
DIOCESE OF EXETER 

 
BISHOP’S DIOCESAN COUNCIL 

comprising 

The Bishop’s Council and Standing Committee 
The Executive of the Exeter Diocesan Board of Finance Ltd. 

The Diocesan Mission and Pastoral Committee 
 

Draft minutes of the meeting held on Wednesday 9th July 2025 
at the Old Deanery, Exeter at 18.00 

 
 
Introductory worship 
 
The Bishop of Exeter in the chair 
 
Attendance: The Right Revd Dr Mike Harrison, the Right Revd James Grier, the Right Revd. Moira 
Astin, the Ven. Verena Breed, the Ven. Jane Bakker, Mr Giles Frampton, the Revd Dr. Mike Williams, 
Mrs Laura Ford, Mr Richard Buzzacott, the Revd. Deborah Leighton Plom, the Revd Peter March, the 
Revd. Preb. Rosie Austin, Mr. Graham Dunn, the Very Revd. Jonathan Greener, the Revd. Preb. Mike 
Partridge, Mr. Bob Mills, Mr. Stephen Macey and Mr. Nigel Price. 
 
 
1. Apologies and Notices 

 
Apologies were received from the Ven. Douglas Dettmer, the Ven. Andrew Beane, Dr. Lystra 
Hagley-Dickinson, the Revd. Preb. Samantha Stayte, Dr. Kerry Gilbert, Dr. Jennie Golding, Sir 
James Burnell-Nugent, the Revd. Tanya Hockley-Still, Mr. Mike Jefferies and Mrs. Annie Jefferies 

 
The Right Revd. Moira Astin, Bishop of Crediton, was welcomed to her first meeting. Also 
welcomed were Mr. Steve White, independent chair of the Diocesan Safeguarding Advisory 
Panel, Mr. Costa Nassaris, the Diocesan Head of Safeguarding and Safeguarding Officer, and Mr. 
Kevin Grainger on behalf of the Diocesan Board of Finance’s auditors, Bishop Fleming LLP 
(present to the end of item 8).  

 
A working group has been set up and has started to look into the issues previously raised 
around the Common Fund and Vacancies Policy. It had been hoped that the work might be 
ready by July but in the event this has not been possible and it was now intended to include a 
substantive discussion at a meeting later in the year.  
 
 

2. Declaration of any actual or potential conflict of interest arising from the agenda or 
accompanying papers 
 
No declarations of actual or potential conflicts of interest arising from the agenda were made.  
 
 

3. To approve the minutes of the meeting held on 14th May 2025  Paper BDC/30/25 
 
The minutes of the meeting held on 14th May 2025 were approved without amendment.  

 
 



The Chair of the Board of Finance in the chair 
 
4. To approve the Annual Report and Consolidated Financial Statements of the Exeter Diocesan 

Board of for the year ended 31st December 2024 Finance for presentation to the Annual 
General Meeting        Paper BDC/31/25 
 
Mr. Giles Frampton, Chair of the Diocesan Board of Finance, briefly introduced the Board’s 
Annual Report and Consolidated Financial Statements for 2024. He particularly directed 
members’ attention to the Statement of Financial Activities and noted the headline total 
income (£16.77m) and expenditure (£17.75m) figures. The resulting deficit was £0.98m before 
taking into account a net gain on investments of £0.77m. It was notable that the gap between 
the DBF’s principal source of income (from the Common Fund) and its principal area of 
expenditure (parish ministry) had been just £0.6m in 2019 and had risen (post pandemic) to 
£2.5m in 2024. The annual operational deficit was running at around £2m and reserves were 
being used to bridge the gap. Operational reserves were being supported by the realisation of 
assets in order to ensure continuity of cashflow and uninterrupted service delivery. The balance 
sheet remained relatively strong but the normal caveats applied about the operational nature 
of a large proportion of the assets (principally the houses in which parish clergy reside under 
Canon C25), which meant that they could not be deployed to support the budget.  
 
Mr. Frampton also highlighted the Key Issues Document that formed part of the audit report. 
The audit itself had been carried out successfully with no major reservations being expressed. 
He noted that there were some areas of heightened risk, specifically in relation to asