outwards,
outwards even beyond Canterbury and certainly beyond England, to gain wisdom and
insight from a particular view or views across the globe. Whether we have gained that
deeper understanding of the past in the current Archbishop is also being challenged and
| am going to refute that too with some comments in relation to the amendment from Mae.

We have seen the support from the Primates and from the Anglican Consultative Council.
They want to strengthen the Communion’s participation in this discernment process. That
has been the view over many years. If you go back 20 years to the Perry Report Working
with the Spirit: Choosing Diocesan Bishops, Lady Perry was quite clear she thought there
should be greater participation for voting members from the Communion. That was not
accepted, but we are here today, | hope, to fulfil Baroness Perry’s hopes. | would ask
that you would vote for Item 8 unamended.

Item 9 can still be debated whether or not we accept Item 8 because, in a sense, it is not
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consequent. It still gives us an opportunity to enrich our discernment process, adding
four Communion voting members to the one who is already there. This is not a new idea.
It is the extension of a current idea, perhaps to regularise the process to say we know
there is one Communion rep voting and another Communion person in attendance via
the Secretary, so let us go for this bigger picture. We are saying a total maybe of five.
Simon Butler's amendment offers the possibility of a total of three, with two added.

We know that the average Anglican is a woman, under the age of 40, living in sub-
Saharan Africa, living on less than $4 a day, quite possibly facing persecution for her
faith. | do not think she is going to be terribly aware of our conversation this morning, she
has far too many other important things to do, but the Archbishop of Canterbury does
have a particular concern for who she is and where she is, and how the world is affecting
her. His visit a couple of years ago to the DRC reminds us of how much that was
appreciated: his welcome and the way he engaged in the midst of an Ebola outbreak; a
very profound moment for the Communion.

The Archbishop remains a vital instrument of Communion and a focus for unity. We have
heard that in the consultation process. Responses from official representatives of the
Communion, whether they be Primates or clergy or laity, all sorts of backgrounds were
very clear: the Archbishop is vital to the running and leadership of the Communion. We
will be seeing that quite soon at the Lambeth Conference.

If we go back to Lord Hurd’s Report To Lead and to Serve on the role of the Archbishop
back in 2001, he also made the point that he saw the role of the Archbishop increasing
over time. | will make reference to another report more recently, in responding to Mae
about how that is the case.

We ourselves are part of this whole process, as members of the Synod. We see the
Archbishop playing his vital role, facing injustice, seeking to find common mind across the
world. That is good for us as much as, it is hoped for, for them.

Moving to Items 10 and 11 which follow Item 9, there is more detail on the Anglican
Communion representation. We have, bizarrely perhaps, all this in our Standing Orders.
This Commission is part of us. It is almost a sub-committee of the Synod. We need to
be clear in our Standing Orders, but | believe not to be too prescriptive. We do not
legislate over who can be a member of the Synod CNC, a rep or diocesan member, other
than to say they should be clergy or laity, but we may want to go beyond that, which the
amendments help us to think about. Item 10 proposes a geographical diversity to enable
one Anglican Communion rep from each of the five regions of the Communion. This is a
little change from the original proposals only in relation to the British Isles, bringing in the
other provinces of the British Isles, | think quite rightly.

Then to Item 11, recognising, as we do here that any of our sub-committees or
Commissions would be entirely a mixture of the three Houses: Clergy, Laity and Bishops
or Primates. That is again what Item 11 focuses on.
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Finally, and most importantly, is Iltem 12. When we go back to the original proposals from
Canterbury, it is very clear that they would like very much to see the See of Dover as part
of a CNC process, a full process. It acknowledges the differences, if you like, within
Canterbury compared to other dioceses of how the diocese operates, where the Bishop
of Dover is, effectively, the diocesan bishop, as well as being a very welcome ex officio
member of the House of Bishops. This is very different from anywhere else in the Church
of England.

Item 12 tries to regularise that by saying this should be a formal CNC process. Baroness
Perry was clear against that because she felt that would reduce the powers of the
Archbishop of Canterbury in respect of having a veto over the process. The Archbishop
graciously says he is willing to go with a CNC process fully for Dover. That is a really
important point to make, | think.

Would it be wrong to have two CNCs within one diocese? Maybe yes, maybe no. No, if
they are exactly the same for the same purpose but yes, as here, where we are making
a very clear distinction between the role of Canterbury and the role of the See of Dover.
It is great we have the Bishop with us today, who is a wonderful Chair of the Synod.
Thank you, Bishop.

So, we are focusing, in an odd way, on a very special area of the Church of England. On
the one hand the role of the Bishop of Dover, on the other the particular provincial,
national and international role of the Archbishop.

So, where does that leave us? | believe these opportunities are with us in a unique way
to build on what we already have. We know there is a principle that the CNC for
Canterbury should have voting membership from the Communion. We want to expand
that and extend it to regularise the process. We are being asked to do that in a very clear
way and | hope you can support it. There are one or two amendments that may help us
to clarify what we believe and, as the Chair has reminded us, we come back on Tuesday
to confirm the actual Standing Order changes.

Is all this being rushed? Well, we have already had a take note debate and a widespread
consultation across the Communion as well as within the Church of England. We have
got time today, more time than we imagined, sadly for some of you, if we come back this
afternoon in detail, | hope we can really get to grips with this, but we have more time.
And, as | say, there is a debate on Tuesday.

| want us to decide today one way or the other, not least because this is a request from
Canterbury Diocese, particularly in relation to Dover. They have asked us to act and |
always want to respond to the requests of dioceses. | very much look forward to the
debate, | very much hope you will support the proposals and think hard about the
amendments. In the first instance, Madam Chair, | beg to move Item 8 standing in my
name.
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The Chair: Thank you, Item 8 is now open for debate, and in view of the ground that we
have to cover and the necessary procedural complexity in doing so, | am going to set the
speech limit at three minutes from the outset. So, if anyone wishes to speak on Item 8,
please do stand to indicate your wish to do so. | see no one standing. | do see someone
standing.

The Revd Canon David Bruce Bryant-Scott (Europe): | am rising simply to oppose this
motion and to ask a series of questions. | spoke in February, so | will not say again
necessarily what | said then. But the reason | oppose this motion is fundamentally
because | am not sure we have really had the serious Communion-wide discussion and
consultation. The brief quality of consultations with the Anglican Consultative Council
and with the Primates, | do not think went deep into the Anglican Communion, into the
General Synods or General Conventions across our Communion. And | do not think that
the ordinary person, whether she is a member of the church in sub-Saharan Africa or a
Maori in New Zealand, have had the opportunity to speak to these issues.

Questions | would pose are such like these. First of all, is this actually not, perhaps, an
example of mission creep? Over a hundred years ago when the first Lambeth Conference
gathered together the Archbishop of Canterbury worked as a convenor, no more and no
less. Since then, of course, we have had things like the ACC come along, but, of course,
he is merely the president of that, he is not the Chair and the control and leadership of
that organisation is broadly dispersed among clergy, laity and bishops.

| think the Primates’ meeting is so recent that, again, he provides a convening leadership
role in all of that, but the query needs to be asked, is this a necessary thing that that office
be the one that does those kinds of things? Will we perhaps, in 20 or 30 years, be looking
at another model of leadership within with Anglican Communion?

| think the second question | would ask is whether or not this does not perpetuate a form
of colonial paternalism that goes back decades and centuries within the Anglican
Communion, and | suggest that the fact that we have in some respects politicised the
position means that whoever is in the position gets attacked by some and is loved by
others, and most people within the Communion do not have a thought one way or the
other.

Finally, again, | worry about this, because some of you may remember the recent visit by
the Duke and Duchess of Cambridge to Jamaica, and | think we can say with some
certainty that that did not go quite as well as it might.

The Chair: | am afraid you have hit the time limit.

The Revd Canon David Bruce Bryant-Scott (Europe): Thank you.
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The Chair: After the next speaker, | am tempted to move on to consider the amendment
before we proceed with the debate.

Mr Luke Appleton (Exeter): | would like to speak in support of Item 8. | think that the role
of Archbishop of Canterbury is a very special role, and | think it is often said that in
England we cannot have nice things, we seem to tear down things that are exceptional.
It is an exceptional role and history is why it is an exceptional role, but | think look at all
the good that it does and it holds the Communion together. | know some people might
argue with that, but it does.

| think that this cements it as a global role as well, because it is not just about the Church
of England, it is about our shared history, and it is reductionist to just put it down as it is
completely bad because it was tied up with empire. | think we have a shared history, the
Archbishop of Canterbury unites people all around the world and these changes | would
support, especially Iltem 8, because | think it gives it a bit more credibility on the global
level.

The Chair: | do not see anybody else standing, but in any case, there is clearly not a
huge pressure to speak on this item, so | am going to move to take the amendment. |
invite Andrew Atherstone to move his amendment, please. You have up to five minutes.

The Revd Andrew Atherstone (Oxford): | bring my amendment to establish for us this
morning the basic principle that future Archbishops of Canterbury should be chosen by
the Church of England, not by members of other churches. Handing out these three spare
spaces around the Anglican Communion is not only highly complicated, as we might see
later, not only likely to degenerate into Anglican politicking, but also in principle is the
wrong thing to do.

In effect, | want to suggest to us that these proposals are like an English land grab. It
does not actually relinquish control, as Jamie has hinted, in fact it assumes more English
control over the Communion. My amendment simply invites the Archbishops’ Council to
bring back proposals at a future date, maybe next February, about how these three
spaces might be redistributed, but across the wider Church of England. There are many
creative ways in which that might be done to make the Canterbury CNC younger and
more diverse, and my amendment simply establishes that sort of direction of travel, that
those three spaces should be redistributed in the Church of England and not around the
globe.

| think there is common cause in this right across the floor of Synod. | am grateful for
David’s speech a moment ago. We might come at this question from very different
theological and political perspectives about the nature and the future of Anglicanism - we
are a very diverse bunch here in the room, we disagree on all sorts of things - but on this
point we are agreed; that we do not have Anglican popes, we do not have a monolithic
worldwide Anglican Church, but lots of local, national and regional expressions of the
Anglican faith.
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And, therefore, it is wrong in principle for future Archbishops of Canterbury, which is an
English See, to be chosen by the world. It is actually a major shift in the nature of our
Anglican ecclesiology if we go ahead with this, and that is why | will be supporting Mae
Christie’s amendment later on. We do need a comprehensive review of these questions
before we go any further.

English Christians need to learn to lay down our global ambitions, not to be adding to
them. | come to this conclusion not through a blinkered Little England mentality but on
the contrary through the light in the global Anglican Communion of which we are a patrt.
One of the best things about being Anglican today is being part of that worldwide Anglican
family, now much more extensive and more dynamic and diverse than ever before.

My eyes have been opened to this partly through experience on the Anglican Consultative
Council, one of those instruments of Communion. Just look at the number of new
Anglican provinces we have been celebrating just in the last few years. Now Sudan and
Chile, Alexandria, Mozambique and Angola, and very soon, we hope, Ceylon. English
Anglicans, that is us represented in this room, English Anglicans who are members of a
worshipping community are a tiny proportion of the global Anglican family, less than 2%,
something like that. So why do we still harbour these global ambitions for England always
to be first, to raise our status in the Communion even higher than it is already, which these
proposals seem to do? We should be talking today about equality across the Anglican
world not about bolstering further our primacy.

Archbishop Justin’s ministry has been remarkable and is remarkable and | want to salute
that today. His very personal work in strengthening the bonds of the Anglican family
around the world means it is no surprise that the See of Canterbury is held in very high
esteem, and rightly so, and Archbishop Justin has brought great honour to that office.

But we are thinking about the future now, we are thinking about the next Archbishop and
the one after that and the one after that, over the next 20 or 30 years, and let us be careful,
Synod, before we institutionalise England’s global status by requisitioning these votes
from other continents and churches. Why is it that the English think the future belongs to
us, just because by historical accident the first Anglican church plant happened to be a
little village in Kent?

So, the CNC proposals before us today, though well-meaning, | want to suggest they are
misguided. They have the appearance of humility, but actually they are the opposite.
True humility admits and acknowledges that the Church of England is a local church, it is
a national Church, we do not rule the globe, and therefore our bishops should be chosen
nationally, not globally. Let us be thinking about the long-term consequences of what we
are doing today. It is going to run into the 2040s, the 2050s, let us think ahead, and
please support my amendment.
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The Chair: | call upon Jamie Harrison to speak to Synod to indicate whether he accepts
or resists the proposal. | realise he has already given prior indication in his speech, but
he needs to do so formally.

Canon Dr Jamie Harrison (Durham): My good friend Andrew is very persuasive, he
speaks very well and from a very good heart, but | want to resist, for a number of reasons.
| think the implication of what he is saying is we should remove the one person who
actually sits on the current CNC, and whether we should bring that as an amendment - |
wonder - to our Standing Orders. | hope not. We have got a very deep relationship,
which is already fleshed out through the process we have. | think we are trying to
regularise what is already the situation. Okay, the future is important, but we are actually
trying to say what is the situation today and in the foreseeable future.

Each Archbishop will of course define their ministry in relation to Communion, that is quite
right, but | cannot see a huge change, and certainly there has been no planning from
previous conversations where we have had reports. | think the Primates have very clearly
said in their consultation how much they support this, so are we going to go against their
desires and ideas? | do worry about this English for the English, | am not saying that
Andrew is saying that, he said he was not, but | think that is the signal that will come from
this if we decide to use these three out of 16 places for England.

It does seem at this particular political time that is not a good signal, for me anyway. You
are to decide. And, of course, the wider Church is listening to this debate. We will have
12 English voices if we do this, and remember there is already an independent Chair who
is English, plus the nine, is that not enough to give a voice to the future Archbishop?

Archbishop Justin reminds me of the Archbishop of Armagh, Richard Clarke’s, recent
work on the Gift, Call and Challenge of Communion which very clearly does look at the
role of the Archbishop, and is deeply supportive of it, so | very much hope you resist this.
If you do resist this, great, if you do not, we can still move to Items 9, 10 and 11. This is
not going to kill this whole thing off, and Andrew is very clear on that, but it does put us in
a difficult position, it would extend the size if we go for three or five additional or two or
four additional. | hope you will resist and that we can move on to really grapple with
inclusion and width and breadth and globalisation, if that is the right word, in this context.

The Chair: As you heard, the amendment is resisted, and so it will lapse unless 25
members stand in their places or otherwise indicate that they wish the debate on the
amendment to continue and a vote to be taken on the amendment. Do | see 25 members
standing? And the green ticks on Zoom, of course, we have some people on Zoom.
There are 25 members standing plus green ticks on Zoom, so we continue the debate on
the amendment, amendment 62, and | call upon Rachel Mann and then Jayne Ozanne.
The speech limit remains at three minutes.

The Revd Canon Dr Rachel Mann (Manchester): When | was a newly ordained deacon,
collar too tight and a little too sure | was going to change the Church of England for the
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better, my wise old training incumbent said “Remember, Rachel, ordained ministry is an
impossible job. Listen to and respond to God and you will find your own way to inhabit
it”. If ministry is tough full stop, | cannot begin to imagine the mess and complexity, the
riches and frustrations of an Archbishop, let alone the Archbishop of Canterbury.

Perhaps it is a truly impossible job, with its tightrope of constitutional realities and
mysteries, the national and international and Communion expectations. When | first saw
the proposed changes to the Canterbury CNC, I instinctively kicked against them. What?
A reduction in the number of reps, and the Archbishop’s own de jure diocese? More, that
the number of representatives from the Anglican Communion were to be pumped up from
one to five. | thought this is a recipe for deeper muddle, an archbishop of everywhere
and nowhere all at once.

And it fed my febrile anxiety about this limiting the chance of a woman ever being
Archbishop or of the Archbishop being able to chaplain to an increasingly inclusive nation.
Will we end up with a cut-price pope wearing a Canterbury cap rather than a zucchetto, |
asked. Well, | have changed my mind and | ask you to resist my friend Andrew’s
amendment.

The Archbishop of Canterbury’s role is impossible, however, the proposals as they stand
can only aid him, her, one day them, inhabit the impossible with a greater attentiveness
to the God who calls us into ever deeper communion. The Archbishop is one of four
Anglican instruments of Communion, the role is intimately entwined with the other three.
These proposals take that reality seriously. An expanded Communion presence honours
the truth of the Archbishop’s ministry and the decision of the Canterbury Diocese and
Synod to reduce the number of reps is a work of humility. To increase the Communion’s
representation would not only signal trust in the Spirit's prompting of the Church, as the
Archbishop’s role moves into exciting post-colonial possibilities, but also count as a token
of our call in Communion towards in-dwelling fellowship.

The Chair: Since the Archbishop of York has indicated that he wishes to speak, | am
prepared to give him priority over Jayne Ozanne, unless she wishes to give way to him.
Strictly speaking it should be the Archbishop of York next, and then Archbishop Titre.

The Archbishop of York (the Most Revd & Rt Hon Stephen Cottrell): | hope Jayne does
get a chance to speak. Synod, | also urge you to resist this amendment and indeed |
think most of the amendments. | wonder if it is helpful just to have a very brief little bit of
a reality check of where we are in the Anglican Communion. We do indeed need
discussion about the role of the Archbishop of Canterbury, we absolutely do, and thank
goodness we have been doing it for the last 20 years, but we seem to have forgotten that
we have done it.

We had the Perry Report 20 years ago, which set us off down this track and Anglican
Communion representation was brought in to the Canterbury CNC. We crossed that
Rubicon, that has already happened, and it happened because we spent a lot of time
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thinking and praying about it. Then only two years ago we had the Anglican Communion
Report from our own theological advisory group looking into the gift, the call and the
challenge of Communion, looking particularly at the relationship between the Archbishop
of Canterbury and the other instruments of Communion.

Now, | realise most of us do not know that, but, Andrew, my dear brother, you are a
member of the ACC, you do know this, you do know that the discussions you and others
are saying should happen first, have happened. And now we are beginning to work out
what that means for us in the Church of England and for the role of the Archbishop of
Canterbury. Also, like Rachel, | applaud the humility and bravery of the Canterbury
Diocese to recognise that that leaves them in a different place, and at the moment it is
neither one thing or the other.

This will resolve that, giving them a clear process for the appointment of the Bishop of
Dover and enabling the Archbishop of Canterbury to fulfil their purposes within our Church
of England. Indeed my own appointment was also based upon this 20-year trajectory of,
“‘we need to look at how Archbishops function within our Church and therefore within the
Anglican Communion”. Are we really going to vote against something which has been
voted on clearly and unanimously by the Canterbury Diocese, clearly and unanimously
by the Archbishops’ Council, clearly and unanimously by the ACC itself, clearly and
unanimously by the Primates’ meeting of the Anglican Communion? They all saw that
this is not about, kind of, England taking over the world, it is actually humbly inviting the
world into the room.

One last point, because | know | have to stop, which | think we could easily forget here.
The reason that the Archbishop of Canterbury has such a say in the affairs, not of the
Church, not of England, but of the world, is because of the Anglican Communion. You
know, we need a bit of humility here. Our Church has been in decline for a long while
and | hope later today we will start turning corners to change that.

It is because the Archbishop of Canterbury is an instrument of Communion for the whole
Communion, and therefore the whole Communion must have, some say, a greater say in
how that person is elected, that we continue to have a say on the globe. If we resist this,
| think we are in a bad place.

The Chair: There is a time issue. | have been mildly lenient, but even Archbishops have
to be called to order eventually. | call upon Jayne Ozanne to speak for three minutes,
and then Archbishop Titre indicated a wish to speak, and so | will let him speak, and then
| think we may need to move to dealing with the amendment.

Ms Jayne Ozanne (Oxford): Far be it from me to disagree with the Archbishop and indeed
with my friend Rachel, but | stand to support Andrew in this amendment, and indeed | will
be supporting Mae’s amendment. The reason we are debating this, Archbishop, is
because we, Synod, have our own concerns and our own responsibilities that we need to
ensure are heard in this decision. Now, | was part of the Archbishops’ Council back in
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1998 when we commissioned the Perry Report and | think the job of the Archbishop of
Canterbury is probably the most difficult in the world, and | put that above even our Prime
Minister’s job right now. [ think the number of conflicting responsibilities is huge.

But, ultimately, we here in England have got our challenges ahead of us right now. We
are, whether we like it or not, at war with each other, it feels at times. | hope and pray
that we will find a way through in the years ahead, but that is going to require us to put
extra measures in place to ensure that everyone feels heard and understood. There is
one topic which has not really been named so far this morning, which is our concerns
over sexuality and who is going to have what say around that table, and that we have
measures in place to ensure that different groups feel that they are represented and
understood. And that is why | am standing to support someone who naturally | perhaps
would have very different theological points of view from, because | believe it is important
that at this time in the Church of England’s history, we look to England and we look to
ensure that the concerns that many of us hold are recognised and that people are put in
place to ensure their voices are heard.

So, Synod, look to your conscience as you will, do not just feel you have to vote because
others have already said they want to support this, and think about where we are at this
moment in the Church of England’s history and where we hope we will be in the years to
come, and what are the best mechanisms to ensure that we can get there. | pray that the
Spirit will move us either way.

The Chair: Archbishop Titre.

The Archbishop of the Congo (the Most Revd Titre Ande Georges): | would like first to
underline that the Church of England is not only the Church of England but it is also a
member of the Anglican Communion. And also what | want to say is that you have a
historical responsibility. It is not a matter of mother church or the colonial issue, but there
is a link. It means that whatever you decide here may affect other Churches, the Anglican
Church, throughout the world, positively or negatively. | would like us to be more careful
when we decide. It seems to me you prefer to see your own interests. We have
challenges here in England, but there is also the Anglican Church out there and we are
looking to that.

When the Primates met in April, they were happy to have one member per region, so we
made five members, and all regions may be represented. Thatis very important, because
the Archbishop of Canterbury is not only the symbol. There are other instruments, there
are committees, there are meetings, but the Archbishop of Canterbury is a human being,
he can move, talk to people and solve issues. When he went to Congo, he helped a lot,
and people heard him, even the government officials, when the Archbishop of Canterbury
said something, they listened to it. When the former Archbishop came to Bunia, the
President had to send someone to meet him to welcome him.
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So, itis not only the issue of the Archbishop here, it is also the issue of the Archbishop in
the Anglican Communion where he plays a big role. We have been working with the
current Archbishop on the issues of peace, reconciliation and even going to South Sudan
to support the peace process there. So, you have that responsibility as the Church of
England. We have that historical link. You are not like other Churches, so do not only
see what is here, but see a bit further too, because that is your historical role.

Why did you start the Anglican Church here and why did you take the Gospel to other
places if you do not like to assume that responsibility? And now you are saying we want
to see only our interests now. You are a member of the Anglican Communion and
together let us ---

The Chair: Thank you. At this point, and mindful of the amount of business still to be
gone through, | would like to test the mind of Synod as to whether Synod feels that there
has been sufficient debate on the amendment and so | would wish to invite a show of
hands in favour of closure on the amendment.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.

The Chair: We are now in a position, therefore, since that was passed very clearly, to
vote on the amendment.

The motion was put and lost on a show of hands.

The Chair: In view of the discussions that we have had, | am inclined to think that we
could draw Item 8 to a close. If | could test the mind of Synod on whether that is
acceptable.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.

The Chair: We can then move to bringing Item 8 to a close and | invite Jamie Harrison to
make a statement there. Strictly, you have up to five minutes but please do not use five
minutes. We have not really got enough time for five minutes.

Canon Dr Jamie Harrison (Durham): | am grateful for all the speakers. | think what is
striking is the sincerity of the speeches and the commitment to the Gospel of the
speeches. What we are finding is just a different perspective on how the Gospel will
increase both here and across the world. Bruce, of course, with a historical background
in Canada, now in Crete, is more exotic than many of us and so thank you, Bruce, for
your intervention and for Luke, too, in response to that.

We have dealt with Andrew's amendment. | think there were some very helpful speeches
around that. Rachel Mann, changing her mind; Jayne, again as always clear in her
thinking and expressing that; and particularly to the Archbishop of the Congo who is such
a wonderful person to be with us. We are so grateful you are able to be with us and really
saying that fundamental question: why take the Gospel to other places if we do not then
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also take the responsibility of that taking? | very much hope you will vote for Item 8
unamended.

The Chair: We can vote by show of hands.
A Speaker: Point of order. Can we have a vote by Houses?

The Chair: We can have a vote by Houses, that is in order. If you wish to have a vote by
Houses, | would need to see 25 people standing or green ticks on the Zoom. | am
constantly being reminded about green ticks on the Zoom. | am sorry, Zoom people. It
is difficult to look at everything at once. We have the sufficient number for us to have a
counted vote by Houses. We will, please, go through that procedure. You will need your
voting cards. You will need your little machine in order to stick your cards into it and the
Registrar will make the appropriate announcements. Synod, there seems to be a glitch
with the people who are on Zoom doing the voting. We have a point of order through
Zoom which may well be to do with this issue. We will take it and see what it says.

The Revd Mark Miller (Durham): It was two points of order, please. One is to do with the
voting. As | think you have already picked up, several of my colleagues are using green
ticks rather than the Lumi platform. Also, one of my colleagues online, 159 London,
Amatu, was calling for a point of order and | think probably was not aware that we have
to type in to the chat, "point of order". We have to write “point of order”. So there are a
couple of Zoom sort of etiquette matters that might be worth clarifying. | wonder if | can
raise one other thing, which is those in the chamber who are calling for a point of order
unless they go to a microphone we cannot hear them and just an encouragement to do
that, please.

The Chair: That is really helpful. | am sorry that there has been the problem, but the
points that you have raised are really helpful reminders when we are doing a hybrid
meeting. | need to be advised as to where that leaves us with the voting on the legalities
of it. Okay, members, we are going to run the vote again. We hope that this will resolve
matters, but who knows. | am ordering a counted vote by Houses.

The vote on Item 8: In the House of Bishops, those in favour 27, against none, with one
recorded abstention. In the House of Clergy, 129 in favour, 30 against, with 10 recorded
abstentions. And in the House of Laity, 118 in favour, 49 against, with 11 recorded
abstentions. The motion was carried in all three Houses.

ITEM9

The Chair: We move now then to Item 9 on the agenda and | call upon Jamie Harrison
to move Item 9. You have, strictly speaking, up to 10 minutes, but we think you have
already covered a substantial part of the ground and so | hope you will not need 10
minutes or we will never get done.
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Canon Dr Jamie Harrison (Durham): Yes, lunch is coming soon, do not worry. | think we
have had a really good discussion about the principle, which in fact has moved into the
principle of do we hold these places or do we send them, in a sense, out more widely?
Item 9 is basically saying we should increase from one to five the number of
representatives from the Anglican Communion. There are five regions. As the
Archbishop of Congo reminds us, that is a very helpful way of thinking about it. We are
suggesting that that would be how we want to approach it. This is to increase the size of
the CNC by four from the Communion. Obviously, we have lost three, as it were, from
Canterbury, so we have got minus three plus four and so we actually add one to the total
size, if my mathematics is correct, which would make it 17. | beg to move Item 9.

The Chair: Item 9 is now open for debate. The speech limit is still three minutes.

Ms Christina Baron (Bath & Wells): This proposal looks quite radical, enlarging the
Canterbury CNC and drawing in representatives from across the Anglican Communion.
It is deceptive. Itis not at all radical. We are not reviewing the role of the Archbishop of
Canterbury and the question of which bishop or Archbishop should be, in a sense, the
senior bishop, the instrument of Communion. We are assuming that will always be the
Archbishop of Canterbury. The probability of a highly gifted bishop or Archbishop from
Asia or America wishing to come to be the bishop of a diocese in South East England in
order to be the senior bishop and instrument of Communion is most unlikely.

Because we limit that role to that of the Archbishop of Canterbury, we are limiting it in
effect. We cannot draw from the talent of the whole Anglican Communion and perhaps
in some ways that is not a bad thing because if the Archbishop of Canterbury were from
Asia or Latin America they would not be eligible to sit in the House of Lords and we would
get in a nice old constitutional muddle. There has been consultation on this specific
proposal, but | have not seen any evidence - maybe | am wrong - that there has been
consultation more widely about whether there ought to be a division of the roles of the
current Archbishop of Canterbury so that somebody else, possibly in another part of the
world, could be that instrument of Communion and senior bishop.

This is a post-Colonial age, but it is a Colonial amendment. It will always be from England.
Please, colleagues, let us think a bit more deeply about this. Let us not make a hasty
decision now which will probably mean it does not come back to this Synod for many
years. Let us think a bit more radically and a bit more widely. Does our senior bishop,
our instrument of Communion, have to be from Kent or could they be from Korea or Chile?
Not with the present system they could not. Please reject this amendment and let us
have a far more radical discussion about the whole principle.

The Revd Dr Tom Woolford (Blackburn): Central to our Anglican ecclesiology is that a
diocesan bishop is primus inter pares, first among equals, among the college of his or her
fellow presbyters, and that an Archbishop is primus inter pares among his or her fellow
diocesan bishops, and that an Archbishop of Canterbury is primus inter pares among his
or her fellow Primates. Therefore, a bishop needs to be more like a normal priest not
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less. An Archbishop needs to be more like a normal diocesan bishop not less. The
Archbishop of Canterbury needs to be more like a normal Primate not less. This motion
makes the Archbishop of Canterbury more different from the fellow Primates. To the
extent that Anglicanism is an "ism", this move seems to be a departure from it and so |
shall urge Synod to vote against the motion.

ITEM 63

The Chair: | am going to move to bring forward the amendment now because of the
immense pressure of time that we are under. | call upon Mae Christie to move the
amendment standing in her name, Item 63. She will have up to five minutes but | hope
will not take five.

The Revd Mae Christie (Southwark): Good morning. You can say it back, good morning.
First, | want to thank the Archbishops of Canterbury and York and, indeed, the
Archbishops' Council for being bold in thinking about how we select future Archbishops
of Canterbury. Real change is seldom straightforward or easy and | think that we are all
very aware of that.

As | looked over the proposal in more detail, | thought about that average Anglican that
Jamie mentioned. She is a woman. She lives in Africa. She is under the age of 30. Most
likely, she lives on a lower wage than most of us here today. So what matters to her?
What matters to her in her faith in Jesus Christ? And how does she relate to the Anglican
Communion and, indeed, how might she relate to the Archbishop of Canterbury? Then,
what about the millions of Anglicans living here in the United Kingdom? Maybe she
actually shares experiences and maybe she shares values and hopes with them.

It is so good to hear that the Archbishop of Canterbury has her in mind - and, of course,
that is no surprise - but maybe we should make more of an effort to understand what she
actually thinks by listening to her and her community. | would query whether or not
widespread consultation of the Communion could be conducted in such a short timeframe
by primarily speaking with the Anglican Consultative Council, bishops and Primates and
whether we should have done so a bit more fully here at home.

Maybe this hypothetical woman, who | sound a bit obsessed with, maybe she and a
working class 28 year old man working a night shift at Tesco before serving at the Sunday
morning service at his church would have a lot in common, or maybe not. The thing is
we do not know because we have not asked them, and we have not had enough time to
ask open-ended questions about how we should comprise the group of people who select
our Archbishop of Canterbury.

This amendment seeks to give us time to conduct a wider process alongside, and not just
deliver to our Communion partners as well as folks here at home, who are indeed the
primary care of our Archbishop of Canterbury. We need time to understand the
implications of changing the way that we select someone who has a prophetic voice in
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British society, who prays for the nation and for the world, who is a member of the House
of Lords and, fundamentally, has the cure of souls for our Province as all of his or her
Primate colleagues do in their regions. We need to much more deeply and openly ask
guestions of power and representation to our Anglican Communion brothers and sisters,
be open to their views without asking leading questions and being vulnerable to their
answers, otherwise we are just giving the impression of sharing power and that is window
dressing.

Let us honour the importance of this decision and how it might impact the next few
decades of the life of the Church of England and the Anglican Communion with a lot more
listening, a lot more open listening at home and, indeed, very much so abroad. You might
not be surprised to hear | have a dog in that hunt. | would be very interested in that
conversation. This amendment gives us the opportunity to be brave and to be bold and
take our time to conduct a truly open process which might possibly result in a very different
Archbishop of Canterbury CNC.

We need to perhaps pump the brakes just a little bit. 1 am not for interminable processes
personally, but just a bit. Perhaps, if we do so, that CNC will be younger and more
diverse. Maybe our average Anglican abroad and our average Anglican here at home
will have more of a voice, or, even better, maybe they will have a seat at the table. Now
is the time, as it is written in the Book of Revelation, to listen to how the Spirit is speaking
to the Church. Friends, please, please, please vote for this amendment and let us pray
for a thoughtful and, indeed, powerful result.

A Speaker: Point of order. | am not entirely sure if | am doing this the right way, but |
would like to move that we move straight to a vote on this amendment without any further
debate. Am | allowed to give reasons?

The Chair: | am advised that that is not a point of order.

A Speaker: Oh, sorry.

The Chair: That is a motion for closure.

A Speaker: Can | make a motion for closure?

The Chair: You might say taking a broad hint from the Chair. That has my consent. |
would like to test the mind of Synod on this. The proposal for a closure has been made.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.
The Chair: We therefore can proceed directly to vote on Item 63.

The Revd Mae Christie (Southwark): Point of order. Pardon, | am still new but can we
do the Houses thing? | would like to call for a vote by Houses. Thank you, sister.
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The Chair: | am advised that we have got ourselves in a legal tangle and | do apologise
for that. | cannot call the closure as quickly as that because | need to do the 25 members
standing. No, | am sorry, | am in a complete muddle here.

The Revd Mae Christie (Southwark): | only want the motion for the vote by Houses on
my amendment if we do close on the amendment. That is what | meant, pardon me.

The Chair: We have not quite got there yet.
The Revd Mae Christie (Southwark): Oh, | am so sorry.

The Chair: | call upon Jamie Harrison to speak to the amendment and to indicate whether
he accepts or rejects the amendment.

Canon Dr Jamie Harrison (Durham): Don’t you just love procedure! It is great, isn't it?
Like Andrew, Mae is very persuasive, but | am going to resist. We have had an interesting
conversation already about how much the Communion has engaged in this process and
how much it has not. We have heard from the Archbishop of York in relation to a
significant piece of work done by the Archbishop of Armagh looking at certain of these
issues. Most of us, including me, are ignorant of that, but | have been informed and it is
an important piece of work. Perhaps we should have commented on it before. Similarly,
our friend from The Congo, reminds us this is very much supported by the Primates.

There has been a wide consultation. It perhaps was not picked up as much as it might
have been but we know that is the way of consultations. Have you thought if we took this
consultation to our PCCs how much feedback we would actually get. | just worry with
Mae’s comments about taking, as she says, a comprehensive review with our Anglican
Communion partners, that is over 40 provinces across the world, 70-odd million people:
do we really think they are going to be able to give us the valuable information which she
quite rightly asks for? | am not convinced we would get it.

| think there has been consultation. We have had very clear steers from the ACC, the
Anglican Consultative Council, and from the Primates that they would like this to happen.
It gives them a stake in this process which they are very much part of and want to be part
of. | think now is the time to do it.

We are in a situation at the moment - praise God - that we have both a Bishop of Dover
and an Archbishop of Canterbury. We cannot makes decisions in a vacant See. We
have to sort these rules out before. | would argue that by doing this it actually opens the
door to the ability to do this wider consultation because we are signalling to the
Communion that we want them to be more involved, and by giving that signal we can
draw them into the next stage of review and consideration. If we close the door,
effectively, by putting out a very widespread and slow and possibly expensive
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consultation, | fear the long grass comes into play. | am not suggesting that is Mae’s
intention, but | think that is what would happen.

| would be very concerned about what that signals. We have already agreed that we will
remove or reduce the number of Canterbury CNC reps from six to three, opening a door
now not to England but beyond, but then we might be saying with this amendment, “Oh
but we won'’t do it for X years”, however long it takes. We know how long these sorts of
processes can take.

| am grateful to Mae for raising this because it is an important point, but, as | say, | very
much want to resist it and trust you will resist it too.

The Chair: Thank you. Jamie has indicated that he resists this, so this amendment will
lapse unless | see 25 people standing or otherwise indicating that they wish the debate
to continue. Including the Zoom people, and we must never leave them out, there are 25
people wishing to continue.

A Speaker: Point of order. | propose a motion of closure on this debate. Shall | come to
the microphone?

The Chair: | think that would be nice because we have been asked that you do that by
the people on Zoom because they cannot hear otherwise.

A Speaker: | am proposing a motion for closure because we have had it very nicely
explained how we have thought about these things already. We have better things to
think about. | think there are better people to think about the details of this. We have
passed the substantive motion. | think we need to close this, vote on it and move on.
The Chair: Are there 25 members standing in support of the motion for closure?

The Revd Mae Christie (Southwark): A point of order. | am so sorry if | am out of order,
but can | not speak against the closure of my own amendment?

The Chair: No, simply you cannot. That is very clear. | am happy to accept the motion
for closure since there was some indication previously.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.
The Chair: We now vote on Item 63, that is the amendment.

Mr John Wilson (Lichfield): Point of order. Would you consider ordering a count by
Houses, please?

The Chair: 1 would so consider. Are there 25 people in support of a vote by Houses? |
see 25. | am dispensing with the bell, but this is a counted vote by Houses on Item 63.
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The vote on Item 63: In the House of Bishops, those in favour two, against 25, with one
recorded abstention. In the House of Clergy, 54 in favour, 104 against, with one recorded
abstention. In the House of Laity, 78 in favour, 86 against, with 10 recorded abstentions.

The motion was put and lost.

ITEM 64

The Chair: You will see that since Item 63 was not carried then we proceed immediately
to the consequential Item 64. | call upon Simon Butler to move as an amendment Item
64.

The Revd Canon Simon Butler (Southwark): This is a pragmatic and process amendment
rather than a principled one. The purpose is to offer Synod a wider range of options than
those on the Order Paper. Any of the options available today, the one under the name of
Jamie Harrison, those tabled as amendments, delay through possible adjournment, which
we might see later, the status quo, all have positive and negative elements. Indeed, part
of the difficulty of this whole process, which | was involved in at an earlier stage, is that it
touches on deeply and personally held commitments about what it means to be an
Anglican and a member of the Church of England.

In a way, this modest set of proposals that Jamie has brought forward, which to my mind
are eminently sensible and reasonable, have become freighted with anxiety about the
nature of the Church and Communion, of which we are all part, anxiety about where power
lies, and who exercises it, and fear about unintended consequences about the way we
appoint the Archbishop of Canterbury, and how that will affect our deeply held concerns
about live issues in the Church at the moment, most notably race and human sexuality.

| confess | am slightly disappointed by the accusations of colonialism that have gone
Jamie’s way today. | think that can cut both ways. My eyebrows have been raised when
| hear concerns about involving larger numbers of non-English members on the
Canterbury CNC from those who on other occasions might have been in the forefront of
challenging us about racism and colonialism. Not having any overseas members on the
CNC seems to me to be worthy of the accusation of colonialism as well, so let us not
bandy the c-word about too much.

My amendment simply reduces the number of Communion voting members from five to
three. It seems to me almost unbelievable that the primus inter pares is still chosen
almost exclusively by members of the Church of England, but this sort of change
sometimes requires smaller steps to build confidence, especially when lack of trust and,
to my mind, false perceptions of centralism are the prevailing narrative among us at the
moment.
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The downside of my amendment, which | readily admit, is that three Communion voting
members will inevitably exclude some parts of the Communion from being as present as
others, which | accept, and | will vote for the main motion, if my amendment is defeated,
with happiness. It may be that a combination of real politick and gradualism is the mood
of this Synod, and so | offer my amendment in that spirit of a middle way.

What | think is incontestably true, however, is that the role of the See of Canterbury has
evolved and will continue to do so. | am extremely grateful for the opportunity we have
to evolve the way we discern the candidate to fill the See is being addressed before there
is a vacancy. | invite Synod, either through this amendment, or through Dr Harrison’s
motion, to decide how it would like to proceed. | move the motion standing at Item 64.

The Chair: Thank you. | call upon Jamie Harrison to indicate whether he wishes to accept
or resist this amendment. You have two minutes.

Canon Dr Jamie Harrison (Durham): As ever, Simon is very tempting, is he not, to follow
him. | note his caution about some of the drawbacks. | am going to resist this. | suggest
we move forward firmly and clearly. We have a very clear mandate for five. Please vote
for five and not this amendment.

The Chair: As Jamie Harrison does not support this amendment, it will lapse unless 25
members stand in their places, or otherwise indicate that they wish the debate to continue
and a vote to be taken on the amendment. | now invite members to stand in their places
or, if unable to do so, otherwise indicate. For those on Zoom, please use the green ticks
to indicate if you wish the debate on the amendment to continue. Thank you. There are
25 members so we continue with the debate on the amendment.

The Revd Andrew Dotchin (St Edmundsbury & Ipswich): | need to declare an interest. |
heard a call to orders at St George’s Cathedral in Cape Town. | trained to be a priest in
Imbali Township in KwaZulu-Natal and was ordained in St Boniface Cathedral,
Germiston, by Bishop Simeon Nkoane.

It is important that we recognise the nature of our whole Communion body and | support
that there are members of the wider Communion at the CNC. My concern and why |
support Fr Simon’s amendment here is that the balance of the CNC in terms of the
numbers around the table is always a challenge, and the more we put on the table the
more noise happens and the less discernment.

There will be a challenge about how we choose three rather than five. My suggestion
later would be that we choose them from amongst the Anglican Consultative Council. To
have three keeps the CNC at the same size as it is at the moment and allows closer
listening rather than more noise.

Mr Luke Appleton (Exeter): | am opposed to the amendment. | think we have already
backed in principle what this is aiming to do and | think it is important that we do not end
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up with death by a thousand amendments. We have heard, obviously, from the
Archbishop of the Congo. | really cannot see how it can be negative if we are trying to be
a more diverse and global Church to have five. We have backed the concept of it. | think
we should not water it down.

The Revd Canon Lisa Battye (Manchester): 1 think this is altogether offering crumbs to
our global heritage majority people, so at least let us offer more crumbs. Please resist
this amendment.

The Chair: | am minded to test the mind of Synod. There is somebody standing, but |
really think that we need to go for closure, so | am going to test the mind of Synod on
closure here. | put the motion for closure on this particular amendment, that is to say
amendment 64.

The motion for closure was put and carried on a show of hands.

The Chair: We are debating, amongst other things, what we are doing about timing
simultaneously, as it were. We go now for voting on the amendment, which is Item 64.

The motion was put and lost on a show of hands.

The Chair: Let me just consult on where we are going from here. | realise we are still
dealing with Item 9, but in the light of possible adjournment | need to take further advice.
| have sorted myself out. Is there anyone still wishing to debate Item 9? No? In that
case, | call upon Jamie Harrison to respond to Item 9.

Canon Dr Jamie Harrison (Durham): | will be quick. Christina, thank you for making some
points around the nature of the Archbishop’s role. | would point out it is not just the
English. We have had a Welshman who was the Archbishop and | think we can look
beyond England if we need to. Tom made a point about the ecclesiology of the
Archbishop and | think that is worth noting. We have dealt with Mae’s amendment and
Simon’s amendment, which | think clarified a number of issues further. Just looking at
the last vote, | sense the desire to move forward, hopefully at some pace. | am very
grateful to those who have contributed and trust you will vote very positively for ltem 9 as
it is unamended.

Mr Clive Scowen (London): Can we have a vote by Houses on this item, please?

The Chair: | am happy to put that to the house. Are there 25 people who are in favour of
voting by Houses on this topic, including people on Zoom, who should use their green
ticks? We will have a vote by Houses therefore. This is a counted vote by Houses on
Item 9. 1 will dispense with the bell.

The vote on Item 9: In the House of Bishops, those in favour 22, against none, with 4
recorded abstentions. In the House of Clergy, 118 in favour, 37 against, with 8 recorded
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abstentions. In the House of Laity, 101 favour, 61 against, with 11 recorded abstentions.
The motion was carried in all three Houses.

The Chair: At this moment, in view of the pressure of business, this debate is adjourned.

THE CHAIR Canon lzzy McDonald-Booth (Newcastle) took the Chair at 11.01 am.

ITEM 13
REVIEW OF STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT FUNDING AND LOWEST
INCOME COMMUNITIES FUNDING (GS 2261)

The Chair: Good morning, Synod. We come to Item 13. As you will have heard before,
there is a slight change in the order of business, Items 13 and 14 have been split, so Item
14 will be taken this afternoon. For this item of business you will need GS 2261. This
item gives members the opportunity to engage with the independent review of SDF and
LInC funding which reported in March 2022. There will be a short presentation and there
will be, afterwards, a short time for questions. | would like to call on Sir Robert Chote to
give his presentation.

Sir Robert Chote: Good morning, everybody. It is a great pleasure to be here and to
have the opportunity to take you through the highlights of our review. We were asked to
look at the performance of LINC and SDF over their first five years and to offer some
thoughts on how they might contribute to the Church’s mission in future. | was joined on
the review team by Busola Sodeinde, Sarah Clark, the Bishop of Jarrow, and Stephen
Smith. Busola and Stephen are here today to help with any questions you may have.

As many of you will know, LINC supports ministry and social action in the lowest income
communities and is distributed to dioceses by formula based on their population, average
income and the number of people on very low incomes. Around £100 million is set to be
distributed during the current triennium period. SDF supports, and | quote, “major change
programmes or activities which fit with dioceses’ strategic plans and which are intended
to make a significant difference to their mission and financial strength”. In 2021 the
Archbishops’ Council said that the SDF should focus on large, urban areas and younger,
ethnic minority and deprived communities, with the aim of delivering growth in numbers,
discipleship and social action. Funding there is expected to total around £60 million over
the same triennium.

In addition to ploughing through lots of paperwork and spreadsheets, in conducting the
review we spoke to numerous stakeholders and conducted a survey of diocesan officials,
but the highlights for us were visits to projects in the Manchester and Exeter dioceses.
We came away full of admiration for those delivering and supporting mission and ministry
in often challenging circumstances. Even at this relatively early stage of the SDF'’s life,
the projects we saw demonstrate that by intentionally doing something different, funding
of this sort can provide opportunities for growth, so decline is not inevitable.
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Our recommendations were not to throw either fund away and start again, but rather to
build on learning and successes to date and to make some specific adjustments. Let me
summarise our thinking in three parts: first, context, second, impact and third,
recommendations. Let me begin with context, some of the background factors which we
felt helped affect how the schemes operate and are perceived to operate.

First, both schemes engage multiple layers of the Church, national, diocesan and
individual parishes and projects, each with different perspectives, and the central role of
dioceses in this process seemed to us somewhat underappreciated.

Second, the money involved is substantial in absolute terms, and as a proportion of the
Commissioners’ largesse, hence the importance of transparency and accountability, but
they are still small compared to the Church’s overall spending.

Third, both schemes are designed to encourage attendance and discipleship but they
operate against a longstanding trend of declining physical attendance that Covid is likely
to have accelerated and on a realistic estimate of impact-per-pound spent they could not
be expected to reverse this on their own.

Fourth, the pandemic has significantly disrupted the schemes in terms of the projects
already in operation, the deployment of new funding and the gathering of data and
reporting on existing projects.

Fifth, Covid has weakened the finances of many dioceses, and therefore their ability to
fund or co-fund this sort of activity. Most told us in our survey that they did not expect to
be in a financially sustainable position until 2024-26.

Sixth, reflection on the future of the funding streams coincides with the Vision and
Strategy exercise which may, of course, alter some of the objectives to which they might
be hoped to contribute. But most dioceses told us that they did not anticipate making
significant changes to their own strategies in response to vision and strategy.

Seventh, LInC and SDF form part of a broader suite of funding through which the national
Church provides financial support to diocese. Plans to simplify this and to restructure the
Strategic Development Unit at Church House as part of a larger unit in support of Vision
and Strategy are welcome and already underway, but changes of this type typically cause
short-term disruption and loss of capacity as they bed in.

Finally, many stakeholders told us that LINC and SDF provide valuable, sometimes
essential support for mission and ministry, but that distribution by type of project and
Church tradition is predictably contentious, especially for SDF. We expected to hear this,
but we were still struck by a pervasive lack of trust and unity of purpose.
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Let me now turn to impact. As we all know, people’s journeys to faith can be lengthy and
subject to fits and starts. So, there is a limit to what we can say definitively about impact
even after five years, and especially when that period has been disrupted by Covid. The
full impact of these projects will only be seen over a much longer period.

That said, LInC is sustaining ministry in many poor communities that would probably
otherwise lose it. It is supporting at least 1,700 parishes and many of them would not
have stipendiary clergy without it. The funding is also being used with greater focus and
intentionality. The amount going to the 25% poorest communities has risen significantly.

The impact of SDF can be seen first in some parishes revitalised, new worshipping
communities created and 530 additional ordained and lay posts. Projects have extended
and developed mission in dozens of towns and cities across England with a focus, as
intended, on relatively deprived urban areas.

Second, in improved strategic and project management capability within dioceses. This
has benefited not just the projects, but wider diocesan activity. Dioceses and projects
speak highly of how the SDU and its consultants work with them. They say that the rigour
of the process has enhanced missional outcomes, although it does place significant
burdens on them.

Third, the creation of new disciples and social action in communities. Both are very hard
to measure accurately and consistently, but many people do appear to have been brought
to faith by these projects through different types of interventions. Monitoring and
evaluation has focused to date on individual projects with different ways of measuring
being used to judge success, so it is hard to comment on the total impact of the
programme. Given the need for stakeholders across the Church to see proper
accountability for the money spent, work to develop common measures of impact should
be a priority.

Not surprisingly, much attention focuses on the headline estimates of disciples created
and expected from SDF that the Strategic Investment Board uses in its reports.
Unfortunately, these metrics do not give an accurate picture of the impact of the
programme and the methodology needs improving, as the national Church was hoping to
do pre-Covid. Some suggest that these figures simply show that SDF projects are failing
in their suggested outcomes, but it is important to remember that the projects should not
be expected to have achieved all their outcomes midway through their duration. There
will be more new disciples as these projects mature, albeit with a risk of shortfalls against
the initial aspirations that form the basis of the published forecasts.

In terms of recommendations, let me mention seven. First, the future of SDF and LInC
needs to considered as part of a package to help deliver mission and strategy. Support
for the schemes and their effectiveness is affected by the lack of trust and unity of purpose
for which SDF in particular seems to serve as a lightning rod, and Vision and Strategy is
a fresh chance to address this cultural issue.
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Second, we think that LInC should continue to support ministry in deprived communities
that would otherwise lose it or never have it. We recommended at least maintaining
current levels of funding, adjusted for clergy costs, and were cautious about changing the
distribution formula again. Missional impact could also be enhanced by greater use of
funding to retrain or move on less effective clergy.

Third, SDF projects deliver valuable outcomes in their own right but their contribution to
broader missional challenges could be enhanced. Innovation funding should be used to
trial new ideas at modest scale to address unsolved missional challenges, while the SDF
scales-up promising ideas, helps roll out the more proven concepts, as well as developing
and adapting them in new contexts. But dioceses should probably bear more of the cost
of proven concepts as they mature and the risk of failure is reduced. Low current take-
up of innovation funding highlights a need to seek new partners and solutions. To help
learn lessons and apply them elsewhere, we suggested creating subject matter
champions within the SDU to sharpen focus on target groups and missional challenges,
documenting best practice with associated training and better dissemination through
diocesan and other networks. To foster its own learning, the Strategic Investment Board
should commission feedback from dioceses and project leaders annually and
independently of the SDU, publishing the findings in its response. The diocesan peer
review process, for which we heard little enthusiasm, should be re-examined.

Fourth, without weakening the evaluation criteria for SDF and innovation funding, we
argued that the NCIs should balance their responsiveness to diocesan requests with
greater intentionality in deploying support across the full range of traditions and contexts
and across diocesan borders. This could help traditions and networks with less track
record in supporting mission and growth to build capacity and raise their game, and to
provide shared services, and that should help ensure that SDF is valued more widely.

Fifth, the SIB says it is focusing resources on young, urban, ethnic minority and deprived
communities, but we felt that it could also address social class more explicitly as well as
ensuring that these groups are better represented among project leaders. The emphasis
on ethnic minority communities could be reflected better in the allocation of funds and in
the make-up of those guiding and implementing the programme, and as there remains an
urgent need to identify sustainable models for rural ministry, national funding, we thought,
should be available to help achieve that.

Sixth, one major achievement of the SDF has been to spur improvements in strategic and
project management capacity in dioceses. This creates an opportunity to move further
from a largely project-based approach to grant allocation, to a more strategic relationship.
All national funding streams could be considered as part of one conversation, rather than
a series of separate ones specific to each project and funding stream, but it would be
important to support all dioceses on this journey rather than leave some behind.
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Finally, the effectiveness of LINnC funding and SDF project support in achieving their
objectives is always going to depend to a significant degree on action that the Church is
or is not taking in other areas. Key among them is supporting high quality in education
and training for ministry and ongoing support for missional leaders.

Let me leave it there. We have much enjoyed working together on the report and meeting
S0 many inspirational leaders around the country. We have also been gratified by the
spirit in which SIB and others have received the findings. The new funding settlements
announced since we finished our work clearly offer greater potential for investment and
innovation and we look forward very much to seeing how it is deployed in pursuit of the
Church’s goals.

The Chair: There will be a short time for questions. | would remind Synod members that
there will be more opportunity to debate this item, or a related item, this afternoon, but we
do have a short time for questions, and | will take those in threes. Questions can be to
Sir Robert, John Spence, Stephen Smith and Busola Sodeinde.

Mr Clive Billenness (Europe): Sir Robert, | shall be very brief. | am speaking this
afternoon but you will not be here to hear me say the words “thank you” to you and your
team for what | consider one of the most excellent pieces of work | have seen in many a
year. Thank you, Sir, and thank you to the team.

The Revd Marcus Walker (London): | would also like to thank you for this excellent
Report, although | would not like to echo the optimism with which you have delivered it.
£176 million earmarked, 89,000 new witness disciples hoped for, fewer than 13,000 new
witness disciples delivered, all of this vast expenditure occurring at the same time as
dioceses are cutting and cutting and cutting stipendiary priests.

The Chair: Could you focus on your question, please?

The Revd Marcus Walker (London): Would this money not have been better spent
targeted directly at funding stipendiary ministry?

The Bishop of Oxford (the Rt Revd Stephen Croft): | declare an interest as part of the
working groups which established some of these funding streams. Thank you for an
excellent Report, | really appreciated it. Could | ask you whether you have any insights
about the balance between emergence of projects on the ground and the tension between
that and predicting how things are going to go.

Over 13 years as Bishop in two diocese, | reflect that many of the projects that | hoped
would be fruitful, it has not worked out like that, and many of the things which were
marginal have proved extremely fruitful, and much better than expected. There is always
a tension in constructing bids, how to accommodate that sense of things emerging on the
ground and continually being adjusted. | feel it is a really important lesson, as we embark
on new rounds of funding, to get the emergence element right.
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The Chair: Sir Robert, would you like to respond?

Sir Robert Chote: First of all, thank you very much for the thank you, that it is much
appreciated, we enjoyed very much doing the work. In terms of the allocation of resources
and the alternative allocation of resources, obviously we were tasked with looking at how
these particular programmes performed against the objectives that were had for them,
rather than saying, well, of all the many other things that the Church does, where could
the resources go?

| think one issue that you highlight, you get back to this point about this is a lot of money
and at the same time not a lot of money. It is a lot of money and therefore in terms of the
accountability and the need for transparency is important, and for thinking carefully about
what you regard as value for money out of that, but distributing it much more widely
without the focus and the intentionality, there would then be questions about how
effectively that would be used, so as | say | think the challenge there of much wider
allocation of that is whether you would get the same level of impact.

As regards adjustment and progress as things move along the line, there are obviously
processes for these projects to be re-examined, to look at how they are proceeding, to
re-examine progress, clearly prediction and measurement are hard in this area. | was an
economic forecaster for many years, that is tricky enough, predicting in this sort of area
is much more so. One of the things we felt is that, in setting out for accountability reasons
what you expect to achieve from this, you need to reflect the fact of how projects are
performing, whether they are delivering, what the experience is to date - and at the
moment the metrics do not capture that. You are stuck with essentially the initial
predictions not taking sufficient account, perhaps, of the way in which your understanding
of how it is going, the fact that you may be tilting the emphasis of the programme and it
may shift from the position you started out with.

The Chair: We have a question from somebody on Zoom. Matthew Beer, would you like
to put your question?

The Revd Matthew Beer (Lichfield): | would really like to thank you for the presentation
that you gave on the Strategic Development Fund and those bids going into those
communities. | must declare an interest as a leader of a Strategic Development Funded
project here in Telford in the West Midlands. It is quite often that those who are going
into these projects suffer quite a deal of voracious contempt from fellow clergy and other
members of the deanery, even though they have moved into difficult parts of the country
and into fairly difficult areas. How can we improve the communication from the Strategic
Development Unit to those project leaders and to those projects, but also to the diocesan
synods, the parish levels and to the deaneries to help them to understand the weight of
responsibility of these projects?

The Chair: Any other questions?
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Mrs Emma Joy Gregory (Bath & Wells): In terms of making new disciples and monitoring
where new disciples have come and putting numbers to that, to what extent was it
considered whether people are Christians from other denominations and are coming over
into the Church of England, or indeed are Christians who already worship in one parish
church and have come over to a different type of church under this project? How much
was that considered?

The Bishop of Burnley (the Rt Revd Philip North): This Report compares apples and
pears. The apples is LInC, which is long-term, reliable, no-strings attached and
empowers the local church. The pears are SDF which is short-term, heavily output-driven
and evaluated and which holds power to a central committee. Which do you think is the
more missionally effective of those two paths? In other words, how are we best off
investing limited resource?

The Chair: Would you like to answer?

Sir Robert Chote: Thank you very much indeed for those. On communication, we did
identify the issue of trying to do more to pull together an understanding, first of all, of how
the decisions are taken, how the processes for allocating resources work and the
importance, for example, at the diocesan level, given that decisions at diocesan level are
more key than | think many people that we spoke to had appreciated. There was some
sense that with the SDF, it is something that the national Church does to, or does in,
localities without putting it in that context.

So, there is, | think, a bigger communication job to be done around exactly how this works,
where the responsibilities for decisions are, but also pulling together a sense of not only
what has been achieved but what has been learned, and some of those learnings may
be things that do or do not work as well. That challenge of pulling all of that together, for
example, even undertaking the review, looking at the web presence, the various
information, the reporting on these schemes, pulling it together into a sort of coherent
sense of what is being achieved, what is being aimed for, is not as easy as it might be.

The issue of where are new disciples coming from, so the questions of transfer growth,
which, as you say, can be about people worshipping from one part of the Church of
England to another, but also from other denominations, et cetera, there have been studies
of that in particular contexts, around resource churches, Fresh Expressions, et cetera,
where you do find quite a large amount of transfer growth, not that that is necessarily a
bad thing but you want to be taking it into account when you are interpreting the metrics.

In most cases, the numbers that are being reported, people are being asked to report
them taking that into account. The evidence would suggest, for example, where you do
see quite large transfer growth into resource churches, it is not necessarily coming from
the geographically closest churches to the new entity, the transferring may be coming
from elsewhere. Again, | think in terms of the accountability and the measurement,
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moving ahead with the work on having a common impact programme, a common way of
measuring this so people are looking at things in a way that allows you to compare across,
that was underway but the Covid pandemic essentially got in the way of that. Returning
to that agenda as a matter of some urgency seems quite important.

As for Bishop Philip’s question on the relative value of the two programmes, again, it is
beyond our remit to decide quite how much should be in one or the other. I think the clear
guestion in both cases is that there are successes and less successful examples of the
money being spent in each of those categories. | think coming back to an earlier point on
innovation, you do not want to be in a world where you are only going to support new
innovation that you are 100% sure is going to work, because some degree of failure ought
to be built in to that sort of experimentation process or otherwise you are not trying hard
enough.

On the LInC side we certainly reached the conclusion that this was delivering ministry,
supporting ministry in places that would clearly lose it, but one concern that came back
was that LInC was also continuing to support ineffective ministry in some places as well
as effective ministry in some places, and therefore thinking about how you allocate and
use that money, | think Bishop Philip said this is no-strings attached, well there has been
an attempt to get greater intentionality, greater explanation of where this money is being
deployed and how it is being deployed, and that, | think, will help you get to this question
in some cases. Some will work, some will not. In neither case would you only be wanting
to put money into things that are 100% certain to work, that is not how innovation works.

The Chair: We only have time for one more question | am afraid.

the Ven. Pete Spiers (Liverpool): You said that in the course of writing your paper that
the diocesan peer review scheme was not very popular and it needs to be re-examined.
Do you think there should be a diocesan peer review scheme, and what would make it
better?

The Chair: That was the last question, so if you would like to sum up.

Sir Robert Chote: | think the number of people that we spoke to who had been involved
in those, as | say, the sense we got was not a great deal of enthusiasm for the
effectiveness of that. One issue is around the value that this has in sharing expertise and
learning. Another was the element of accountability that is involved in that process. |
think the sense we most got was that it had not proved a hugely effective way of sharing
the learning.

Therefore, thinking about, more broadly, how you pull together the lessons of what works
and what does not, how you think about where that can best be applied in new and
different contexts, where it is sensible to continue to roll things out or not, that should be
considered in the way you are pulling in learning at the national level and also how you
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think about the discussions between dioceses, between peers in coming up with that
exercise.

But it comes back in part, | think, to this issue about the role of the diocese is absolutely
central to the choice of the suite of projects that are being applied for, about putting that
into the strategy. We did get the sense that that particular mechanism of those
discussions, it seemed a bit formulaic, it was not getting to some of those issues, so
whether taking more of those discussions at more of a national level, pulling in people
with interests in common missional challenges across very different parts of the country
might be a more effective way of going about that.

The Chair: Okay, that concludes this item of business. | would like to thank Sir Robert
for his presentation, and thank you for your questions. We now move to the next item.

THE CHAIR Mr Geoffrey Tattersall (Manchester) took the Chair at 11.30 am.

ITEM 15
SPENDING PLANS OF THE CHURCH COMMISSIONERS AND
ARCHBISHOPS' COUNCIL (GS 2262)

The Chair: We now move to Item 15, Spending Plans of the Church Commissioners and
the Archbishops' Council. This item is focused on the spending plans of the Church
Commissioners and the Archbishops' Council for financial distributions over 2023-2025
and indicative distributions for the subsequent six years. These are plans developed in
the light of Vision and Strategy.

For this item, members will need GS 2262. Members will also need the Fourth Notice
Paper, Financial Memo - see paragraph 12. The way | am going to deal with this debate
is that, following the Archbishop's speech, | am going to invite two people to speak for up
to five minutes. | am then going to call Fr Benfield to move his amendment and we will
deal with that as appropriate and then we will come back to the main motion. First of all,
| invite the Archbishop of York to speak for no more than 10 minutes.

The Archbishop of York (the Most Revd & Rt Hon Stephen Cottrell): Chair, thank you
very much. Let us be clear, Synod, things have moved on. Learning from the Chote
Review we have just heard about, SDF money and how it was distributed in the past, this
triennium as we move forward will be simpler, more responsive to dioceses and more
accountable about how we distribute money across the whole ecosystem of the Church,
rural and urban, all Church traditions with the single purpose of making Christ known and
building God's Kingdom in the world.

Our focus on missionary discipleship, children and young people, diversity and new

pathways into knowing Christ will help us revitalise our parishes and, if you want to use
that language, save them.
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Here is a short video setting the scene for our spending plans for the next triennium and
beyond, though please note the really significant change here is not necessarily the
money. It will be about how it is distributed and this is a massive and much needed and
unprecedented injection of resource into the Church, but the real difference may be the
duration. We are deliberately giving more time to develop ideas and initiatives that this
money will facilitate.

(Video played)

The Archbishop of York (the Most Revd & Rt Hon Stephen Cottrell): Let us get down to
some detail. £190 million over nine years will support the Church of England in its
transition to net zero. As we noted in yesterday's debate, this is a big ask but if we get it
right, and the money will help, not only will this be good for the planet, it may be, Synod,
the most significant thing we have done for evangelism in decades because the world will
sit up and see that this Christian faith of ours really does shape the way we live. Itis a
Christ-shaped ambition.

£20 million will go to racial justice and other areas of diversity and social justice. This is
very welcome, particularly as the Racial Justice Commission brings forward its
recommendations adding to the priorities of From Lament to Action. | look forward, | must
say, to Monday's debate on Affirming and Including Disabled People in the Whole Life of
the Church. £0.4 billion - let me just repeat that, £0.4 billion - over the next three years
will go towards achieving the bold outcomes and strategic priorities that flow from our
vision to be a Christ-centred Church and be realised across local communities through
investing in local ministry as part of diocesan strategies. These are substantial sums of
money. They can make a difference. We are putting our money where our missional
mouth is. By the way, it is this General Synod's missional ambition | am referring to.

Although agreed by a gathering of every bishop and Diocesan Secretary in the Church of
England and shaped by a wide-ranging discussion involving many younger and more
diverse voices, these priorities and the bold outcomes that flow from them were quite
intentionally built on decisions and undertakings made by this Synod and this has not
been properly understood. In 2018, GS 2142 overwhelmingly encouraged every parish
and diocese to be part of a movement to form new congregations - what we now call
mixed ecology - and asked for a progress report by July last year. That is where 10,000
new communities comes from, though this General Synod actually asked for more. GS
2122, brought by the amazing Estates Group, called for a serving, loving, worshipping
Christian community on every housing estate in the country. We want at least 2,000 of
these to be in our most deprived parishes.

In 2019, GS 2145 called on the Archbishops' Council to make Setting God's People Free,
what we now call Everyday Faith and Missionary Disciples, a priority for the next
quinquennium. It was this Synod that set our ambitious environmental targets, this Synod
that has consistently over decades called for more emphasis to be given to children,
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families and young people, most recently in February 2020 and, of course, From Lament
to Action highlighted a great list of unfulfilled recommendations by us on racial justice.

Therefore, | believe that paper GS 2262 should fill us with hope, not because we have
got everything right, not because there will not be bumps in the road, not because things
will not change as we move along - they will - but because this money distributed in this
way can help and support the renewal of our Church, enabling more people to know Jesus
and to make a difference in our world. It builds, as does the whole Vision and Strategy,
on the decisions of this Synod over many years. | am grateful for the continued provision
to support bishops' ministry. Lowest Income Communities Funding and Cathedral Grants
are massively important and | am glad they are inflation proofed. We continue to prioritise
safeguarding and other areas of national Church following the Transforming Effectiveness
Review.

Synod, on your behalf, | want to thank the Church Commissioners' Investment Team
whose astonishing returns make this possible. But, actually, this debate is not about
money. Making disciples does not need great wads of cash. It needs mustard seeds of
faith. But the money is important because the money expresses our missional ambition
and we trust the dioceses to make good decisions about how to spend it and we will work
with them. This investment will enable us to try new things, both sustainability and growth.
It is about revitalising parishes and planting new ones. It is rural and urban. It is
chaplaincy and parish; social justice and evangelism; prophecy and pastoral care;
maintenance and mission; digital and in person, a Church for everyone everywhere and
the means to try and find out the best ways of doing this in a rapidly changing world and
particularly with an emphasis to the poorest communities in our land. It is a holistic vision
for a Church that is shaped by Christ. Synod, with delight, | beg to move the motion
standing in my name.

The Chair: The matter is open for debate.
The Chair imposed a speech limit of five minutes.

The Revd Vincent Whitworth (Manchester): | welcome the excellent work of the Church
Commissioners in their shrewd investments, which has enabled us to consider today how
we plan to invest £1.3 billion to support the work and ministry of the Church. But, actually,
| wish to reluctantly stand against this motion because there seems to be a bit of a
disconnect between our discussions today as a national Church in how we spend large
sums of money compared to discussions on a diocesan level about where a number of
dioceses across our country, including my own, are looking at large deficits and, of
course, as a result, having to cut large numbers of stipendiary clergy and impose very
different models of ministry.

Compare this to discussions on a parish level where many parishes are still recovering
from the pandemic and dealing with the cost of living crisis and struggling to maintain
levels of parish share. In my own town of Bolton, | have seen for myself the significant
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impact of national Church investment as | serve on the SDF project bid of Children
Changing Places where we have seen hundreds of children and young people begin or
continue on their discipleship journey as we work with Church schools. Praise God for
that good news, but actually in the next couple of years in Bolton we are also losing five
stipendiary clergy in Bolton alone. Actually, that will significantly impact how the local
Church responds and supports these young Christians who are coming to faith.

This is my plea. Can we have a more balanced and co-ordinated approach to national
spending plans and investments which supports our national growth and vision agenda
but also supports local churches in investing in nurturing and growing the number of
stipendiary clergy across our churches so that, actually, we can be a growing Christian
presence at the heart of every country in our land.

The Chair: | neglected to say that was a maiden speech.

The Bishop of Burnley (the Rt Revd Philip North): This is not a maiden speech. This
winter is going to be a desperate one for millions of people across our nation who live in
poverty and destitution as the full impact of the cost of living crisis becomes clear. In the
past, some people have had to choose between food and fuel. This winter, there will be
many who can afford neither. The income squeeze is having a huge impact on our urban
churches and this, in the aftermath of Covid and the restructuring plans being played out
in some dioceses, is putting huge pressure on urban churches just at the time when they
are most needed. Therefore, much as | welcome this Report and the vision behind it, and
the excellent news of the increased overall release of funds from the Church
Commissioners into the Church's economy, it is dispiriting that, though that increase is
30%, 30% more money from the Commissioners going into the economy as a whole,
Lowest Income Communities Funding is frozen at its current level.

Moreover, whilst there is much in this Report about deprived communities, none of these
good intentions are backed up with firm data promises. If we want a nation renewed
under Christ, it will come from our poorest areas. If we want Church of England presence
in those areas, what is required is reliable, sustainable, long-term financial support which
is exactly what LInC funding offers. Short-term projects may look good in annual reports,
but what happens when the money runs out? Moreover, | am increasingly concerned at
the pressure that such projects place on urban church leaders because the money comes
with more strings attached than a mophead.

The other issue is dioceses and the capacity of dioceses to go on submitting complex
applications and project managing complex projects. | want to make three requests.
Request 1 is that LICF be increased by 30% in line with the overall expenditure increase
with a concomitant increase in the number of dioceses who receive such funds. Request
2 is that a disproportionate percentage, say 40%, of the £240 million set aside for
dioceses' own strategy be restricted to parishes that serve the 20% most deprived
communities. Request 3 is that the newly minted Strategic Investment Board have at
least two lay or ordained practitioners on ministering to and living on an income deprived
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community so that they can advise from direct experience. At the start of their work, |
wrote to the members of the Triennium Funding Working Group to ask in what way their
recommendations would be good news for the poor. | am simply still not quite sure of the
answer to that question.

ITEM 69

The Chair: | am going to now call Fr Benfield to speak to and move ltem 69 because |
think it is helpful if we deal with this probably expeditiously and then get back to the main
motion.

The Revd Paul Benfield (Blackburn): Chair, this simple amendment replaces the word
"welcome" with the word "note". This Synod can note the Spending Plans of the Church
Commissioners and Archbishops' Council, but it should not welcome them. The plans
come from the Triennium Funding Working Group, a group of just 11 people who have
decided how £1.2 billion should be spentin the period 2023-25. The Group should consist
of 15 people appointed five each by the Church Commissioners, the Archbishops' Council
and the House of Bishops, but four of them are on the Group wearing more than one hat
so that the actual number on the Group is just 11. What representation does Synod have?
At first sight, quite a lot. Eight of the members of the Group are members of this Synod,
but they are not elected members of the Synod, they are ex officio by reason of being
diocesan bishops or on the Archbishops' Council. The only cleric not in episcopal orders
on the Group was Stephen Lake, then Dean of Gloucester and now Bishop of Salisbury.

Where are the ordinary clergy who are at the coalface of the mission of the Church of
England in the parishes? There are none. There could have been parish clergy even
within the structure of the 15 members of the Group as set up, for there are ordinary
parish priests on both the Archbishops' Council and the Church Commissioners, but for
whatever reason no-one came on as ordinary parish clergy. There is something of a
representational deficit on the Group and there is something of a democratic deficit on
the Group given that there are no elected members of General Synod serving on it. That
would not be so bad if the plans were such that we could wholeheartedly endorse them,
but can we?

The Lowest Income Communities Funding is not going where it should. The independent
review, GS 2261, states: "There is concern among some stakeholders that some
dioceses do not use LICF funding as intentionally as they could to support ministry in the
poorest communities but, rather, use a significant proportion elsewhere". | quote again:
"Some dioceses take off a top slice to fund diocese-wide spending, but some dioceses
treat LICF income more as part of general resources". In the answer to my question 109,
we read that only 60% of LICF funding actually went to the poorest parishes. The
Commissioners and Archbishops' Council should have ensured that the money went to
where it was intended and not top-sliced to fund diocese-wide spending or put into general
funds. Itis meant for parishes, yet it goes to dioceses. Why can it not go direct? As the
review points out, there are pockets of deprivation in what are otherwise prosperous
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areas. Dioceses with a relatively high average income receive no LICF funding, yet they
may still have pockets of deprivation.

| looked at the Church Urban Fund data and found the parishes of Tuffley and Matson in
the City of Gloucester, for example, two of the most deprived parishes in the country and
yet no LICF money goes to Gloucester at all. There can also, of course, be deprivation
in rural areas where no LICF money is received. We then turn to SDF funding. It very
often goes to large projects. | accept that with Covid it is difficult to assess the success
or otherwise of some of the more recent grants, but Transforming Wigan in Liverpool had
its funding awarded as long ago as 2014. Where can we see the evidence of the dramatic
change promised? We have not seen it.

When questions are asked in Parliament about Wigan, they are not answered, yet the
Diocese of Liverpool has been awarded a further £4.6 million of SDF money for its Fit for
Mission programme. This proposes turning deaneries into super parishes staffed by a
team of clergy and lay workers, but the report, From Anecdote to Evidence on church
growth, states: "Multi-Church amalgamations and teams are less likely to grow. Churches
are more likely to grow when there is one leader for one community”. The review of the
Mission and Pastoral Measure, GS 2222, states: "The data leans towards the parishes in
the non-teams having a better trend of attendance change than team parishes". | quote
again: "Anecdotal evidence from Wales suggests that a super parish type model has not
worked well".

The SDF money in Liverpool and elsewhere is to be used in a model which does not work
and it is being forced on communities which do not want it. In the St Helens deanery in
Liverpool, one of the trial deaneries for their Fit for Mission project, six of the 18 parishes
have voted against it, but the project is going ahead because the money has been
awarded.

The Chair: | call on the Archbishop of York to respond.

The Archbishop of York (the Most Revd & Rt Hon Stephen Cottrell): Brothers and sisters,
you will not be surprised to hear that | do not accept the amendment. | do, however, want
to say that | think Fr Benfield makes some really important points that we need to work
on. | understand what he is saying entirely but, as | hoped | had made clear, the reason
| hope we will decide to resist this amendment and welcome this paper is for four reasons,
chiefly. The first one is that we have listened very carefully to the Chote Report and invite
you and others to provide the scrutiny that will be needed to make sure that we learn from
what has happened in the first phase of this kind of funding. That really is my main point.
We are not voting on carrying on doing what we are doing. We are voting on learning
from what we have done and doing it better.

Secondly, it is enabling us to do the things that we, this Synod, have asked to do. Thirdly,
it is about doing it through the dioceses and it is doing it in ways that particularly will
include the rural. | know this is not the time for me to comment in any detail on the points
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that have already been made in the debate, but again | think it is worth mentioning that -
and | will make more detailed comments at the close of the debate - more than 40% of
SDF funding does go to deprived communities and so it is not just the LINC money. But
| am hoping that what we have before us here is a much needed investment of resource
to enable us to revitalise the parishes of our Church and, of course, we need to work
together on how to do that best. I think it is something that we should be welcoming and
then getting together to work out how to take forward.

The Chair: As the Archbishop does not support the amendment, it will lapse unless 25
members stand in their places or otherwise indicate that they wish the debate to continue
and a vote to be taken on the amendment. Of course, those on Zoom will have to use
the green ticks. Well, | can see 25 people standing, even not allowing for the people on
Zoom, and so the debate on the amendment continues.

The Chair imposed a speech limit of three minutes.

Mr Andrew Orange (Winchester): With apologies to the Archbishop, | urge you to support
the amendment to note rather than to welcome the spending plans. Let me explain in two
points. First of all, it is essential that the Church of England focuses on what it has to do
that we bring people to faith. The way to do that is to have vicars on the ground and yet,
as my colleague Mr Whitworth pointed out earlier, we keep hearing of dioceses where
they are laying them off because we cannot afford to pay them. The financial situation
out and about in the Church of England - not in the centre but out and about - is very tight.

How then can we welcome the proposed spending of £190 million on net zero and £20
million on racial equality as proposed in GS 22627 Please be clear, | am talking about
the amount of money, not those causes which are obviously deserving. | am a chartered
accountant who has spent 40 years in finance and so, of course, | get out my calculator.
| find that the spending of £210 million over nine years is equivalent to the cost of
employing, wait for it, 450 vicars over the same nine years. Have we taken leave of our
senses? Really? How can we possibly dissipate this money away when we so badly
need it for promoting the word of Christ? Of course, let us urge our Government to do
the right things on crunch issues like net zero, but let us not try to be the Government
ourselves.

My second point comes from the strange words in clause 12. | am going to read them
out and see if you can understand what is written there. It says we have "... an expanded
understanding of intergenerational equity principles to incorporate both qualitative and
guantitative measures". In plain English, | think that means we are no longer going to
follow just the advice of the actuaries and we are going to run down the real value of the
fund by spending more.

| put it to you that the General Synod of the year 2050 will not thank us for having spent
their money for them today. In summary, | feel this is lashing out money that we cannot
afford and it is also drawing off funds that are needed for the future. Synod is not being
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given the opportunity to reject this budget, so please, enthusiastically vote for the
amendment and just “note” rather than “welcome” the proposals.

The Revd Chantal Noppen (Durham): For my maiden speech, | guess. Here we go. |
am an ordained lead for a Community of Hope in the Diocese of Durham, so | guess that
is a vested interest, or whatever the proper way of saying that is.

To me the words “take note” feel just too passive aggressive, and we have too much of
that, in my opinion, in the Church. The commitment of money to poorer communities
through the two funds | find encouraging. | love creativity, | love innovation, | love the
bolder stuff, but we need to be thinking broader. We need to be thinking both more
radically and more simply. We need to have more robust ways of tracking our funds and
being held accountable. | agree with what Bishop Philip North was saying.

As a parish priest whose nine years or ordained ministry has been in deprived urban
estates, | am on that coalface. | can tell you hand on heart the single thing that would
change my life, my parish, my ministry, my deanery, more than anything else, is
administrative support. | do not do this because | am gifted or called to administrative
abilities. What | want, to be a better priest and have greater capacity to serve my people,
to preach teach and offer the sacraments, is people to help me dot those T’s and cross
those I's because, you know what, it is boring and it is not what | am called to do, and |
am not as good at it as | should be.

| want to see funding rolled out more explicitly to support and address that repeated desire
that | have heard throughout my ministry: training in governance, with clear expectations
and parameters, where we are allowed to ask questions simply because we just want to
know we are doing it right or wrong and then be able to address it. | want to see a radical
rethinking of what ministry is, and the diversity of gifts we have, which we should be
growing and supporting and empowering. Why do we have this obsession with the role
of leading which is based on priestly ministry by any other name, but just doing it without
a collar because we do not have enough priests. Actually, lay people use so many other
gifts that lots of priests do not have. Why do we not have respect and appreciation for
that? We need to think bigger and more basic, get rid of that box and look at what the
Kingdom possibilities are.

You want simpler, admin support. You want humbler, | need help, and | am telling you
that. You want bolder, you know what, | am up for that, and you can probably tell that,
but even an apparently confident raging extrovert like myself, | need support, | need
affirmation that what | am doing is worth something and valued. | do not think | am perfect
all the time. You want younger? The longer we debate this stuff, the older even | am
getting.

Canon John Spence (ex officio): There are excellent points being made and | wish we
could be in a less formal format to discuss them. Paul Benfield made some super points
| would love to debate with you.
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| would ask you to welcome this. Why? First, because it is long term in nature. A nine-
year funding ability is so much different to anything we have ever been able to do before.
It does not run down the real value of the Church Commissioners’ money. It is about
vicars, church leaders, youth leaders and workers, lay workers and lay ministers, and, if
need be, administrative support on the ground rather than projects, because the whole
point is each diocese will work with its parishes to develop its mission plan. It will bring
that to us and we will discuss it, and not in a head office versus diocese sense. We are
there to support you. We are already changing the way in which all our people work to
do this. Through conversation and discourse we will see a mission plan that you will bring
forward as soon as possible to bring the people on the ground that will bring the people
to Christ, that will revitalise the parishes, that will see greater investment to low income
communities.

Philip, I am so with you but LINnC funding should not be the limitation. It should be the
base from which we start because we should be spending far more in those areas. |
would hope that every diocesan and missional plan would be very clear on what funding
was going into those low-income communities within it, whether they get LInC funding or
not. What funding is going to be working with young people, if we are really going to triple
the number of young people in this community? How we are going to work with our
diverse communities from global ethnic majorities or different things of sexuality or
whatever. All of those will be in your mission plans that you will create with your dioceses.
We will listen to you, work with you and provide the funding over and above that which
you cannot afford.

It is about an intentionality that is driven from the ground up. | hate saying that phrase,
but you know what | mean. It should start with the local community and the parish, go
through the deanery and diocese. We should be there saying, “Wow, that is a great plan,
have you thought about A, B, C?” in a simplified, permissive, engaging way. The sooner
we can get on with this and the sooner we can start spending this money, the better. My
greatest worry is that it will take so long to develop we will not have spent enough in the
first few years. The sooner we can get on with this, the sooner we can address so many
of the issues that have been raised today.

Synod, you through your dioceses and through your diocesan synods are in control of the
spending of this money and the rate at which it will be spent. | urge you to welcome this
Report, and to get on with it.

The Chair: | am going to take a contribution from Zoom from Charlie Houston. You have
up to three minutes.

Mr Charles Houston (Hereford): | speak as a solar installer. | have been in the business
for 12 years and | am managing director of Solar for Schools Limited. | would love to
welcome this Report but there needs to be a little bit of reality in the numbers, which
Jonathan Baird touched on yesterday.

130



| have done a quick Google on the number of clergy and therefore the number of
parsonages in the country. Itis about 11,700 or thereabouts. To equip these properties
with both heat pumps and solar PV of about 4 kilowatt per building will cost about £145
million. Out of a budget of 190 you can see where this is going, and we have not even
touched on schools, training premises, offices, churches or cathedrals.

| am very sorry to pour cold water on this Report with these numbers, but no, we cannot
rely on central Government grants; they have been withdrawn. We cannot really rely
wholeheartedly on local fundraising. | am ashamed to say we cannot also rely on the
prices coming down. That has happened in solar which are about 25% of what they were
from when | started, but the line has plateaued, and therefore | am afraid | cannot support
the motion.

The Chair: We are still debating the amendment but | now wish to test the mind of the
Synod as to whether Item 69 has been sufficiently debated. | therefore put the motion for
closure on Item 69.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.
The Chair: We now vote on Item 69.
The motion was put and lost on a show of hands.

The Chair: We go back to the main motion. We are debating the motion as unamended.
You have three minutes.

Mr Robin Lunn (Worcester): My reason for wanting to speak this morning is very similar
to the first speaker in the debate and the increasing concerns | have between the
disconnect in the financial position between the central Church and the Church
Commissioners who are wealthy, and the many dioceses that sadly are not.

It is relevant to the Archbishop of York’s comment in a speech last year that we are a “rich
Church acting like a poor Church”. What | do not want to do this afternoon is apportion
blame or complain, though. | enthusiastically support all three parts of this motion and |
thank the Church Commissioners who continue to do an excellent job managing our
finances, a job which most investment managers could only dream of doing.

Let me tell you of a recent experience. Twelve days ago | went with a couple of clients
to a county championship cricket match at New Road, Worcester. We went into the
pavilion simply to get a score card and walked straight into an angry meeting with
supporters berating the board for the recent poor performance of the one-day team.
“Sack the coach,” said one person. “No, sack the team,” said another. “No, we need to
sack the board”. For cricket clubs perhaps substitute the Church of England. Loads of
criticism but no positive solutions.
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Frankly, they remind me of the two old men in the box in “The Muppet Show”. | do not
want to be like Statler and Waldorf, as | think the measures before us this afternoon are
helpful and are trying to address coherently our challenges. Yet what they do not fully
do, and cannot really address is some of the diocesan funding issues, which lead to fewer
priests in parishes and longer and longer interregnums. If | was a Diocesan Secretary or
chair of a Board of Finance, however, | would do the same, as you cannot use monies
which you do not have. Yet our parish and diocesan structures have one major issue: we
jealously value our independence, which is good, but what good is that independence if
you do not have the finances to flourish?

At the interesting Church Commissioners’ presentation yesterday evening a vicar from
Burnley spoke of the immense pressures of the energy increases which will probably stop
most other things his church is doing. | am for a combination of reimagining ministry while
preserving the parish structures. These spending plans are thoughtful, focused and
forward thinking but, please, can we as a Church deal properly with the national, diocesan
and parish financial pressures rather than be the old men in the box on “The Muppet
Show”?

the Very Revd Andrew Nunn (Dean of Southwark): Thank you for calling me. What |
wanted to do was just to say how important the Cathedral Sustainability Fund and grants
have been to cathedrals, and to welcome the inclusion and continuation of that in this
Report. You will see more of that in paragraph 29.

| want to pay tribute to two people, Michael Minta and Carol Fletcher, who have been
enormously supportive of cathedrals.

When you look at cathedrals it looks as though we are awash with resources and money
and all the rest of it, but | think many of you will know that the pandemic created a huge
hiatus in the life of many of our cathedrals. The implications of that are still being worked
through. What the Sustainability Fund and grants have been enabling us to do is to put
in place through some short-term funding those kinds of members of staff who can really
help us out of the situation and into a better future. Without the money that is coming in
this way from the Commissioners we simply would not be able to dig ourselves out of the
hole that we found ourselves in. | welcome that and | look forward to the ways in which
cathedrals will imaginatively use the resources that are being made available to us over
the next few years.

The Revd Jane Palmer (Salisbury): Thank you so much for this paper, which | felt was a
real long-term commitment to hope and sharing the Gospel and enabling the Kingdom of
God to flourish. So often in discussions regarding ministry and the future of the Church
of England we hear the voice of anxiety at a time of great change. Of course, this is a
challenging time. One of the things | find very frustrating as a priest is the constant
discussions about clergy and stipends as the only option for future growth. 1 often feel
like a commodity in these debates, but | am not the possession of a parish or a diocese.
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| am a gift, albeit an imperfect gift, to my benefice, to my diocese, to the Church of England
and to the global Church, as we work together for the glory of God. We are a kingdom of
priests. Ordained priests are distinctive. We are not the only option.

Have we rested on our laurels of privilege and wealth too long that we have forgotten how
most of the country live, to cut our cloth, to use our resources of all people well? The
whole Church of God is called to be enabled and to be a gift to our communities.
Welcoming this paper feels to me a prophetic act, saying yes to all but most especially
those for whom God’s heart most aches: the poor, the hidden, the lonely, those feeling
weak. Our local communities know those people best. As a priest | am prepared to be
humbler and share that privileged place, enabling the whole people of God. | think the
guestion actually is: are you willing to join in, to share this calling to be simpler, humbler
and bolder? Do we have the faith that Jesus calls us to have just the size of a tiny mustard
seed, to dare to believe in the hope of this Vision and Strategy, and that God can do great
things through us who obey him?

the Ven. Nicola Groark (Worcester): | welcome the longer-term approach of these funding
plans where an action plan is in place. In the Diocese of Worcester we have benefited
from SDF grants over the past few years. One has enabled a resource church in Dudley,
an area of deprivation and multiple needs. It is growing and attracting many local people
of all sorts. Itis welcoming and inclusive. Many are coming to faith. However, the leaders
of this church talk constantly of the cliff edge when SDF money runs out and they need
to be self-sustaining. In deprived areas it takes longer than five years for sustainable
giving to be built up, especially after a pandemic and as we face a recession. Longer-
term grant funding looking further ahead will mean projects such as these can focus on
mission without being crippled by anxiety. Funding for longer-term projects across a
diocese where a wider plan is in place will have a longer-term impact. Change takes time
and | welcome the advances in thinking longer term that these latest plans are offering.

the Ven. Mark Ireland (Blackburn): | want to welcome this paper and the spending plans
because | particularly welcome the increase in distribution, and particularly not just for
one triennium but for three. This is not stealing or suspending the family silver or depriving
future generations. The best thing we can do for future generations is to give them a
vibrant Church which is lively and growing. The alternative to that is you end up having
lots of money in the bank and nobody in the pews and that is not going to help future
generations one jot to find the Gospel of Jesus Christ.

| want to welcome particularly the emphasis on putting strategic funding towards helping
dioceses fulfil their own strategic plans for growth rather than on top-down one-size-fits-
all models. Blackburn Diocese is committed to maintaining its clergy numbers and the
national strategic funding is helping us to do that, helping us to be strategic. The LICF
funding is directed entirely to those parishes that qualify as LICF. We have taken that
away from being spread to other parishes, to direct it to where it is most needed. That is
being seen in us being able to maintain parish share and ministry in our most deprived
parishes.
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| have one question about the process going forward. It is looking at the annexe which
gives the membership of the Triennium Funding Working Party. As Paul Benfield has
pointed out, five bishops and six lay people. Please may | ask that the next Triennium
Funding Working Party includes two parish clergy on the principle of “nothing about us
without us”.

the Ven. Pete Spiers (Liverpool): |thought | would respond to what Fr Paul Benfield said
in his speech on the amendment and tell you a little more about Wigan and Fit for Mission
in Liverpool. In Wigan, there has been a real tough challenge and during the pandemic
the clergy of Wigan really came together and the authority in Wigan really respected the
work of the Church in social action. We have grown lots of new congregations and
leaders of them. We are still halfway through that transformation of Wigan for which we
received money.

The aim of Fit for Mission is to introduce more people to Jesus, to deepen the discipleship
of those who already know Jesus, to develop Christian leaders, and to have more justice
initiatives across our diocese. We have been speaking to parishes and deaneries and
inviting them to be part of it. St Helen’s deanery that Fr Paul talked about and West
Derby, which he did not talk about, were the first two deaneries who said they wanted to
go on this journey, and in West Derby deanery all of them apart from one.

Part of the funding is to coach people in how to work in a new way. Part of the funding is
to develop ‘Cultivate’, which is a training course to raise up and develop the vocations of
our lay people. Fit for Mission was predicated by a year of consultation, where we spoke
to people right across the diocese. One of the things they said is the structures are
inhibiting. They are not super parishes. They are larger parishes and they will be led by
a rector. There will be other clergy there and lay people as part of the leadership team.

We are trying to do both. We are trying not only to grow the Church numerically and
spiritually, but we are also trying to remove the barriers which inhibit that which most
people would say.

Finally, 1 would like to say to Chantal Noppen if you would like to come and work in
Liverpool Diocese, we would love to have you.

| welcome this motion because we are on a journey of learning and we want to discover.
We want to do what we have not done before, to see something that we have not seen
before, and that is more people knowing Jesus, which in my book is a really good thing.

Mrs Clare Williams (Norwich): | wanted to raise two short areas of concern relating to
children and youth ministry. This is such an important priority but I am uncertain about
certain strategic decisions that have been made around it. First, the national post
supporting youth and children’s ministry, Mary Hawes’ role, has been cut. While |
understand the restructuring process means having younger and more diverse within
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everyone’s job role, and this is an excellent brief, this does however seem to negate the
need for specific focused ministry for children and young people with a national remit.
Younger can mean all sorts of things in our churches where the average age can often
be somewhere north of 40. Diversity itself is a wide remit. How can we expect a number
of job posts to have this breadth of focus? Spending on specific focused ministry with
children and young people is so greatly needed, now more than ever.

My second point is the investment in time-limited projects mentioned in relation to the
People & Partnerships funding in paragraph 20. Time-limited projects do not work in
children and youth ministry. They need significant long-term investment which includes
permanent paid posts, posts with that specific remit at a national, diocesan and a local
level. 1 will struggle to support this motion with this lack of understanding around the best
ways to increase the engagement with children and young people.

The Chair: Because of the time | am going to have to test the mind of Synod as to whether
Item 15 has been sufficiently debated. Therefore | put the motion for closure on Item 15.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.

The Chair: | call on the Archbishop of York to reply to the debate. He has no more than
five minutes.

The Archbishop of York (the Most Revd & Rt Hon Stephen Cottrell): Thank you very
much for a really rich and encouraging debate. First of all, | want to say to everybody
without exception who has expressed anxieties and misgivings, | get it, not least because
we have been learning so much in this first season. Please come to the fringe meeting
at lunchtime, because we are still working out how best to move this forward and we need
all the voices of all the Church around the table to do the very best that we can. No priest
is an object. | did not get your name down and | am sorry if sometimes it feels like that in
these debates.

| remember a priest in a parish where | served in a previous diocese and we were wanting
to give them a curate. She said to me, “Yeah, | would love a curate but what | would
really love is a youth worker; could we use the money for that?” Please do not
misunderstand me. | want there to be more priests in parishes. That is what | want. Let
me also say that as a diocesan bishop when you cannot balance the books, and when
you are facing a deficit, this is staying awake at night territory. We are responsible for
paying the stipends of the clergy and sometimes we do not know how we are going to do
it. Itis really, really hard.

| know we are facing really, really difficult challenges in the Church of England, but let us
be honest and clear with each other. We want to put priests into parishes but the choice
here is not, “shall we put priests into parishes or shall we spend money on something
else?” We are saying, “how can we revitalise the whole of our Church so the whole of the
Church starts to grow, wherever it is, and therefore we will be able to put more priests
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into more parishes because the Church will be growing”. Let us be real with ourselves.
We have been in decline for a long while. Are we really saying that carrying on doing
what we have been doing for the last 50 years is the answer? No, it is not. We need to
try new things, but we need all voices around the table, and that is perhaps where we
have not been as good as we should have been in recent years.

| accept the recommendations about having parish clergy better represented on these
things. | absolutely think that is a good idea. We need to look at that. Just for the record,
the Triennium Funding Working Group only makes recommendations. It does not make
the decisions. Those decisions are made by Archbishops’ Council and Church
Commissioners’ boards, where there are parish clergy represented.

There is loads more | could say, but | just want to say one point of detail to my good friend
Philip, who I think knows | agree with him. Speaking personally, yes, would it not be good
if we could put more money into LInC. That is a debate that will go on. Actually, you said
20% going to poorer. In the last one 40% went, so yes, absolutely, let us push on that. |
also like the idea of two people coming on to the board. Let us feed these ideas in so
that we can hold each other accountable to spend this money wisely for the revitalisation
of all our dioceses and all our parishes. | thought Mark Ireland put his finger on it. What
we are trying to do in this next triennium is enable dioceses and parishes, working
together in their contexts, to fulfil their missional ambition. We are not getting people to
conform to central ideas. We want there to be a learning community in the way that
Robert Chote suggested so that where we discover things work and work well, we are
able to offer that learning to other dioceses so that we may all benefit.

Synod, even if you have some misgivings, | do not think there is a single person here who
does not long to see our Church grow, does not long to see more people come to faith in
Jesus Christ, does not long to see every parish thrive. Let us try to work better together
to make this happen. | believe we have learned, we are learning and this money spent
in this way will help us over a longer duration be the church that God wants us to be.
The Revd Paul Benfield (Blackburn): Point of order. Will you order a vote by Houses?
The Chair: | think the people online cannot hear it unless you speak in the microphone.

The Revd Paul Benfield (Blackburn): | am requesting that you order a vote by Houses so
that we have an accurate record of what the real feeling of Synod is.

The Chair: | am told, Fr Benfield, | can order a counted vote of the Synod at this stage.
Is that what you would like?

The Revd Paul Benfield (Blackburn): Yes.

The Chair: Do 25 members wish there to be a counted vote by Houses? We will have a
counted vote by Houses. May | crave the indulgence of Synod in that | can see from my
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watch we are going beyond the time allotted, so | think we need to extend the time of the
sitting for as long as it takes to have this counted vote, probably no more than 10 minutes.
Can we have an extension of sitting by 10 minutes?

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.
The Chair: We will proceed to the counted vote.

The vote on Item 15: In the House of Bishops, those in favour 28, against none, with no
recorded abstentions. In the House of Clergy, 108 in favour, 16 against, with 13 recorded
abstentions. In the House of Laity, 96 in favour, 41 against, with 16 recorded abstentions.
The motion was carried in all three Houses.

The Chair: That concludes this item of business and we go for lunch.
THE CHAIR the Very Revd Andrew Nunn (Dean of Southwark) took the Chair at 2.00 pm.

The Chair: Good afternoon, Synod. | hope you have all had a lovely lunch. Before we
begin the items for this afternoon's session, | am going to call on the Chair of the Business
Committee, Robert Hammond, to give us some notices, please, Robert.

Canon Robert Hammond (Chelmsford): A couple of housekeeping points and then
something around our business. For those who are online, can | reassure you that the
voting platform is working correctly and all the votes that have been recorded have been
recorded successfully and that is all working fine. Members online have been sent an
email this morning again that includes the link to the voting platform. Our strong
suggestion is that you have the link open in a browser on whatever device you are working
on alongside your Zoom view of this meeting. That means that whenever a vote is called,
you are logged in, you are ready to go and you can perform that vote straight away. But,
again, just to confirm for those at home or not with us here in the chamber that the voting
system is working well.

For those in the chamber, can | just remind you - and it does not seem to be too much of
a problem right now - that the non-voting area, which is between the barriers with the two
signs primarily, is for staff to sit in. It is non-voting. That also means that you cannot
contribute from there. You cannot actually even vote with a hand and so when we were
doing some of that 25 members this morning, anybody who was in that area and standing
would not count. So, please, do not use that space if you are a Synod member. Let us
keep that for staff and other invited guests.

Finally, I would like to propose a change in our order of business this afternoon. | fear
that you are going to get very used to me and those words. | would like to propose that
we resume the Canterbury CNC debate at Item 10 of that debate after Item 17 today and
so that is at the end of the safeguarding item. We will then continue through the Order
Paper with questions starting as timed business at 6 o'clock.
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ITEM 16
SAFEGUARDING AND INDEPENDENCE: UPDATE AND NEXT STEPS
(GS 2263 and GS MISC 1320)

The Chair: We move to Safeguarding and Independence Update and Next Steps.
Members will need GS 2263 and GS Misc 1320 for this item and | would also like to refer
you to the Fourth Notice Paper which has a Financial Memo on it as this item has a
financial impact. We are going to start with a presentation under Standing Order 107 and
| invite the Bishop of Rochester to introduce the presentation, please.

The Bishop of Rochester (the Rt Revd Dr Jonathan Gibbs): Well, itis and itis not because
| am delighted simply to introduce the four members of the Independent Safeguarding
Board and the National Safeguarding Panel and they are going to be delivering the
presentation, and | am not on the stage because they are independent.

Ms Meg Munn: That has to be one of the best introductions | have ever had. Good
afternoon, everybody. It is a real pleasure to be here, not just to have the opportunity to
be with you and to update you on the work of the National Safeguarding Panel but also
because this was my University and, in my memory, the summer days were always just
like this and so it is wonderful to share my old University with you in such wonderful
weather.

Today's discussion will primarily be about the Independent Safeguarding Board, but it is
really important, particularly because | know there are a number of members of Synod
who have been elected since the last time | was here, to understand the contribution that
the National Safeguarding Panel makes to independence. The panel has existed since
2014 but at that time, while the members of the panel came from other organisations
outside of the Church and there were victim and survivor representatives, the Chair was
the Lead Bishop for Safeguarding. | was recruited as that first element of independence
and it is a very, very part-time role.

The Independent Safeguarding Board is part-time, but compared to them | am really part-
time. Itis up to 30 days a year and the panel only meets every two months. Nonetheless,
we make | think a really important contribution to the aspects of policy and procedure.
We look in-depth at each of our meetings, a little bit like a select committee, at one of the
issues. Some issues come back time and time again. If you are interested to know more,
then | do a blog and you can find that if you put "Meg Munn, Chair National Safeguarding
Panel" into your search engine, that will come up and tell you more about what we do.

For me, it is really important that as we take forward this conversation about what the
Independent Safeguarding Board does and what it might do in Phase 2 that we do not
lose that aspect of independence and policy and procedure. | have heard from a number
of people who have come before us, some of whom are in this room, to talk about what
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they are doing within the Church that that engagement, that discussion, those
perspectives that come from other people really help them to think through the policy,
procedure and practice of the Church in relation to safeguarding. What we do not do is
look at anything to do with individual cases and that has been clear from the outset. There
is a range of activity which | would want to see in whatever form continue to go forward.
| think that is really all | want to say in relation to that.

One other thing | want to say is that this has to be a conversation. There is a real dilemma
about how do you get independence into safeguarding while the Church takes
responsibility for its own safeguarding. Unless you have it effectively, the phrase goes,
in your DNA - it is something you do constantly, it is something that you think about - then
you will not be a safe Church. We can help bring perspectives and we can help bring
different ideas, but you have to do that as well. This is a really difficult complex
conversation, but | am delighted to say that we had a really effective fringe earlier.

The Independent Safeguarding Board has put together some options for Phase 2 and
during this discussion we were looking at four broad options and at least two more popped
up. Some really good ideas. Itis not going to be easy but although they are independent,
as Jonathan Gibbs said yesterday, it is your Church and you need to be engaged in
looking at how that agenda of independence goes forward and works to help make you a
safer Church. | am now going to hand over to Maggie Atkinson.

Professor Maggie Atkinson: Synod, thank you very much for engaging in this session. |
am going to speak as briefly as possible. | am hoping that somewhere on a slide there is
going to be our new website in a minute because | forwarded that and it will launch next
week and, once it is launched, if you Google it, you should find it. | do not even have a
web address yet but it is in formation. On it, you will find things like our terms of reference
and a lot more besides. All three of us are going to speak this afternoon and so | want to
be as brief as possible.

If you look at paragraph 8 of your paper you will see the framework for our Independent
email addresses. There is a contact at box to which if you have got ideas about Phase 2
and independence and what it should look like, we invited fringe attendees to send
material to us on that email address and we invite you to do the same. We looked at all
sorts of things in that fringe: should it be a regulator, an inspector, an ombudsman, should
it be new relationships between DSOs, DSAPs, the NST and the Church itself with a
board above it? Should it be ACAS with an ombudsman? Lots and lots of ideas, including
some new ones. If you have notions of what it might look like, we will put all the fringe
materials, the slides that we could not show because tech did not get to us and the papers
that people discussed, onto that website so that you have starters. You will also see the
framework for how you write to us by name. It is our first names and our second names
with a dot between, @independent-safeguarding.org. We are as busy as we could
possibly be as an organisation that is six months and a week old in terms of launch dates.
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When | came to you at Synod we were about 12 days old in February. The remit that we
had then is the remit that we have now. We are an assurance review and give or withhold
our affirmation to the standards and quality of the work of safeguarding across the NClIs
and elsewhere. Where we have a referral in of a case that has previously been reviewed,
we are not a first place of recourse organisation. We are not resourced, staffed,
empowered or remitted to be so. But where something is referred in, we may, if we
consider it stands within our remit, undertake a review of what has already been done
and come back with the broad lessons learned that are coming from that piece of work.
We are also here, and that is very firmly within the policy paper on which we were
grounded, to give advice back to the Church on how better to deal with very broad big
whole-Church issues of safeguarding and both Steve and Jasvinder are going to talk to
you about two of those elements.

Ouir first formally published report, which will be written in our house style, with our front
cover and nobody else has editorial control over a word of it, will be Jasvinder's Report
on her conversations with around 60 safeguarding victims and/or survivors, and some
people who have had allegations of abuse against them, and the work of the NST and
the pressures under which sometimes its staff also work. | am not going to steal her
thunder. She will be the closing speaker of the ISB slot in this session.

Steve has been talking already to Diocesan Safeguarding Advisers and Officers and to
DSAPs and will want to give you some fairly trenchant feedback about what those
conversations are already revealing and where he considers there is a need for some
trenchant action. |look forward to hearing him say that. That is a fairly new piece of work
and it is ongoing but it will be the Board's second published report later this year. We
intend to go into the public domain with feedback that we give to you as a system unless
doing so would reveal identities that we ought to be keeping confidential.

The other thing that we talked about this afternoon in the fringe is a diagram | have talked
about a lot and it is in your papers. Itis this piece of beautifulness, which is not a structure
- | just thought | would say that. What it does is encapsulate where the governance sits
at the moment and what we will want to try and help each other to do - and that is all of
you in this room and those you represent as well as the organisations on this stage - is to
get us to a point where the governance of safeguarding looking forward from Phase 2
onwards is captured well and preferably lines not only of linkage but of authority are
encapsulated in any diagram that then results.

That is going to be a fairly tall order in such a distributed organisation as the Church of
England. But we feel that, with the will of everybody both in this room and far beyond it,
it can and should be achievable. Whether it will be with any of the faces that are on this
stage at the moment, we cannot know and neither can you because one assumes it would
all have to be recast, remade, renumbered and remembered. We are endeavouring to
do all we possibly can within our current remit whilst helping you to shape a new remit for
Phase 2 which none of us can know what that will look like. We have had some amazing
ideas in that fringe. | was so enlivened and engaged and empowered by what you all
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came to talk about and | think that is the spirit in which we need to take this forward. | am
going to hand straight to Steve Reeves, who is our independent member, who is going to
talk a bit about the work he has been doing. He will hand to Jasvinder to close our
session. Thank you for your attention.

Mr Steve Reeves: Good afternoon, Synod, and thank you for the opportunity to come
and talk to you about the work of the ISB and some of the early learning that we have
identified about the challenges of safeguarding and the Church. As some of you will
know, | am the newest member of the ISB. | started | think two or three months later than
Jasvinder and Maggie and so | count myself as the new boy. As any responsible new
boy, | have been reading as much as | can about the debates and the opinions of people
who are contributing to the debate about safeguarding and the Church.

| have been listening to those with responsibility for delivering safeguarding on the ground
and | have been asking those sorts of probing, innocent questions that are so befitting of
the new boy in any organisation. | have to tell you it has been illuminating. Part of my
first few months, as Maggie said, has involved conversations with DSAs, diocesan
safeguarding advisory panel members, members of clergy, lay members of the Church,
members of congregation, members of the public and others. There are many more
conversations to come, but there are some very early learning that we should share with
you.

| know Jasvinder is going to be speaking much more extensively in a moment about the
views of survivors and victims of Church-based abuse and so | will not dwell on that too
much but | would, however, recognise the contribution that some people are making to
ensuring that the Church's future is far better than its past. This is incredibly difficult work
for those individuals and we know that it happens at great personal cost and that the road
to improvement sometimes feels very bumpy and hard.

What it is worth saying is that safety in organisations, in communities and in faith groups
is regrettably not the default position. Safeguarding or safe churches, safe youth clubs
and safe schools do not happen by accident. They are the result of huge amounts of
leadership, energy, resource and wisdom. | should tell you that my initial learning has
been that the Church delivers considerably more powerfully in some of these areas than
others. It is probably unnecessary with the limited time we have to rehearse those areas
where the Church needs to improve more generally. Synod members will be well aware
of those. While acknowledging that there has been some progress on some major
projects, there is obviously much more to do.

What is really evident when you speak to people responsible for delivering safeguarding
on the ground is that there is this very wide funnel of well-resourced national initiatives
that filter down into relatively small and not very well-resourced diocesan safeguarding
teams for delivery. Diocesan safeguarding advisory panels and DSAs themselves are
working hard on raising standards, increasing levels of trust and improving the
safeguarding culture in their areas. DSAPs need more support and guidance with their
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oversight responsibilities. Those teams, in turn, are supporting parish safeguarding
officers who have even less time and resource, if they exist at all. What is really clear is
there are some well-resourced and supported safeguarding teams at diocesan level.
They are very well-placed to succeed, but there are others who are working in places
where resource is scarce and leadership feels distant.

Regardless of your levels of energy and wisdom, the absence of leadership and resource
will always make progress falter. Being a leader is about action. It requires drive and
direction. Sometimes it involves sacrifice. Those in leadership roles must manifest their
verbal commitment with practical action. Actions must match rhetoric. There are areas
of the Church struggling to adequately resource safeguarding to an acceptable standard.
In these areas, standards of safeguarding are maintained solely by professionals and
others working excessively long hours over prolonged periods. This is neither safe nor
fair. It does not deliver the best safeguarding to children, vulnerable adults or those
wanting to get it right. The impact on safe practice and survivor services is evident but
professionals are not immune to the impact of this. Some report trauma symptoms.
Some are clearly burnt out. Some must wrestle with the moral distress involved in
supporting survivors knowing that they cannot provide everything that that individual
needs, but also knowing that if their abuse happened elsewhere in the country that
survivor would get more. This is not right.

You will see from the Synod Report before you that some work is taking place to highlight
these issues and challenges in greater depth and | hope we will be able to join you at
some point in the future to share that learning. The complexity of the Church's
governance and finances are clearly challenging and, as the new boy, | accept that but
there are standards below which no church or Church body should be allowed to fall. The
obligation to ensure that has to be shared, but if resource sits in relative abundance in
some places and in scarcity in others there will always be an unacceptable disparity. As
the new boy, | accept there are complex and historic challenges about the way the Church
operates and allocates its resources. That is inevitable. But where there is a will there is
a way and, if you cannot find a way, do not be surprised if people doubt your will.

Ms Jasvinder Sanghera: Good afternoon. | am going to start by echoing the words
yesterday of the Archbishop of York, actually, in your speech. The point you made very
clearly was actually how our hearts will be pierced, that in the safeguarding world we will
be broken and humbled and that it is our responsibility to bring to the fore the unseen into
the present. | will start there because you will hear me today and in the words of Maya
Angelou, "If you forget what | say, that is okay, but | hope you do not forget how | make
you feel". That is what matters because that is ultimately a compassion within you that
you need in order to respond to this issue.

My first question to you, | suppose, as a survivor advocate is this. What type of a
relationship do you have with victims and survivors? | put that to you. You think about
that. How does this feel, this relationship with victims and survivors? Whatever it is, it
will inform how you treat them. It will inform what is acceptable and what is not
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acceptable. Any survivor at the receiving end of that will feel that. In my role in the last
four and a half months | have been speaking to a number of people, those who have been
harmed, those who respond, those who are responsible for policy and practice and those
in positions of leadership. | also understand that many of you are at the receiving end of
victim and survivors’ pain and that can translate as criticism and that can translate in a
number of feelings, even of helplessness sometimes. That is how it can feel. Itis on both
sides. This pain and hurt can lead to wanting to protect yourself very quickly on both
sides. It can even lead to a sense of feeling defensive.

In my view, it is time to redefine this relationship, but in order to redefine this relationship
there has to be honesty and that is what victims and survivors are asking for. Manage
their expectations. Be realistic. Tell us what you can do but, equally, tell us what you
cannot do. Itis okay to do that, actually. Nobody wants to remember their trauma. Please
never forget that for a victim and survivor coming forward it will always require courage,
be it non-recent or recent, and we must not diminish the experience of those with non-
recent abuse. lItis as if it were happening right now and what many victims and survivors
tell me is that some of those who respond forget the child and forget the person it has
happened to. They want you to see and hear that person as if it were now. One of the
things | do understand about trauma - and, yes, let us use that word "trauma" because
survivors walk with trauma and they carry the narrative - is their life does not just flow in
and out. It stops and starts. It sometimes can be paralysed by that trauma and
sometimes they can feel stuck. Coming to you is very often in trauma. They live side by
side with a ruinous, ever-present past. That is what | am hearing.

| asked every victim or survivor | spoke with, "How do you think the Church perceives
you?" Every one of them gave me a list of things, but the consistent response was, "As
an irritant”. Is it not time to change that view? | appreciate the safeguarding work that is
going on, but one of the things that victims and survivors are telling me - and actually it is
to their credit that they feel this - is they want to work with you. They still want to engage
on the whole agenda of safeguarding. To their credit, they want to do this and it is
important that they come to the table, and | say it is time to drop your guard to move
forward. It is time to reverse the patterns of self-protection and the shame of the past,
because victims and survivors are wanting to be in that space to move forward with you.

| am going to conclude in saying this. This new shared understanding - that is required
on both sides, | have to say - needs to be at a starting point to understand the relationship
honestly between victims and survivors and the Church of England. If you say you are
going to do something, do it. If you cannot do something, explain why you cannot do that.
Victims and survivors need agency. They need to feel in charge. They need to feel that
at the core of what you are saying they understand. They need to understand the what,
why and why not. But so do you. It works on both sides. | am talking about boundaries.

My Report talks about boundaries and it is very clear that the need for that needs to
happen on both sides. If you do not do that, what will continue from what | am hearing
from those who are responding to victims and survivors is that they will keep on feeling
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depleted, helpless and this feeling of mistrust on both sides will keep on continuing.
Managing expectations is what | am talking about and the need to be consistent in that
space. Who is doing what, when and why is important for both.

My Report when you read it will speak to this. It will speak to the heart of how all are
expected to be treated. | am a survivor myself and | have to say | feel a weight of
responsibility in this role as Survivor Advocate for the Independent Safeguarding Board.
| came here to make a difference and, for the first time in my campaigning life or my
journey of working with survivors for over three decades, | have been criticised by victims
and survivors. | have been told, "Jasvinder, what can you do? You are employed by
them". There is this "them and us" understanding. | have never felt that before and that
makes me more determined to stay here because | believe what you have started in terms
of the safeguarding agenda is authentic. It is real. But what | think you need to also
consider is how you bring victims and survivors to that table and how you think about
those honest conversations, the ones you do not want to have.

If I give you one example before | end. One of the questions | asked on my Report was
to look at the two areas of policy that are so significant to victims and survivors. One, the
Interim Support Scheme. It is a very good scheme, everyone would admit. It really is
helping us. Those who are a part of that scheme and responding say, "Jasvinder, what
if the Interim Support Scheme becomes overwhelmed, then what?" Well, | put it to you -
answer that question, have that conversation, or else how are you going to expand your
reach to those who are potentially harmed? Is that not what we need to do and for that
uncomfortable question? | would say so. The other one is the Clergy Discipline Measure.
We welcome as an ISB that it is being reviewed. More importantly, victims and survivors
welcome that it is being reviewed. It is a significant policy area that is impacting on the
lives of victims and survivors and also those who are alleged. There is a need to have
real conversations.

On my journey in conversations, that CDM policy area was being consulted on. | listened
to victims and survivors saying how they were given one week's notice to consult on such
a significant area of policy. How did that leave them feeling? | will quote, "It left us feeling
that the Church of England are not really committed to us". The point | am making is that
you are on the right path here, but there is a need to listen to victims and survivors and
engage them in the process because | will say it again: to their credit, they have not given
up on you. So, please, let us have those honest conversations and keep moving forward
and | will keep standing here.

The Chair: Thank you, Meg, Maggie, Jasvinder and Steve for that. We now, Synod, have
the opportunity for a few questions, although there is not a huge amount of time and so
we really do need questions, please, rather than speeches. | am going to be looking for
three questions to be asked and we will see how we do for time. If you want to ask a
guestion, could you stand, please, or otherwise indicate.
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Professor Helen King (Oxford): Thank you for that really interesting presentation. My
guestion is really simple. Is there any way that the ISB can hold anyone guilty of
misconduct meaningfully to account? | noticed that when you were talking in the GS 2263
section 28, there was a reference there to, "Promises about remedial action, too often still
partially or not delivered, or delayed ..." and remedial action in some cases can mean
holding someone to account and | am not at all sure where that rests in the Church of
England's structures at the moment and | am wondering if it rests with you.

The Revd Canon Dr Judith Maltby (Universities & TEIS): We have had a number of
safeguarding reports and reviews, the Gibb Report on Peter Ball, ICSA and the most
recent one on Fr Griffin which just came out a few days ago. All those reports make a
connection between the Church's attitudes towards homosexuality and being a less safe
Church and | wonder if you as a panel have views on that.

Professor Maggie Atkinson: Chair, thank you and thank you for the questions. | am going
to take the first question and Meg is going to come forward and answer the second,
because this is in collegium. Do we have holding to account powers? No, we do not.
We are not judicial or quasi-judicial. Our role is to make such - and | promise there will
be, and you have heard a flavour - trenchant and insistent recommendations so that they
cannot be ignored and to hold to account if they are not, and that is in our terms of
reference as well. To do that cyclical you said you would, did you? Are you sure? Can
you prove it? Show us. Okay, we will ask you again because how long have you been
asking yourselves? But, no, we do not have holding to account powers, no, we do not.
Meg is going to take the one that was asked about safety or otherwise if you are
homosexual or an LGBTQ person, LGBTQIA and so on.

Ms Meg Munn: Thank you, Maggie. The reason | volunteered among us to answer this
one is because it sounds to me like this is a policy type question and, as | said at the
outset, one of the things that the National Safeguarding Panel does is look into issues of
policy, procedure and process. Looking at some of the issues that come out, including
practice, of those reviews is the kind of scanning of the horizon that | would do with the
panel when we are determining the kinds of issues that we might look at. That issue has
not been one that has been discussed by us to date. It could well be one that we would
discuss.

The National Safeguarding Panel currently only meets six times a year. Well, in fact, we
meet five times a year and one of our sessions we use for good practice workshops and
to discuss issues of importance. | will certainly take that issue into our discussions. One
of the things I tried to do is to make sure that we have our discussions when they are
going to have an impact. If we know that policy procedure is being reviewed or due to be
reviewed, then we will choose those kind of subjects.

But we also try to and look at issues which we think are important and that the Church is
not taking enough notice of - | mean the Church as a whole not just the National
Safeguarding Team. For example, in the past we have put issues like prevention on our

145



agenda and we have put issues like adult safeguarding on our agenda because we felt
that they were not getting enough focus. This could well be an issue that we might look
at in the future but, to date, the National Safeguarding Panel has not looked specifically
at that.

Mr Martin Sewell (Rochester): | want to ask you about the speed at which you have taken
on a review and | am not going to go into detail of the matter. | am concerned that we
gave you a bit of a hospital pass with that one, that that has arrived and you have had to
invent on the hoof and that is a very difficult task and you can easily make mistakes and
| am not going to criticise you for that. But what | want to know is | want to probe a little
bit about whether we actually did our proper due diligence here at General Synod before
giving you that task and whether we have actually got you as independent as we think
you should be. | am going to ask you one question, which you can help me with:
supposing somebody wishes to sue the ISB for its work, can you tell me which is the legal
entity that will accept that responsibility. Are they covered by their own insurance? Would
the litigation costs and any damages be met by you, your insurers, the Church
Commissioners and, if not the Church Commissioners, then who?

the Ven. Pete Spiers (Liverpool): At our DSAP meeting in Liverpool on Wednesday, our
independent members expressed once again frustration at the delay in the publication of
PCR2 and | wondered whether the ISB had received similar frustrations from victims and
survivors? The feeling is that the continued delay smacks of dragging feet and hiding
things.

Professor Maggie Atkinson: To answer Martin's question, you would not expect me to go
into something that is already in progress, and | will not, and | would not want to
hypothesise on what might happen were there to be a legal challenge. But my
expectation would be that, were the issue referred to us by one of the National Church
Institutions, we would resile to them for cover. Thank you, Martin. Were it our mistake
and our error, my assumption would also be, although | would need to take legal counsel
on this, that because we are contractors our insurers would be called on. But | do not
know for certain because | have not taken legal advice on the matter yet because it has
not yet arisen, and | do not expect it to because | do not expect us to do something for
which we could be sued.

In terms of the PCR, we have not been involved in or received materials on the PCRs
because we are not a diocese. Itis not our material. We were not involved in the reviews
and, therefore, we have no factors in it. Were something to be amiss, that would be the
point at which | would expect it to be referred to me through the NST's mechanisms and
potentially through your diocesan safeguarding partnership if you consider that that is
where the issue lies. My advice, however, is that your main route for discussions is
between your DSAP and those in the NST and elsewhere who have run the PCR process
because we will be held in reserve to give or withhold assurance that things have been
done right or not. That is our role. Meg is going to come in on that.
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Ms Meg Munn: The reason | am standing up to respond also to this is not because it is
the responsibility of the National Safeguarding Panel, but the PCR2 process is something
that the panel has looked at in-depth and | can say that some of the members of the panel
are also equally frustrated about the timescale. | can also say that because as Chair of
the panel, although | am independent, | am a member of the National Safeguarding
Steering Group which has oversight of this process and that group met this week. Nobody
is trying to hide anything. Nobody is delaying for any reason other than it is important to
get this right. The process has been incredibly complex.

| do not know how long your report was in Liverpool. | know some reports are 80 to 100
pages long and the national report is an overview report bringing together all that
information - 42 dioceses with really a lot of information and some of that coming in quite
late. But, more importantly, from my perspective as the independent Chair of the National
Safeguarding Panel, what is coming out of that has to be put into recommendations that
are going to make a difference and recommendations that are going to improve
safeguarding. When we looked at it in the National Safeguarding Panel in-depth, what
chairs of diocesan safeguarding advisory partnerships - DSAPs in the jargon - told us was
that this was a massive quality assurance process and that within those dioceses they
were learning a lot. From that needs to come actions throughout the Church which
respond to those issues that are coming up and which, to get back to my earlier point,
make the Church safer.

This is a real opportunity. Yes, it is frustrating and, yes, this is what it always happens. |
used to be a Member of Parliament and a Government Minister and when the Department
of Health used to produce something and say, "We'll respond to the consultation in the
autumn”, autumn used to go on for a long time. People get frustrated about these things.
Often, people overpromise on how quick they are going to do it. But my reassurance as
an independent person is this is being taken incredibly seriously and | am in there pushing
for the recommendations that | want to see. | do not want that report to come out until
what | think should happen as a result of what people have found in the dioceses, until
those recommendations that | think are really important, are properly written and properly
produced. That is going to take more time than anybody would like, but let us get it right
and let us really all work together to make the Church safer.

ITEM 17

The Chair: We are very grateful to you for that presentation. We are now going to move,
Synod, to Item 17 and the motion which stands in the name of the Bishop of Rochester.
Bishop, you have up to 10 minutes to speak to this item.

The Bishop of Rochester (the Rt Revd Dr Jonathan Gibbs): Synod, | would like to begin
on behalf of all of us here today by thanking Meg Munn and the members of the ISB -
Maggie, Steve and Jasvinder - for their presentation and for all they are doing to hold the
Church to account in respect of safeguarding. Thank you very much indeed. | am running
out of time. Please keep on challenging us, as | know you will. | would also like to thank

147



all of you, members of Synod, for your engagement with safeguarding matters as well as
that of your colleagues in dioceses, cathedrals and parishes and other Church
communities up and down this country. Thank you for all that you and your colleagues
are doing.

Most of all, however, | would like to start by acknowledging the impact of our safeguarding
failures over the years on the lives of victims and survivors and to thank them, as we have
heard already, for their willingness to go on engaging with us and challenging us to put
things right from the past and to get things right for the future.

Synod, my intention in framing the motion as it stands before you today at Iltem 17 is to
help us understand more fully the context in which we find ourselves in regard to
safeguarding and then to try to reframe the discussion in a way that can enable us to
move forward together as constructively and as quickly as possible. If you look at GS
Misc 1320, you will see that | sought to address four questions in my introduction to the
NST's Report. These were: Where have we come from? Where are trying to get to?
Why does everything seem so difficult? How can we best move forward? | would like to
say a little about each of these before turning to the detail of the motion before you at
Item 17.

Firstly, where have we come from? We have to begin, as does today's motion, with a
frank acknowledgment of our past failures. Terrible things have happened far too often
across our Church and there was a collective failure to recognise and respond adequately
even when abuse was disclosed. We still have a long way to go to put these things right,
including through the establishment of a comprehensive redress scheme and, Synod, |
need you to keep on pushing to make sure these things happen as soon as possible. At
the same time, it is also right for us to acknowledge the significant changes there have
been nationally in dioceses and in parishes in recent years, including improvements in
safeguarding procedures and training. In many ways, we have come a long way and |
want to say a big thank you to everyone who has made that possible. Thank you again
for all that you and your colleagues are doing.

Secondly, in the midst of all the difficulties and challenges that we face, it is important to
remind ourselves where we are trying to get to. Our shared goal is to make our Church
communities the safest and healthiest places for all people that they can be, places where
every single person is protected and nurtured and supported. That must include providing
appropriate redress financially, as well as in other ways, to those who have been abused
as soon as possible.

Synod, these things are what all of us who are engaged in the work of safeguarding are
committed to and yet sometimes we seem collectively to lose sight of that. Our
safeguarding colleagues, whether in our dioceses or in the national Church, can at times
become a lightning conductor for people's anger and frustration. Sometimes that is
because they have got things wrong and sometimes it is simply because they are standing
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in the breach on our behalf. We need to remember that. We need to look after them as
well as being ready to hold them to account when things go wrong.

At this point, | would like to say a huge thank you to Zena Marshall behind me here for
stepping into the role of Interim National Director over the last 18 months. Zena has been
an outstanding colleague and has provided great leadership to the National Safeguarding
Team. We are delighted that she will be staying on as a member of the team as Alex
Kubeyinje joins us as the new National Director in September. Zena, thank you to you.

That brings me to my third question: why does everything seem so difficult? Synod, we
need to recognise, as we all know, that there is a lot of pain and hurt and anger around
because of all that has happened and, yes, in some cases not yet happened because
people's experience of how we respond is still not consistently and universally as good
as it should be, and because we have not yet adequately addressed the past by providing
appropriate redress both financially and in other ways. But we also need to recognise
that the experience of those who are the subject of allegations or concerns is also not as
consistently good as it should be and we know that also can be deeply traumatising for
those who are affected. These are some of the reasons why the whole subject of
safeguarding can be so fraught and so difficult. We need to acknowledge that and we
need to do all we can to address the reasons for that.

We come to my final question: how can we best move forward? Synod, | wonder whether
it may help if we could recognise more fully the incredibly difficult situation we have been
and are facing around safeguarding. The revelations of the last few years have hit us like
an earthquake and we are still living through the aftershocks of that, coming to terms with
what has happened and working out how to rebuild in new and safer ways for the future.

After the initial response to IICSA and the greatly increased focus on safeguarding over
the last few years, we are now going through a time both of much needed change and,
yes, of anger and disillusionment about the pace and depth of that change. This can be
incredibly frustrating at times and a source of anger, especially for victims and survivors.
| personally have been deeply frustrated that we have not got further during my term as
Lead Bishop. If | am honest, | simply had not realised how complex and difficult it would
be and is still proving to be to bring about deep and lasting change across the Church of
England.

But, Synod, | am convinced that it is happening and that we need to persevere. We need
to press forward and make sure the resources are there to see this through as quickly
and as effectively as possible. That applies especially to finding ways of making redress
happen even before we jump through all the legislative hoops and even though in the end
that may be required.

We need, if necessary, to throw the kitchen sink at this because getting this right is

fundamental to the integrity and credibility of the Church in this nation and that is what the
motion before you today is about. It acknowledges past failures and the need to work
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especially with victims and survivors to put things right from the past and to get things
right in the future. It recognises the challenges involved in bringing about change across
such a diverse and dispersed institution as the Church of England. It urges the
Archbishops' Council to ensure that ICSA's recommendations, including for redress, are
fully implemented as soon as possible.

It affirms and reinforces Synod's role in holding the Archbishops' Council and the wider
Church to account, particularly around strengthening independent accountability and
oversight of safeguarding across the Church of England. Synod, we know we have not
always got things right and there is still much more to be done, but | hope you will put
your weight behind this motion and affirm your commitment to making the Church of
England ever more fully a reflection of Jesus’ rein of justice and peace and healing for all.
Thank you very much.

The Chair: Synod, this item is now open for debate. Initially, there will be a five minute
speech limit.

The Revd Timothy Bateman (Birmingham): This is my maiden speech. This is not
necessarily what | thought | would be speaking on, but | do appreciate that this is a really
important thing for the Church to get right. | wanted to speak particularly on point 17(b)
on this yellow piece of paper - or golden - and | wanted to discuss particularly changing
the culture and practice of safeguarding across the Church of England. | am a clergy
person and | hope that the contributions | make will be helpful, not just for my clergy
colleagues but for the Church as a whole.

Firstly, | just wanted to thank the Bishop of Rochester and the Safeguarding Team and
the panel for all the work that you have done. | wanted to talk in this debate particularly
on some of those things that | would consider some of the more grey areas in
safeguarding in clergy performing their duties on a day-to-day basis and almost just here
to ask for help of the next steps of how we might be able to do this as has been proposed
here. Some of those grey areas that we encounter day-to-day as clergy people is these
grey areas between pastoral concerns and safeguarding concerns, of those grey areas
between safeguarding and GDPR, and the potential grey area of how clergy report and
take notes of things for safeguarding concerns that are outside our parish and Church
context and how we best do that.

As a clergy who has been trained in safeguarding, | know that we need to prioritise
safeguarding over these other things and we are told to spot things that could become
safeguarding concerns. | guess my question, the headline, is how do we report things
and how do we take note of things. | just wanted to throw a few examples in there, a bit
like a diocesan safeguarding training, a few hypothetical scenarios which might be rooted
in reality for some here. The first scenario is that a student approaches me from my
church saying they have got a mental health problem, how do I respond to that? Do
please cut me off if this is not appropriate to the debate. One trajectory with mental health
problems here is that, on the one hand, it could be part of a much bigger picture of this
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person experiencing some very harmful things to themselves. On the other trajectory it
might just be a student who wants to share things, who just wants prayer and wants some
support as they navigate that particular situation.

That current example is not strictly safeguarding but it might have possible implications
for safeguarding and it could have implications for their protection. | guess the question
is - because this is a daily thing that | go through - what is the appropriate way to take
safeguarding notes on this? Is it appropriate to do that? How do we record pastoral
meetings in general and situations of this kind that happen all the time? How do we
navigate and respect a person's desire for their mental health concern to not be
documented on record? How is this something worthy of note-taking as a safeguarding
concern and how is it not?

Just because of time, | am going to jump to my third hypothetical scenario which is around
a clergy's obligation to report safeguarding concerns happening in an area that is not the
area that | am serving in as clergy. To give an example, | am in Birmingham and | go up
to my friend in Edinburgh and | hear from them a particular disclosure from them about
something that is happening in their area. Under the Clergy Discipline Measure, what is
my responsibility to report that with my Church and safeguarding files and what
responsibility is it to do it elsewhere? It would be really helpful for clarity on this particular
matter of how | act in that situation.

What | am requesting is if there could be some really clear safeguarding advice,
particularly with these more grey areas, from the national team. It would be really helpful
to the diocesan safeguarding team, particularly on these areas: pastoral meetings, low-
level potential safeguarding concerns, concerns raised that are not in our geographical
area or context or within our parish. Another area which would be helpful is historic adult
disclosures where we do not have consent to take notes of this from the person who is
sharing; how we navigate those things being compliant with all these different laws and
regulations. Thank you so much for your time.

The Bishop of Blackburn (the Rt Revd Julian Henderson): | am sure we all want to add
to thanks already expressed to Jonathan for his time as Lead Bishop and note his
intention to step down in 2023. | suspect it will be hard to find as capable a successor.
Thank you very much, Jonathan. You have thanked others, but we want to thank you for
all you have given in that period of time, as well as the national team and all their crucial
work.

Report GS Misc 1320 paragraph 1.5 asks why the provision of safeguarding seems so
difficult and claims that the experience of those who disclose abuse and safeguarding
concerns is still not always what it should be, and compounds the traumas of victims and
survivors. | am sure we all agree.

| also want to say that some who have not themselves been abused but have blown a
whistle and made a complaint about breaches of safeguarding protocol have then
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themselves become victims of a rather different kind, not from an abuser but from the
processes we follow as an institution. Further work is needed here.

From personal experience in the Diocese of Blackburn, | can confirm that safeguarding
complaints made under the CDM sometimes take far too long before they are brought to
a conclusion - recently, one took up to a year - and without adequate support for either
complainant or respondent, and others involved in the process. In fact, so traumatic has
that process been for the complainant that they have given me permission to quote from
their letter of resignation from their clerical post, saying they have no choice but to leave
it if they are to maintain their personal integrity and ensure their well-being and that of
their family, because of the failings of the system. It is a huge sadness to lose this
person‘s and gifts in the cause of making Jesus more widely known.

The biggest weakness in our systems in the Church of England is our inability to deal with
certain levels of abuse. Too often an offence fails to reach the bar for discipline under
the CDM and is not serious enough to warrant an arrest or investigation by the police, but
is still inappropriate behaviour by a person in holy orders. What causes a Deputy Chief
Whip to resign and be suspended in Government is, | am afraid, allowed to continue in
the Church without any sanctions. Victims continue to suffer.

The only option left to us is a risk assessment. Even when a risk investment reports that
an individual is not safe to be in public Christian ministry, and it is contested by that
individual, the bishop and the Church have no authority to prevent their ongoing ministry.
Serious work needs to be done to give teeth to independent risk assessments and for
intervention to be possible. Yes, if that were to be in place there would rightly be, on
grounds of justice, a right of appeal on the decision of the bishop, but at least then a risk
assessment would have a purpose, be worth the cost of doing it and be a useful tool in
making our churches safe for children and vulnerable adults. Until that happens, | see
there is little or no point in initiating any further risk assessments.

Finally, | am not clear why proposals to deal with this have not been forthcoming. Itis a
gaping hole in our safeguarding provision and has been known and evident for a number
of years and yet without any action or initiatives. | sincerely hope and urge, as | say a
final plea, that something will be done in the very near future to sort this and so make our
Church a safer place for all.

The Chair: Following the next speech | am going to reduce the speech limit to three
minutes.

The Revd Claire Lording (Worcester): Can | echo my thanks to all who have presented
under this item? In the light of events this week in the world of politics, | have been giving
thanks that we as a Church have a safeguarding policy and process that values every
individual as blessed and loved by God, and which does its very best to be robust in that
policy and process.
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| give thanks for the change of culture that | have witnessed during my years as a parish
priest and entirely support the need for safeguarding, like we all do, to be at the heart of
our entire Church culture.

| also recognise the challenges that present themselves when parishes and people are
asked to undertake robust safeguarding training and to think of survivors and victims
above everything else. Church officers speak of struggling with the safeguarding training
and completing a safeguarding workbook. But the same people have given thanks that
there are those around them, in parishes and the dioceses, who have helped them to
realise that safeguarding is actually more embedded in their faith and Christian witness
than they first realised, and they can share that.

| also remember years ago volunteers struggling completely with the CRB process, but
now | give thanks for the safeguarding dashboard that has enabled corporate
responsibility to become the most natural way of engaging with safeguarding. The work
of safeguarding is vital and absolutely necessary to who we are as a community of faith,
as a Church that longs to be a safer Church, that reaches out with integrity and
unconditional love, as a community of faith that asks often for forgiveness, where we have
collectively failed those who have been treated as less than being made wonderfully in
God’s image.

As a parish priest | want to serve in a Church that does better; better in building positive
relationships between survivors and those who have no suffered abuse. | am grateful,
and we should all be grateful, for the support and process at every level of the Church
that enables this to become more of a reality and for the collective commitment to always
do better with safeguarding. | entirely support this motion. Thank you.

Mr Gavin Drake (Southall & Nottingham): | want to thank Bishop Jonathan for bringing
this motion for debate today. | would endorse the motion and encourage you all to support
it. When my following motion on safeguarding in February was procedurally cut short, |
received comments from a number of victims and survivors who felt they had been
stabbed in the back. It was another attempt by the Church to silence them, they said.

| had considered amending this motion in two parts. | did not because | have just moved
house and | do not have the internet so | could not forward them on. | will not be seeking
the permission of the Chair to move the amendments, but | just want to talk about them
very briefly.

In paragraph (a) | was going to propose an amendment that we “acknowledge and deeply
regret the continuing safeguarding failures of the Church of England”, because there is a
tendency within the Church for us to talk about our past failings. Bishop Jonathan used
that phrase several times in his speech about the lessons of the past. We need to learn
the lessons of today because we are still failing victims and survivors today. As Bishop
Julian said, there are very many issues with our current system and processes that need
to be dealt with.
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An example very briefly, and | do have the permission of the person, and | am not going
to be naming names. A victim who | am supporting, | had to inform the diocesan
safeguarding team and her Bishop that she was in crisis. The time for a prohibition of a
priest who had abused her was coming to an end and she was suicidal. She had a 24-
hour referral to a consultant psychologist. Mental health nurses were visiting her three
times a week. Two weeks later she received an email from the diocesan safeguarding
adviser with four questions. One of them was, “Is it possible for you to think about
forgiving the respondent? What led you to this decision?” Any attempt that she was
trying to do to overcome that trauma disappeared on receipt of that email.

The second amendment that | was going to do was to propose a new paragraph (e) calling
for a Measure to introduce a national body with the authority to intervene in dioceses.
Because we heard from the presentation that neither the panel nor the ISB, nor anybody
else, has the ability to intervene and say to a bishop or say to a diocese, “You are doing
this wrong”. | have got nothing against bishops - most of them - but bishops get it wrong,
because they are people. And when they get it wrong in safeguarding, it can be
catastrophic. Because of the hierarchical nature of the Church of England, they are
untouchable. Some of them do not listen when they are told, “You have got this wrong”.
So we need a national body.

The Chair imposed a speech limit of three minutes.

Ms Jayne Ozanne (Oxford): I, too, want to thank Bishop Jonathan, Meg, the team, and
indeed even Bishop Peter, who | would like to remember in this debate for taking us to
where we are today.

| am myself a victim of abuse and | have been through what was a very arcane CDM
process which was more traumatic than the abuse. However, | fear we have a long way
still to go. | do want to recall for us that safeguarding is not just a matter of child sexual
abuse or adult sexual abuse, it is a matter that impacts many people, and you will not be
surprised at me wanting to talk about the LGBT community.

In a survey we did last year among LGBT Christians, over 750 of them, only a third stated
that they felt safe to be themselves in their church. Indeed that tied with research that we
have also done on conversion therapy that shows that so many have in the recent past
experienced that within religious settings in our churches. | have been terribly concerned
by the responses | have been given both by diocesan bishops, when we sent that
research, to be assured it is not happening in their dioceses today; and indeed, dare |
say, by the response we have just heard from Meg to Judith Maltby’s, I think, correct
guestion about the need to look at the link between sexual abuse and the Church of
England’s attitude to sexuality.

These are matters that impact our discussions right now, particularly as we look to discuss
LLF and our decisions going forward. | would urge the Independent Safeguarding Board
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and the panel to look at safeguarding measures to protect the LGBT community, perhaps
even in our discussions tomorrow. We have some real difficult decisions to make. As |
have already said in this group of sessions, sadly, it is many of us who bear the brunt of
that. | would ask that we would look to put in place safeguarding measures across each
of our dioceses that can protect all our members in our churches.

The Revd Canon Simon Butler (Southwark): | have just been reflecting on what we heard
a little earlier from the ISB, and particularly Jasvinder’s contribution. | am aware that the
way she spoke to us was challenging and thought provoking and strangely encouraging
in some way or another.

| am particularly grateful to hear from the Bishop of Rochester about how the Church is
going to receive and hear that independent voice. | can imagine, having been around the
Archbishops’ Council for a while, that one way that will happen is through the National
Safeguarding Steering Group, and it is right that it should, but it strikes me the way
Jasvinder was speaking, and indeed the way the whole Board will speak to us, is not just
to the centre; it is to the whole Church. We need to give some thought to how as a Church
we hear at the local level the voices of the Independent Safeguarding Board, because
much of what we are hearing is about changing the way people behave in relationship to
victims and survivors, and alleged perpetrators as well. That will only happen when we
are prepared to be careful and thoughtful and accountable at a local level - clergy,
bishops, lay leaders - and be able to hear what we are being told by the Independent
Safeguarding Board. | can envisage a situation where we will get lots of central
information about this, but it seems to me that whilst that is always useful, what we really
need to do is be spoken to to our hearts, as Jasvinder said, so that genuine change can
happen at the local level.

My plea is that is not just an institutional response, but we give some thought as a Church,
as Synod, as Council, to the way the Church receives what we are told by our independent
friends.

the Ven. Alastair Cutting (Southwark): Thank you very much indeed to the team for some
inspiring and challenging encouragement to us in how we have been dealing with this,
and thank you for helping us with our learning.

| have been helped by a number of the comments from people who have come forward
already. Tim Bateman raised some helpful questions about some of the grey areas and
some of the questions where we could do with some more help. | would like to raise a
couple of those as well, please. There are times when there are issues about behaviour.
Sometimes it is clergy behaviour and sometimes it is lay behaviour that can be an issue.

Quite often safeguarding is the trigger that is used in trying to engage with this. However,
sometimes it is not really a safeguarding issue. It does not quite reach the threshold, and
therefore it is dismissed as that, and it is moved on from. Rather than just say, “It has not
reached our threshold, it is nothing to do with us”, there are some areas where we need
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to find out how we can best engage with those, because there are people who feel that
they are very much under pressure for other reasons, even if it is not reaching a
safeguarding threshold. Where are the places we need to have those discussions?

Another area that comes a bit close to this is the fairly new area, as far as definitions are
concerned, of spiritual abuse. | am aware that some of the definitions of spiritual abuse
are about the number of times an incident has happened. If it has not happened a number
of times, that is not enough to trigger a spiritual abuse implication, and yet there is
sometimes something bubbling under. There is something about reaching those
thresholds. Can you help us, please, as we try to explore some of these and work around
the interstices of things so things do not fall between stools?

The Chair: After the next speaker | am going to be testing your mind, Synod, as to a
motion for closure on this debate.

Canon Peter Adams (St Albans): | want to thank Bishop Jonathan and also the voices
we have heard from the members of the Independent Safeguarding Board, and echo what
Simon Butler just called us to as to how we hear those voices.

| would add some more voices in that we will have over the autumn lessons learned
reviews relating to John Spires’ abuse, Trevor Devamanikkam’s abuse (however you say
the name) and others. They all have implications for a wide part of the Church. That is
why they are what they are. They are going to produce conversation. They are going to
produce questions.

| asked yesterday in a question for that process of accountability, transparency, honesty
and integrity that Archbishop Justin spoke about very encouragingly as going on, the
conversations happening in the House of Bishops, to be extended. We know there is
friction when these issues come up in this place. Actually, | think so much of that friction
would be dealt with if we could provide a context, a frank, honest, loving Christian
conversation and learning around these things.

IICSA called the Church to deal with deference, particularly deference towards our
bishops. It called us also to a change in culture. Part of that culture change is how we
have a conversation around these things. | think that will help us move forward a lot.

The Chair: Synod, | am now going to test your mind as to whether we have debated this
sufficiently.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.

The Chair: 1 invite the Bishop of Rochester to respond to the debate. Bishop, you have
up to five minutes.

The Bishop of Rochester (the Rt Revd Jonathan Gibbs): Thank you very much indeed.
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May | begin by thanking all the speakers for some really helpful contributions. | will do
my best to respond. Tim Bateman, thank you very much. You raised some important
guestions and helpful feedback. The answer in a safeguarding context is always talk to
your DSA, but there are some really important points there we could explore further as
we develop our training. Of course, there has been a significant move over the last few
years in training from focusing on process, which is always important, to looking at culture,
which | will come back to later. Thank you for that. We will pick up those points.

Bishop Julian, thank you for your challenges there with regard to responding to allegations
and support for complainants. This is a whole area that is under development. |
recognise this at the moment. Itis support for complainants. Itis support for respondents.
| think we need to recognise we have not always put these things in place as we need to,
and | think it is because we have not recognised the complexity and the sensitivity of
these issues, so thank you for that.

Claire Lording, thank you so much for your comments, in particular your affirmation of the
safeguarding dashboard. | know that has been extremely well received right across the
dioceses. | have heard some really positive comments about that and we are very grateful
indeed for the work that has gone into that. Absolutely, we all want to serve in a Church
that does better in the area of safeguarding.

Gavin Drake, thank you for your comments. Absolutely, | recognise there are continuing
failures in the way in which the Church goes about its work of safeguarding. | hope that
was written into the warp and weft of my speech today, and | certainly acknowledge that.
Certainly there are some challenging issues there about an extremely unfortunate
response to a mental health case. | think we should be all concerned about that and |
hope that has been acted upon.

With regard to a national body with an ability to intervene in dioceses, this is a wider
guestion than safeguarding. It is about the structure of the Church of England and the
wider issue of accountability. We have faced that and that is certainly at the heart of this
guestion. How are we accountable to one another in the way we behave? That is at the
heart of what it means to grow a safer Church.

Jayne, thank you so much for your contribution and for highlighting those questions with
regard to members of the LGBTQ+ community not feeling safe. That is a matter of
concern to us all. | can assure you with regard to the work of the NST, and of course we
were hearing an answer from the NSP, we have a staff member there, Deborah
McGovern, who is working very closely with LLF on those issues and, yes absolutely, our
concern is to protect all the members of our churches.

Simon Butler, thank you for your comments, very helpful there. Absolutely we want to

hear the voices of the people at the local level and voices of the heart, not only the head.
We are looking at how we can do that, how we can translate what we have heard today
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into communication in different ways, at the local level. That is part of the developing
ongoing work of the ISB.

Alastair Cutting, thank you very much, issues of behaviour here. Yes, how do we deal
with those issues? This is about growing healthy churches. You raised some questions
about spiritual abuse and reaching the threshold. Some of you will have done the spiritual
abuse course. Of course, there are distinctions in there. There is a traffic light system as
to when something is good behaviour, when it is unhelpful behaviour and when is it
shading into abuse, so different responses apply in different contexts. | think we need to
be clearer about those and how we respond and make sure people understand.

Peter Adams, thank you so much. Transparency, honesty, integrity, yes absolutely,
recognising the friction and the difficulty of having these conversations and back to the
business of changing culture. | want to tell you we have two small groups working
together trying to join some of this up at the moment. One is working on safeguarding
and culture in our Church and the other is looking at the theology of safeguarding.

Only yesterday | was able to have a conversation with Eeva John abut how can we join
that up with LLF and following on from LLF, because that is all about the agenda of
growing safer, healthier churches for all. Thank you for that challenge. Yes, it is
sometimes about having conversations before we have the difficult conversations so we
create the environment and the space for trust. | want to affirm that.

Thank you so much, everybody, for your contributions to the debate. Thank you again to
the team who led our presentation today and thank you all and your colleagues in the
dioceses for all you are doing. | urge you please, Synod, heartily to support this motion
not only in word but in deed, as we go from this place. Thank you very much indeed.
The Chair: We move to the vote on Item 17. May | just remind those in the non-voting
area that means you cannot vote. If you want to vote, you have to move out of the non-
voting area. | put to Synod the motion at Item 17 on the Order Paper.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.

The Chair: That is very clearly carried. We now move to the next item of business which
is a resumption of the debate on the Canterbury CNC.

THE CHAIR Canon Professor Joyce Hill (Leeds) took the Chair at 3.29 pm.

SEE OF CANTERBURY CROWN NOMINATIONS COMMISSION (GS
2260) (RESUMED)

The Chair: Synod, we now resume business that was adjourned from this morning. Itis
the See of Canterbury Crown Nominations Commission business. Just to remind you
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that you will for this business need GS 2260, the Fourth Notice Paper at paragraph 11
and, certainly, Order Paper Il from this morning, otherwise you will not follow the business.
The Order Papers are available in hard copy down in the information area as you come
into this hall and it is also on the App, so you can easily get hold of it either of those two
ways, but you will need it.

Could I just also ask - because again we are pressured for time because this is being
dealt with as an adjournment from this morning and so it is an insertion into this afternoon
- iIf you are intending to speak on any of the remaining items of this piece of business,
that is to say Items 10, 11, 12 and associated amendments that are on the paper, if you
are intending to speak would you please be sure to sit as near to the speaking podiums
as you possibly can. That will speed up the process quite considerably and so we would
be grateful if you would kindly do that.

ITEM 10

The Chair: We resume our business with Item 10 on this morning's Order Paper and so
| call upon Jamie Harrison to present Item 10 to us, bearing in mind that he gave us the
general overview and the broader picture this morning when we began this item of
business and so | hope he will be able to reasonably brief in introducing Item 10 to us
now.

Canon Dr Jamie Harrison (Durham): Thank you, Madam Chair. Just to remind ourselves,
Groundhog Day, we passed 8 and we passed 9 both unamended. Thisis 10. The CNC
we are working on now has the following constitution. It will be 17 people in total. Six will
come from one of the six pairs. Six will come from the central Church. Three will now
come from the Diocese of Canterbury. There will be one independent Chair. There will
be two bishops which may be one Archbishop and one bishop or two bishops. There will
be five from the Anglican Communion, one from each region, making a total of 17. | hope
you are keeping up with the mathematics.

What | want to do is very quickly tell you where we are going with the rest of the debate,
which | hope will move reasonably quickly. Item 10 is now restating one from each of the
five regions. Simon Butler, | gather, will not move his amendment because it is no longer
required. It would have fitted if his amendment earlier had carried and so Item 65 | think
will not be moved. We then move to Item 11 - | am not moving these, by the way, Chair
- which again reminds us of the variety of persons. | would then be supporting Item 66
from Nic Tall and supporting Item 67 from Andrew Cornes and also supporting, obviously,
Item 12. | hope that will give you a shape of where we are moving to and, in the light of
that, Madam Chair, | move Item 10.

The Chair: Thank you. Just to confirm that it has been formally noted that Item 65 is not
going to be moved by Simon Butler and so, unless someone else wishes to move it, this
item will lapse. But, of course, as Jamie explained, it is consequential and so that is
anticipated to lapse. We can, therefore, go straight into debating Item 10 and | invite
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anyone who wishes to make a contribution to Item 10's debate, please, to stand. | see
no speakers standing. Since there are no speakers standing, there is no debate for Jamie
to respond to since he can hardly respond to himself. We can, therefore, proceed to vote
on Item 10.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.
ITEM 11
The Chair: | now call upon Jamie Harrison to move Item 11.

Canon Dr Jamie Harrison (Durham): As agreed by my previous statement, | am in favour
of ltem 11. It makes it clear that we have, as we do here, a mix of at least one Primate,
one deacon, one priest and one lay person within the five and, as | say, | am supportive
of both amendments and | move Item 11, Madam Chair.

The Chair: Thank you. Our normal process would be now to have one or two speeches
on Item 11. Do | see anyone standing? | think not.

ITEM 66

The Chair: In that case, we can move directly to the amendment to be proposed by Nic
Tall which is Item 66 on the Order Paper.

Mr Nic Tall (Bath & Wells): This amendment takes nothing away from the original
proposals but seeks to add a gender balance to the additional members of the Canterbury
CNC. The addition of extra members from the wider Anglican Communion has been
described in the paperwork as a gift from the Church of England to the Communion. As
the givers of that gift, it is up to us to decide what it is we are offering.

The original motion is seeking to allow greater representation among those whom the
Archbishop ministers to and includes limitations to get the balance of representation right.
It requires members to be geographically representative from different parts of the world.
It also shapes the gift by requiring a balance of lay, ordained and episcopal
representation. This amendment recognises that the Anglican Communion is made up
of women and men and that our gift should also include a balance of representation
according to gender.

As we have heard a few times already, the average Anglican today is a woman living in
Africa. | hope through this amendment that she has every chance to be included on the
next Canterbury CNC. Of course, perfect representation is impossible. Five people
cannot adequately represent the full diversity of 85-plus million Anglicans in the world.
But just adding gender to the requirements alongside geography and ordained status
makes a big stride forward and, crucially, it is very easy to do. The language in the
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amendment, | accept, is a little convoluted, numbers rounded down and so forth, because
| recognise that Synod could change the number of Communion representatives that it
seeks but, as we are looking for five, this amendment effectively says at least two should
be men and at least two should be women.

The amendment also makes sense should Synod choose to include or exclude any other
criteria. | think it is also important to recognise that, since the last time the Canterbury
CNC met in 2012, the Church of England has changed its whole approach to episcopal
appointments. Back then, only men could be appointed as bishops. The next time the
Canterbury CNC meets will be the first occasion that women could be called for interview
and could be considered for nomination as the next Archbishop of Canterbury.

The Church of England strives to ensure women and men can serve equally and
alongside each other at all levels in the Church and in all of its processes. We are all
male and female created in the image of God and this needs to be reflected in the Church
of England's gift to the Communion. |, therefore, encourage you to support this
amendment and | beg to move the motion standing in my name.

The Chair: Jamie has already indicated his position but I call upon him formally to
respond.

Canon Dr Jamie Harrison (Durham): | am very grateful to Nic for this. | did comment
earlier that | do not want it to be prescriptive in the Standing Orders, but | think this is a
very helpful statement from him and | am very supportive.

The Chair: So we can now proceed to a debate on this amendment. Do | see anyone
standing?

Mr Luke Appleton (Exeter): 1 think, obviously, everybody would agree that it is
advantageous to have a gender balance, but | would just say that when | was a student |
was a member of Exeter Labour Students and we regularly could not send people to the
Student Labour Conference because there was a requirement that it had to be 50/50 and
if you could not meet that requirement you could not send anybody. So | am very hesitant
to support this in case you end up in a situation - and it can happen - where you just do
not have a minimum of two and how do you handle that. | actually think that there is
probably enough sensible heads to think that they will aim for this gender balance anyway
without the need to prescribe it in this way, which could cause unforeseen problems.

The Revd Canon Dr Anderson Jeremiah (Universities & TEIS): The debate around the
Canterbury CNC has made clear for me the need to develop a good understanding of
both Anglican Communion as well as the Church of England. By the way, it is also very
deeply instructive to the wider CNC process. Therefore, | fully support the amendment
and also the wider proposal that Jamie has brought.
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| have been to a fantastic fringe event this lunchtime, put up by USPG on the future of
global theological education. The debate not only reiterated the need for a closer scrutiny
of what we mean by the church in the Church of England or the communion in the
Communion, it also seeks a fresh look at the representation within the CNC not only for
Canterbury but beyond. Just as we cannot reduce the complexity of the Church of
England, we cannot for the Communion.

| welcome what is being proposed, but my suggestion is that we should not lose sight of
what was suggested early on in the meeting and the debate, that there should be a wider
consultation within the Communion with regards to the role of the Archbishop of
Canterbury and also what the Church of England can learn from the Communion.
Therefore, they need to be a mutual learning experience and Canterbury can open up a
real learning experience for the wider CNC process within the Church of England.

Ms Fiona MacMillan (London): Responding to Luke Appleton's point just now about
aiming for balance rather than requiring balance, in my experience unless you require
things they simply do not happen. It gives people an additional incentive if you require a
balance and so | would resist that point.

The Chair: | see no one else standing and, therefore, | call upon Jamie to respond.
Canon Dr Jamie Harrison (Durham): | support the amendment.
The Chair: So we can do a vote by a show of hands.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.
ITEM 67

The Chair: We now move on to Item 67. | call upon the Revd Canon Andrew Cornes to
move the amendment at Item 67.

The Revd Canon Andrew Cornes (Chichester): My amendment is very simple. It calls
for a majority of the Communion representatives to come from a global majority heritage
background. | have had the privilege of serving as an incumbent in TAC, the US
Episcopal Church, have spent some extensive time in the Anglican Church of Southern
Africa, the Church of South India and the Dioceses of Singapore and Cameroon. It is
hard to overestimate the deep-seated attachment within the Communion to Canterbury
and its Archbishop. If you have lived and worked only in England, you may be unaware
of the depth of feeling.

With the Archbishop spending 25% of his time on Anglican Communion matters and with
people from all over the Communion, the change to more Communion representation,
which we have already agreed, is frankly overdue. But those who are chosen must be
representative of the Communion. Last time, the one Communion representative was the
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Archbishop of Wales. | am sure he did his job very conscientiously but the resulting CNC
hardly represented the whole Communion, yet it is perfectly possible without this
amendment that most regions would choose a white man. In many of the regions -
although actually perhaps not quite, | should say a white person in the light of the previous
amendment - the most powerful and the richest countries are predominantly white.

Even in the region of Africa it would be possible for a wealthy white South African, for
example, to be the one with the time and the influence to get himself elected. If this
seems fanciful, | ask you again to remember who was the Communion's choice last time.
The Church should not be one of the slowest to put right the inequalities of the past. We
should be at the forefront. Opening these five places to members of the Communion
would give many provinces encouragement and hope, but those hopes would be dashed
if the resultant group reminded our sisters and brothers more of their Colonial past than
of their vibrantly varied present. This amendment would make sure that the five
representatives and the resultant CNC will be genuinely diverse, more like the reality in
our worldwide Church. | move the amendment standing in my name.

The Chair: The amendment at Item 67 is open for debate.
Canon Dr Jamie Harrison (Durham): | have already said | am going to support it, Chair.
The Chair: Yes, you have.

Canon Dr Jamie Harrison (Durham): But | will say something, since | am here. |
mentioned before the issue around how prescriptive Standing Orders should be, but | was
welcoming the previous one from Nic and | also welcome this one from Andrew. | think
we have had a fantastic experience in the House of Laity, particularly over the last few
months, of being able to co-opt five wonderful people from a global majority heritage. It
has been inspiring, encouraging and delightful and | really want to bring Andrew's
proposal to us, his amendment. | hope we will support it thoroughly.

The Chair: Itis now open for debate.

Miss Prudence Dailey (Oxford): | must say | am starting to be slightly uneasy about this
simply on the grounds that the more demographic criteria we apply to this the harder it
becomes to choose the person on the basis of their personal characteristics. We have
already, quite rightly, got geographical criteria. We have now got criteria on the basis of
male or female. | would hope that, given the geographical criteria, the majority of those
selected would be of global majority heritage because of the areas that they come from.
| completely accept the point that it might be that, say, a white person could come from a
region of Africa, but what if there were reasons why that person was the best person for
the job and that they particularly wanted that person? Having these kinds of criteria could
then rule that out and it just worries me that it could actually be too restrictive and in most
cases not necessary because the geographical criteria would in most cases already
achieve that.
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The Revd Canon Lisa Battye (Manchester): | refer to my comments about crumbs. |
believe we need to pass this amendment.

Mr David Hermitt (Chester): | would like to move to support this amendment. | think it is
very important that we are very specific about wanting to include those people who have
not been included in the past in decision-making. That is all | want to say.

Mrs Alison Coulter (Winchester): | also want to support the amendment, but | am
becoming a little bit uncomfortable because we are making restrictions for the Anglican
Communion that we do not have ourselves. For our own members, we do not state
anything about gender or background and so | am just conscious of that and | wanted to
bring that to Synod and say, if these things are important, perhaps we should be making
those restrictions for our home members as well.

The Chair: | am conscious of the time. 1 think this has been well aired, but we will see
whether anyone else wishes to speak.

Mr Clive Scowen (London): Just wanting to respond really to what Alison has just said
and also, unusually, to disagree with my friend, Prudence Dailey. | think it is important
that we do this in this context. If the Communion were in a position to have regional
elections to decide in each region who they wanted to send, none of these constraints
would be necessary or appropriate. The reason it is appropriate is that somebody else,
a group of people who are not necessarily representative of the people they are then
appointing, are having to making this decision. For that reason, | think it is, exceptionally,
appropriate to insist that a majority should be of global majority heritage and also on the
gender balance. This is completely different from our own domestic process which is an
electoral process.

The Chair: If there are no other members standing, then we will proceed to vote on the
amendment which is Item 67, "... that a majority of them must be Global Majority
Heritage", and | put this to the vote.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.
The Chair: The amendment is clearly carried.

The Chair: We can now return to the main debate. | see no one standing, so | invite
Jamie Harrison to respond to the debate that we have had on Item 11 on the Order Paper.

Canon Dr Jamie Harrison (Durham): Thank you for your continued engagement in this
important debate and for some of the interesting realities that came out at the end, which
in a sense drew us into a slightly different conversation from the one we had started within
Item 11. Nic and Andrew, | am very grateful for your amendments which have clarified
the issues we need to have in the Standing Orders. Of course, what happens from today
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is that we have made decisions in the sense of in principle and they need to come back
having been drafted and redrafted in terms of the Standing Orders Committee and our
legal folk to come back on Tuesday morning to confirm the changes we have agreed
through this process.

| hope you found it a helpful process of trying to discern the key principles so that we can
then come back for, hopefully, a fairly quick debate to confirm the changes to the Standing
Orders. We have had a number of comments about how we manage how people come
into the process in terms of representation and how a committee or a combined committee
will be making the decisions across the Communion. Perhaps picking up Clive's point at
the end there about how that committee will have to operate within these constraints
appreciating that that is what we are asking them to do, | am sure we will be giving them
guidelines and advice about how that would be put into practice. You have heard a
number of very good speeches. | do not think | shall quote them other than to thank David
Hermitt, one of our newest members, co-opted only very recently to the House of Laity in
his first maiden speech just confirming his view of the value of contributions from those
of a global majority heritage. So, please, support Item 11 and then we can move to Iltem
12.

The Chair: Thank you. Item 11, as amended by Items 66 and 67 on your Order Paper,
is now going to be put to the vote by a show of hands.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.

The Chair: Item 11, as amended by Items 66 and 67, is clearly carried.

ITEM 12

The Chair: We move to Item 12 and | call upon Jamie Harrison to move Item 12.

Canon Dr Jamie Harrison (Durham): Synod, the end is in sight. We can see the finishing
line coming, hopefully, rapidly towards us. In a way, this is where we began with
Canterbury Diocese's request to us to allow a change in the Standing Orders such that
vacancies in the See of Dover will be considered by a full CNC process. You may be
aware that when the current Bishop was appointed or was nominated, it was done in a
quasi-CNC way. A number of the methodologies of the CNC process were utilised but,
of course, it had no standing as such and, in the end, the decision would rest with the
Archbishop of Canterbury. He is graciously offering to us as well his willingness to allow
this to be done through a whole CNC process where he is but part of that process and
the nomination would go to the Queen, as it would do through any other CNC process.

As | commented earlier in my speech there are those who might think this is rather odd,
but I think there are such differences between the two roles that it is not unreasonable to
call them both Crown Nominations Commission processes. We have heard in the speech
in February from a lay member of Canterbury how important this was to them and my
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own view, if we possibly can, is to support dioceses in their requests and be very, very
careful when we turn them down. | hope you will support Iltem 12 and we can move
quickly on to a vote.

The Chair: Item 12 is now open for debate. | would like to remind people that we are still
on the rules that were in operation earlier in this debate in that we are on a three minute
speech limit.

The Revd Fr Thomas Seville (Religious Communities): | must declare an interest. | was
on the working party which produced the Report, Discerning in Obedience. | welcome
this motion, | think. I am still not quite sure whether | will vote for it, which is the measure
of my confusion | think. | have some reservations about anything which makes
Canterbury and Dover, effectively, two diocesan bishops. We heard in our Report and
noted in our Report the value which the Diocese of Canterbury puts on having the
Archbishop of Canterbury as their diocesan, although per force he cannot be as attentive
to every need of the diocese as he would be if he was Bishop of Rochester or the Bishop
of Chichester - and | am sure they are very attentive.

The present proposal from Canterbury Diocese - because it is from the diocese and |
agree with Jamie very much that their need needs to be welcomed and respected - |
regret that it is going to be full CNC rather than that it would lie in the discretion of the
Archbishop of Canterbury because it runs the risk that you would get somebody who
perhaps would not have been the Archbishop of Canterbury's choice. Unlikely but
possible, and so perhaps | would have preferred guidelines - and we know guidelines are
not just suggestions - along CNC lines for selection than what we have now.

| have picked up from many of the worries about other aspects of this motion that the idea
of a Pope in Canterbury or something similar does not meet with a great deal of popularity
and | imagine not least of all from the present Archbishop. | hope also that this whole
Measure will relieve the Archbishop of Canterbury of some of the pressure on an
impossible job. We have dealt with something from Canterbury about Dover that we need
to look after the Archbishop of Canterbury present, future, whatever gender and whatever
ethnic background, because we ask of them a huge amount and | do hope that by having
a strengthened position in the Canterbury Diocese of the Bishop of Dover, the ministry of
the Archbishop of Canterbury will be enabled and made a little more gentle.

The Revd Rachel Webbley (Canterbury): | would like to thank the Archbishops' Council
for not losing sight of the first half of the motion that came from Canterbury Diocese all
those years ago, even though it is the very last to be debated today and so | will be brief.
This motion captures the simple request that the local diocese has a guaranteed voice in
its de facto local episcopal leadership held by the Bishop of Dover. It was kind of the
Archbishop of Canterbury to allow a CNC process for the appointment of Bishop Rose.
It shows that a CNC process for the See of Dover is both welcome and effective and we
in Canterbury would like to ensure that this continues in the future regardless of the other
decisions regarding the process of appointment to the See of Canterbury.
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We are confident that the mature and professional Christian relationships would be
expected and continue between these two senior colleagues, as there is today. There is
widespread support in Canterbury Diocesan Synod for the other changes to the Standing
Orders that we have heard about today. Our diocese is open to the world, symbolised by
the Compass Rose at the heart of our Cathedral and lived out practically as we host
delegates to the Lambeth Conference shortly and support the refugees that arrive on our
shores or who are held in detention centres. At the same time, please do not forget,
Synod, that the priority for us locally remains the request to extend the functions of the
Crown Nominations Commission so that its duty to consider any vacancy in a diocesan
bishopric include the See of Dover.

Following the interesting and intense discussions that we have heard today, | would ask
Synod - and, hopefully, even Fr Thomas - to vote for Item 12 as it stands and that the
Standing Orders be changed without further delay to provide for vacancies in the See of
Dover to be considered by the CNC as if it were a diocesan see.

The Revd Canon John Dunnett (Chelmsford): Declare an interest in that | am a current
central member of the CNC. | am not against the proposal at Item 12 per se, but | have
some concerns that might cause me to resist it for the moment. Firstly, | think as tabled
there is an assumption about a degree of clarity and agreement about the respective and
relative responsibilities and roles of the Sees of Dover and Canterbury and there is
nothing in GS 2260 that commends itself to me in that regard.

Secondly, the phrase "as if it were" could be unhelpful going forwards. Dover is not a
diocesan see and it would be unhelpful if this language led, particularly at ground level,
to generate any confusion about, for example, the exercise of the ordinary jurisdiction,
the various chairing and governance responsibilities of the two roles, safeguarding or
other matters. Confusion is unhelpful because it sometimes leads to unintended
consequences.

Thirdly, the provision being requested already exists and was used, as we have heard
several times by Archbishop Justin, in the nomination of the current Bishop of Dover and
so | need to be yet convinced of the necessity of amending Standing Orders to that effect.

Reticently, and particularly noting and acknowledging the speaker prior to myself and
what she helpfully said from a Canterbury perspective, | would ask Synod to consider
resisting this proposal and, if not resisting it, to at least ensure that the concerns | have
expressed are addressed going forwards.

Miss Prudence Dailey (Oxford): | will be very brief. | suppose | have a kind of romantic
attachment to the idea that the Archbishop of Canterbury is the diocesan bishop for the
Diocese of Canterbury because | grew up in the Diocese of Canterbury and, indeed, | had
the privilege to be confirmed by the then Archbishop Donald Coggan - that ages me, does
it not? | have the same kind of reservations and discomfort that some others have
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expressed. | am not exactly against this and at the moment | think | might abstain,
actually, but I think just think it is important that we do not lose sight of the fact that the
Archbishop of Canterbury is the diocesan bishop for the See of Canterbury.

The Chair: | was going to ask Bishop Rose next, but | see that the Archbishop of
Canterbury has indicated a wish to speak and | am afraid he trumps Bishop Rose in this
context. We will still hear from Bishop Rose after the Archbishop.

The Archbishop of Canterbury (the Most Revd & Rt Hon Dr Justin Welby): Two and a bit
years of experience tell me that nobody trumps Bishop Rose. | will be very brief. | can
speak to this, as | have not done so far today, because this is something that it might fall
to me to apply. There is no question in this of a change in the idea that the Archbishop
of Canterbury is the diocesan bishop of the See of Canterbury. It is this amendment, as
| understand it, and it will be brought out in the drafting of Standing Orders, | am sure, by
our excellent legal team very clearly indeed, picking up John Dunnett's very helpful
comments and will simply ensure that the Diocese of Canterbury gets inevitably and
invariably fully consulted.

It is possible to imagine a situation if it was only a guideline where a megalomaniac
Archbishop of Canterbury - which, of course, in 1,465 years, we have never yet had - who
fancied, almost certainly, himself in this case a Pope might decide that he was going to
ignore the guidelines. | am using "he" very carefully here because it would inevitably be
a "he" | suspect. For that reason, | think this is really helpful to the See of Canterbury. It
has got nothing in here about the allocation of tasks and quite rightly because that is
sorted out at the time. That is why | very happily agreed to this because in practice it is
something that | would seek to follow anyway. But thank you very much for asking me to
speak, Madam Chair.

The Bishop of Dover (the Rt Revd Rose Hudson-Wilkin): Other things have been said
that | would have said, but | just want to be very brief and be very clear. We have a
diocesan bishop of Canterbury. There is no vacancy in that role. | am there to serve the
Archbishop in my role as Bishop of Dover and, frankly, anyone carrying the
responsibilities of the Bishop of Dover ought to be tested in the same way that diocesan
bishops are tested. At my interview | was asked the question whether | would be upset if
the Archbishop arrived and turned up, he has not done the work and he turns and he gets
the limelight. He is the Archbishop of Canterbury and he is the diocesan bishop of
Canterbury. | guess what | am saying to us all is that there is no testosterone going on
here. | am there to serve the Archbishop and to serve the Diocese of Canterbury. Let us
get that clear.

The Chair: | see no one else standing and, therefore, | call upon Jamie Harrison to
respond to the debate.

Canon Dr Jamie Harrison (Durham): Well, as the Archbishop said, it is very difficult to
follow Bishop Rose. We have had a little area of people just feeling their way a bit. Fr
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Thomas was sort of not quite sure. | think John Dunnett raised some questions which we
need to follow up. Particularly when we draft the Standing Orders, | think it is really
important to just get the drafting right and it will be right because it always is.

Rachel, thank you so much for the voice of Canterbury which we have been waiting for
for however many hours and has now arrived in great style. Prudence, yes, he or she in
the future will still be your diocesan bishop. As Archbishop Justin says, he is very
committed to this and he wants it to be enshrined, if you like, in the Standing Orders. |
very much would like to encourage you to vote for Item 12. It is absolutely integral to the
whole business of today. It started in Canterbury Diocese. In some ways, although they
have come at the end, hopefully is a triumphant ending which we can support, so | ask
you to vote very firmly for Item 12.

The Chair: | put Iltem 12 to the vote.
The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.

The Chair: That concludes this item of business and we will proceed to whatever it was
that the reordered business declared was going to happen next. | am sorry, | do not have
that note in front of me.

THE CHAIR Miss Debbie Buggs (London) took the Chair at 4.15 pm.

SPECIAL AGENDA |

LEGISLATIVE BUSINESS

ITEM 500

CHURCH OF ENGLAND PENSIONS (APPLICATION OF CAPITAL
FUNDS) MEASURE (GS 2264)

The Chair: We now come to 500, the draft Church of England Pensions (Application of
Capital Funds) Measure, which is before Synod for First Consideration. For this,
members will need the draft Measure, GS 2264, the Explanatory Note, GS 2264X1; the
Policy Note, GS 2264P; and the Fourth Notice Paper giving the financial implications at
paragraph 14. | call on the Chair of the Steering Committee, Ms Busola Sodeinde, to
move Item 500, please. She has up to 10 minutes.

Ms Busola Sodeinde (London): Chair, and members of Synod, before | start to move the
motion | would like to say that | am a woman of African heritage and | have felt warmly
welcomed by the Synod and now it is a privilege to be passing my first Measure - even
though it is a bit boring, but | am taking the stage today. But thank you all. Before |
proceed further, | would like to declare my interest as a Church Commissioner, but this
draft Measure is of interest to us all. It has an effect on two Measures in that it would
amend the Church Commissioners Measure 1947 and the Church of England Pensions
Measure 2018 and it is very straightforward. As you can see at section 1 of GS 2264, it

169



will simply amend the year 2032 for 2025 and | will explain why this change is being
proposed.

The Church Commissioners have a power to spend capital in order to meet their
obligations to pay clergy pensions that have been accrued in service up to the end of
1997 as well as staff pensions for service until the end of the last millennium. However,
this is a time-limited power which under current legislation would cease at the end of
2025. This power was first granted in 1997 and has been renewed on three occasions.
This legislation would extend the power for a further seven years, the same period as on
previous renewals.

Members may wonder if the renewal is really needed as the Church Commissioners have
not had responsibility for taking your pension liabilities for almost 25 years. However, the
annual expenditure on pensions only started to reduce in 2019. It was just over £120
million last year and it is forecast to remain above £100 million for a further ten years or
so, depending on the level of inflation as well as the longevity of pensioners. The power
to spend capital on pensions gives the Commissioners much greater flexibility in their
asset allocation policy enabling them to invest in a broad range of asset classes, including
those where most or in some cases all of the return comes from capital rather than income
distributions. This power has a crucial enabling factor in the strong returns generated by
the Church's endowment managed by the Commissioners. The purpose of those returns
are to feed through to the increased support for the Church's mission and ministry we
heard about earlier today.

Members can learn more about the Church Commissioners’ Annual Report and Accounts,
which is available on the publication section of the Church of England website. As all
investment managers and advisers would remind us, past performance is no guarantee
of future performance, but a further renewal of the power will maintain the Commissioners'
ability to make investment decisions with regards to the prospective overall return in the
very long term rather than focus on targeting a specific income level. The renewal will,
God willing, help the Commissioners to not only maintain but grow their ongoing support
for the Church's mission and ministry across the country. | commend the draft Measure
to Synod.

The Chair: Item 500 is now open for debate.

Canon Dr John Mason (Chester): | am fully in support of this Measure. It just occurred
to me though that, given the very cogent arguments given as to why it is a good idea to
give discretion to be able to spend the capital, why it is actually necessary at all to have
a sort of sunset time associated with it because | cannot imagine an occasion when it
would not always be a very strong argument to say that we should renew this. My
comment is just is it possible that we could get away with a need to keep on renewing it
and just have it that it is available for all time?
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Mrs Julie Dziegiel (Oxford): | am a member of the Legislative Reform Committee. This
is a dull but very important piece of legislation and also rather technical in nature - right
up my street. It has already been mentioned that the Church Commissioners are
responsible for meeting the costs of clergy pensions payable in respect of service before
1 January 1998, after which the Church of England funded pension scheme came in to
meet this obligation. Since that date, the Church Commissioners have been able to use
capital to meet this liability and for some years have done so to the fullest extent. Passing
this Measure would enable them to continue to do so. This is technical but very important.

The Church Commissioners have adopted total return accounting which enables the
distribution of income and capital gains on their endowments over a retained level of base
investment which is retained at real value, which means that the base investment has an
amount added to it each year which enables it to keep pace with inflation. At the moment,
we are, you may have noticed, experiencing high inflation, unprecedented in the past
couple of decades, which means more of the income and capital gains earned by the
Church Commissioners' funds will need to be used for the purpose of topping up that
base investment, which in turn means there is less available for the distribution to support
the work of the Church and so it is doubly important this time that this Measure is passed.

Each time the power to use capital for the pension liability is renewed, it is for seven years.
It is probably fair that Parliament requires this. It enables them to review what is going
on within the endowments. But the Church Commissioners need this power to meet their
pension liability out of capital which is planned and decreasing over time, otherwise this
will also reduce the amount the Church Commissioners can distribute. Together with the
inflationary transfer, that would result in a very negative double whammy. We do not want
that. Technical but vital. 1 urge Synod to send this Measure on its way to do its important
job. Please, anyone, if you want to understand about total return accounting, which
dioceses can use too, do stop me and ask. It is one of my very favourite topics.

The Chair: | can see no one else standing and so | call on Ms Sodeinde to reply, please.

Ms Busola Sodeinde (London): | will start, first, actually, the other way round. | want to
thank Julie for supporting the motion and explaining quite clearly the intent behind this
Measure. John, just to respond that there is a sunset time because it was expected from
us or stipulated by Parliament. Some of the capital came from them and they gave the
orders that we would just come and renew every seven years and it helps with
accountability as well and so that is fine. As long as we are not changing anything and
all we are doing is rolling forward the same Measure over seven years, | think that should
be absolutely fine. So | would like to commend the Synod to please approve this motion
and let us get with the revision order.

The Chair: Thank you. | now put Item 500 to the vote.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.
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The Chair: The draft Measure is now automatically committed to a Revision Committee.
As stated in the agenda, any member who wishes to submit proposals for amendment
should send them in writing to the Clerk to the Synod to reach her no later than half past
5 on Friday 9 September. That completes this item of business.

THE CHAIR The Revd Zoe Heming (Lichfield) took the Chair at 4.28 pm.

SPECIAL AGENDA |

LEGISLATIVE BUSINESS

ITEM 505

LEGAL OFFICERS (ANNUAL FEES) ORDER 2022 (GS 2278)

The Chair: Synod, we now move to Item 505, the Legal Officers (Annual Fees) Order
2022. Members will need the paper, GS 2278, and the Explanatory Memorandum, GS
2279, and 2279X. | invite the Chair of the Fees Advisory Commission, the Ven. Bob
Cooper, to move Item 505. He has up to 10 minutes.

the Ven. Robert Cooper (Durham): Members of Synod, it has been requested that the
Legal Officers (Annual Fees) Order 2022 be debated and I, accordingly, now move that
motion, in effect, standing in my name. May I, first of all, acknowledge that there have
been some concerns raised around the level of fees which the Commission has
recommended and | am grateful for this opportunity for this debate which allows me to
explain something of the Commission's thinking. Increases on legal fees are never
popular even when they are fair. As a brand-new Commission member with the vast
experience of one meeting's attendance, | sympathise with anyone who finds this subject
very technical and it may help if | summarise the approach which the Synod has endorsed
previously.

The main purpose of an Order of this kind made under the Ecclesiastical Jurisdiction and
Care of Churches Measure 2018 is to prescribe the fee (or retainer) payable annually to
the registrar for professional services specified in Schedule 2 to the Order. The Legal
Officers (Annual Fees) Orders effectively limit what each registrar can lawfully charge in
respect of the bulk of the legal advice and services he or she provides to the bishop and
the diocese.

It is crucial to understand that in the absence of an Order, the fees charged by diocesan
registrars would be left to be negotiated at the marketplace. The statutory annual fee
imposed by the Fees Order is therefore of considerable financial advantage to DBFs and
to the Church Commissioners. The introduction of a fee limited by statute is acceptable
only, however, if the fee is a fair one, especially when that fee is below market rate. That
principle has informed the Commission's approach in arriving at its recommendations as
embodied in the Order.

In 2014, after an independent review and consultation with both users and providers of
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legal services, the Commission proposed a new approach to the remuneration of
diocesan registrars through the retainer.

The primary aim of the change was to promote a more effective dialogue and a sharper
focus on value for money between dioceses as users and registrars as providers of legal
services. This was to be achieved in two ways. First, through an annual review of the
size and shape of each registrar's workload involving the diocesan bishop and/or senior
diocesan officials; secondly, through the introduction of a more transparent methodology
for calculating the retainer.

The secondary aim of the 2018 reforms was to begin to redress the substantial
longstanding and potentially damaging underpayment of registrars by introducing a
staged uplift in the value of retainers over the period of five years to 2019. We started
from a low base. In 2012, registrars were being paid on average for only about 50% of
the true cost of the work actually done by them.

Following Synod's approval, the retainers of individual diocesan registrars are calculated
by reference to a formula. This formula takes into account the cost of the work actually
done in previous years and also the size of the registrar's diocese, assessed by reference
to the number of open churches and the clergy of incumbent status. Full details can be
found in GS 1938-9X.

Since then, annual movements in the national cost of the retainer have been driven both
by changes in the reported hours worked and median charge-out rates as required by the
new basic formula. General Synod agreed exceptional phased uplifts over the transitional
five-year period 2015-2019, in order to achieve a level of remuneration for registrars
comparable to wider legal rates, but with a 30% charitable discount.

In 2019, the Commission concluded that a charitable discount as high as 30% was
continuing to cause undue financial penalties for registrars and was not justified in today's
circumstances. Persuaded by the reasoning in GS 2147X, Synod approved a reduction
in the discount from 30% to 10% over a period. Circumstances enabled it to make an
immediate reduction of 30% to 20% for the year 2020, but with the understanding that the
further reduction to 10% would be spread over the following five years. This approach
was followed for the 2021 and 2022 retainers in which the charitable discount was
reduced to 18%, and then to 16%. These two factors have resulted in improved income
levels. In 2020, registrars were, on average, being paid for 70% of the work done by
them.

Against that background, the Commission came to its task this year in circumstances in
which the amount of work done by registrars and the market level for legal fees had both
risen, driven by factors such as the pandemic. That meant in 2021 we were back to a
position where registrars were, on average, being paid for 65% of the work actually done.
The Commission does not consider it acceptable for that situation to continue.
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Its starting point is consistency of approach and fairness. The Commission unanimously
remains of the view that the broad principles underlying the formula which Synod
approved in 2014 are well accepted and provide the most suitable basis for the calculation
of the annual retainer.

Applying that established formula and making no further move to reduce the charitable
discount would still lead to an increase in the average national retainer of 12%. Synod
will note what goes up can come down and if amount of work and/or median rates for the
retainer fall then so will the retainer. Admitting any phased uplift around this time would
simply postpone the problem and result in higher uplifts at a later date. Accordingly, the
Commission considers it right to maintain some momentum in the reduction of a
charitable discount, and proposes a further reduction in the charitable discount from 16%
in 2022 to 14% in 2023. This meets the aspiration set out last year and in previous years
and leads to the average national increase of 14% which we recommend.

The Commission of course recognises the financial difficulties of the Church. But what
was true in 2014 remains true now. The Church rightly values the providers of its legal
services and should recognise that they ought to be remunerated fairly and reasonably
for the work that they do. Annual retainers are a good way of achieving that end whilst
putting in place a clear limit to fees.

Without a retainer, dioceses would probably be required to agree fees for each piece of
work at the prevailing hourly rate, and registrars would need to undertake full time
recording. Synod needs to be aware that this could lead to an increase in recorded hours
and therefore fees. This is a real possibility which the Church may face in 2023 if General
Synod does not approve a Fees Order. Of course, the Commission does want to listen
and at its recent meeting planned to undertake a process of consultation before it brings
an Order before Synod next year.

Members of Synod, the Commission takes its role seriously and recommends this Order
unanimously. The Order attempts to balance firstly the needs of diocesan registrars, who
deserve fair rewards for their work, with, secondly, those of dioceses, which we realise
are facing tighter budgets year on year, and, thirdly, the future and present needs of the
Church. We feel that the remuneration rates proposed in the Order are fair and go some
way to ensuring that the Church will continue to be able to draw upon that very precious
resource of specialist ecclesiastical legal knowledge years into the future.

Members of Synod, | accordingly invite you to approve the Order.
The Chair: This item is now open for debate. Should you wish to speak, either stand or,
if that is a struggle, raise your hand, and those on Zoom should do it in the usual way.

The speech limit from the outset is three minutes, please, because we have two items to
fit in before 6 o'clock.
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Mr Robert Perry (Truro): | am most grateful to the Archdeacon for his very clear
explanation of the background to this proposal. Nothing | am about to say, | hope, will
show any lack of respect for the legal profession or for the expertise which we have seen
in this Synod over the past couple of days, and no doubt will gain the fruits of when the
Canterbury Orders are drafted for consideration on Tuesday. | mean no disrespect there.

| am simply looking at it from the point of view that we are faced with a 14% increase in
fees from last year to this and setting that in the context of my diocese, where we are
preparing budgets now for 2023 and are anticipating a much lower rate of increase in pay
for stipendiary clergy than 14%, it seems to me, putting it bluntly, that if we are offering
lawyers a fee increase of 14% and offering clergy a fee increase of much less than that
then something has gone badly wrong somewhere. For that reason | am afraid | cannot
support this motion.

Mrs Julie Dziegiel (Oxford): Chair, | have huge respect for our ecclesiastical lawyers. |
also recognise that ecclesiastical law is something of a niche specialism, | am afraid, and
we need to attract talented people to it. Paying a reasonable amount for these legal
services is part of that. |therefore stand here really quite conflicted. The increase in fees
varies by diocese between 13% and 16%. This is a lot, particularly at the current time
when dioceses are struggling financially due to the impact of the pandemic. | understand
that the fees are a result of a formula agreed by Synod in 2014 and each year since the
formula has been applied and the Fees Orders have been approved as deemed business.
The formula, | gather, is quite complex and can result in fees going down as well as up.

The issue we face this year is that formula results in a significant increase. There has
been some lack of transparency regarding the information feeding the formula. Diocesan
budgets are extremely tight indeed in the current financial situation. It would have helped
if the information regarding the formula had been distributed to the dioceses. There is
significant dissatisfaction regarding this level of fees.

There is also the situation we are not able to amend this Order. It is what it is and Synod
can either accept it or reject it. Itis not entirely clear what happens if Synod rejects it, but
the default position would be that each diocese would need to negotiate fees with their
registrars individually. In Oxford we are confident we could do this and the resultant fee
would be lower than the fee in the Order. | have to say that | spoke to our diocesan
registrar at lunch time and he said he would negotiate a lower fee even if the Fees Order
is passed. | cannot speak for other dioceses. Perhaps they could reach a mutually
agreeable arrangement. We have a situation where the Church needs ecclesiastical
lawyers and ecclesiastical lawyers need the Church.

Synod must decide a way forward from this strange impasse, but I hope in the future there

can be more communication and transparency, and | welcome what was said earlier
about further consultation.
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Rt Worshipful Morag Ellis QC (ex officio): Lawyers generally get a bad press, in the Bible,
in Shakespeare, in newspapers and just about everywhere, but our Church needs them.
It needs specialised lawyers working in this very particular area of law. | call it an area of
law. It actually encompasses many, many different kinds of law, with a specific Church
take on them. Itis a highly particular form of practice.

The uplift here we know is due to two things. One is increased workload and the other is
the application of that increased workload to a principle of payment which was agreed by
Synod itself. The people doing this work are highly specialised and highly skilled. They
are often working long hours, sometimes anti-social hours when emergencies crop up, in
stressful situations. The maths has been admirably explained to us in the papers and in
the promoting speech, together with, in particular, the approach, as you have said, agreed
by Synod just a few years ago. What is proposed is simply the outworking of this.

Registrars will, quite legitimately, have relied on the Synod resolution when in discussion
with their fellow partners in their solicitors’ firms agreeing to carry on doing work for the
Church of England at loss. They will have been able to point to the gradual improvement
and the bringing of fees closer (but not fully) up to the commercial level, in getting the
agreement of their commercial partners to allow them to continue to carry on with it. Quite
simply, members of Synod, | suggest that the Church should stick to its word in
accordance with biblical principles. Our yes should be, and remain, our yes.

Mr Carl Fender (Lincoln): | am also a member of the Fees Commission, which | need to
express at the outset of course. | am a member of the Bar, and | wish to emphasise | am
not standing here just to come to the aid of brothers and sisters in law who do registrar
work, but to speak to the underlying purpose of the fees scheme you have heard and
read about, specifically, to speak into the wide-ranging consultation conducted by the
Fees Advisory Commission which revealed serious concerns among registrars about the
threat of underpayment posed to the ongoing provision of legal support in the Church of
England and across dioceses.

Since then you know that the Fees Advisory Commission has introduced reforms, and
you have heard about those in the opening address, to correct the damaging record of
underpayment and improve the system in other ways. | readily understand there is a
conflict between the here and now and what the Fees Commission is trying to achieve in
the longer term. The fees increase will hit the diocese | am elected for as well. | believe
there is not serious disagreement about what the underlying policy is trying to achieve,
and indeed what it set out to achieve back in 2014/15, but the message | want to convey
is about what will happen when you allow the price you are prepared to pay for legal
services to fall behind rates of remuneration in other areas.

| receive instructions in legal aid cases, cases funded by the State. The fees over a

lengthy period have been driven down and now fall far behind the equivalent private rates
for the same work. Whenever | make a call to the solicitors who instruct me in those
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cases, the person who picks up the phone is not a partner or a senior lawyer, itis a trainee
solicitor, or a paralegal, or a legal executive; in other words, the lowest qualified and the
least experienced people working in those firms of solicitors in their departments. To
make this work financially viable for firms they need to allocate to those legal aid cases
the least qualified and the least experienced people. That is assuming they still want to
carry on doing that work in the communities that they serve.

Just as a person picking up the phone to me in a legal aid case is low on experience and
gualification, so the same will happen in the longer term if you fail to fund properly the
registrars who provide the specialist work that we know they all do. Eventually, the
marketplace for legal services will work against us and there will be a talent vacuum. If
you oppose this Order it will contribute to the drift that the policy of 2014/15 was seeking
to arrest.

Synod, with those final comments, | would ask you to approve this Order and not oppose
it. We need to reward our registrars and retain the talent that we have now and continue
to attract talent in the future.

Mr Nigel Bacon (Lincoln): 1 would like to start by fully agreeing that people should be paid
the fair rate for the work that they do, but, as expressed by others, my concern is the size
of the increase that we are faced with, in a single year, at a time when the Church is under
enormous financial stress. As we have heard, the increase that we are faced with is
driven by two factors, the first being the continued phased reduction in the charitable
discount from 30% to 10%, with a 2% drop being proposed between 2022 and 2023,
falling from 16% to 14%. The resulting increase in what each diocese will have to pay
from that element is relatively small, but deferring this element by a year would have
indicated at least some understanding of the situation faced by dioceses.

A more significant driver in the overall increase that we are seeing is driven by the amount
of work undertaken under the retainer. Here | have to say | am confused by two conflicting
statements in GS 2278X. Paragraph 10 states that there has been “a 10% increase by
value of work done between 2020 and 2021”. However, two paragraphs later in
paragraph 12, in seeking to justify the continuing reduction in the charitable discount, the
paper states, and again | quote, “There has been a reduction in the national average
amount of work which the retainer covers”. Which of those two statements is correct?

| am further intrigued by the way that the fees are apportioned between dioceses. Per
GS 1938-9X, approved in 2014, key factors in a diocese are number of open churches
and its number of priests of incumbent status or higher. When were those numbers last
updated, | wonder, for the purposes of calculating the apportionment? Also, has the
method of apportionment been reviewed since 2014, so we can see if it does fairly reflect
the degree to which individual dioceses make use of the retainer?

The Revd Canon Simon Talbott (Ely): | am speaking as a member of the Ecclesiastical
Law Association and in my role in the diocese, where | work very closely with our legal
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team and our registrars, and | echo the comments made about the quality of the work
done and how much we depend on them for the smooth running of our operations.
However, the proposal before us today of an increase of some 14% or 15% will have a
severe effect on many dioceses at a time of financial crisis. We did some work in the
finance committee of our own diocese, of which | am privileged to be a member, and the
outworking of the increase for Ely will be somewhere in the region the 60K per annum.
We need to find that saving in our budget elsewhere and that roughly is equivalent to the
cost of an incumbent. Brothers and sisters, how are we going to persuade a parish that
they will do without their parish priest so that we can apply these fee increases?

| urge you, Synod, to reject the Order. | think that there may be other ways of advancing
this. | do not want to denigrate at all the work of our legal teams, but | do think that we
live in testing times and we need to show some respect for the work of our parishes and
also to honour the good effects that our lawyers give us.

The Chair: | now wish to test the mind of Synod on whether this item has been sufficiently
debated. | therefore put the motion for closure on Item 505 before you.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.

The Chair: | now invite Robert Cooper to come and respond to the debate. You have
five minutes.

the Ven. Robert Cooper (Durham): Thank you for all of those comments. | will try to get
through as many as | can in the five minutes. Robert Perry, the increase is not linked to
inflation so it is difficult to put those two things together. It is on that five-year average
that a number of people spoke about. It is also not take-home pay for those registrars
either. They have overheads themselves and they have staff they have to pay, et cetera.
It is not going to go directly into the pockets, a 14% pay rise, of registrars.

Julie, | recognise the conflict within you. Looking at that formula, the data that is used,
which is one of the questions you asked, comes from the dioceses. It is not the Fees
Commission making up the data. Itis actually provided by the dioceses and the registrars.
On the negotiation with your registrar, you are in a very fortunate position where your
registrar might well have done it for less. | suspect other dioceses would not be in that
luxurious position, not least because some registrars are single practitioners, and that
makes it very much more difficult to do that. | am glad that you welcome the consultation
that will happen as well.

Thank you to the Dean of the Arches for her comments and for her support of registrars.
Also, | am glad that you do not get a bad press. We are well served by you and we do
appreciate that. You reflected on the highly specialised nature of the legal advice that we
get in ecclesiastical law. It is not a very narrow area, it is actually a very broad area and
we need to reflect that in everything.
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Carl, thank you very much for valuing our experienced lawyers and the potential perhaps
for getting somebody with fewer skills. My hope is with registrars being remunerated
properly that they will develop new staff and actually encourage new people within the
legal profession to enter ecclesiastical law. We need those people at the top to bring on
new ecclesiastical lawyers as well.

Nigel, thank you for your comments as well. The delay in the 2% of the charitable
discount, inevitably what that does is it pushes it down the road. The FAOC had quite a
long discussion about whether it was right to carry on what Synod had asked them to do
over a period of years. We took that decision to keep the 2% being knocked off this year
because otherwise the jump will be a lot bigger in a couple of years' time. You either
have to pay now or pay later, one or the other.

Simon, thank you for your comments. Thank you for all you do for clergy advocacy as
well. 1 would say | am afraid your figure was actually wrong and the Ely DBF figure is
£55,216 and that would mean an increase of 7K this year. If you could get me a
stipendiary priest for the Diocese of Durham, | would be delighted. Thank you very much
for the debate. | would ask Synod please to support the Order in front of it.

The Chair: | now put Item 505 to a vote and a simple majority of the whole Synod will
suffice.

The motion was put and carried on a show of hands.

The Chair: The Legal Officers (Annual Fees) Order 2022 will now be laid before
Parliament. That concludes this item.

ITEM 506
ECCLESIASTICAL JUDGES, LEGAL OFFICERS AND OTHERS (FEES)
ORDER 2022 (GS 2279)

The Chair: We have now come to Item 506, the Ecclesiastical Judges, Legal Officers
and Others (Fees) Order 2022. Members will need the Order, GS 2279, and the
Explanatory Memorandum GS 2278 and GS 2279X. | invite the Chair of the Advisory
Commission, Bob Cooper, to move Item 506. He has up to 10 minutes.

the Ven. Robert Cooper (Durham): | will not take the whole 10 minutes this time.
Members of Synod, it has been requested that the Ecclesiastical Judges Legal Officers
and Others (Fees) Order 2022 be debated and, accordingly, | move that motion standing
in my name. As with the previous debates, the FAOC welcome this opportunity to have
time to explain the background and context to this order. | refer you to my earlier
comments on my own short association with the FAOC and value the opportunity to
expand on the papers.
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The main purpose of Orders of this kind made under the Ecclesiastical Jurisdiction and
Care of Churches Measure 2018 is to make provision for a variety of fees payable to
judges and other legal officers in connection with various legal proceedings. These
principally pay fees for faculty and certain other proceedings in ecclesiastical courts as
well as the fees of the provincial registrars, the vicars-general and other holders of legal
office. In practice, the bulk of the fees paid under the Order relate to faculty proceedings.
Many such fees are paid infrequently. For example, hearings in faculty proceedings are
rare. Following the well-established approach endorsed by Synod, the Commission has
benchmarked the fees wherever possible to the fees payable by the Ministry of Justice to
secular judges when exercising similar functions rather than just being increased by
inflation.

The Ministry of Justice has proposed that secular judicial pay should increase by 2% in
2022-23. The Commission considers that this is an appropriate benchmark and proposes
that the same increase should apply to judicial fees under the Order in 2023. The
Commission also recommends two minor amendments to the Order. In 2020, the
General Synod approved the introduction of a fee to be payable to the delegates of the
presidents of tribunals in connection with certain tasks under the Clergy Discipline
Measure 2003. In doing so, the General Synod recognised that it is important to ensure
that the judicial fees reflect the officeholders' workload. It is vital that the Church can
attract candidates of suitable calibre given the complex nature of the work and given the
nature of what is at stake for all parties under clergy disciplinary proceedings. Further
analysis indicates that there are a limited number of tasks which are more complicated
than others and which should, as a result, command an enhanced fee.

We recommend £400 for these more complex cases, the fee being payable for other
matters being £208. Synod will be reassured to know that this fee would have only
applied to 19 cases in 2021. All fees payable to delegates are paid by the Archbishops'
Council rather than dioceses.

Secondly, the most recent General Synod Elections in 2021 highlighted that there is a
gap in the provision for a fee to be paid to the judge who determines summary election
appeals. The Commission recommends that the fee should be equivalent to that payable
per hour for the preparation of a judgment in appeals under the Clergy Discipline
Measure.

Members of Synod, you have already heard me say that the Commission strives for
fairness and the provision of proper remuneration for specialist services. That principle
should app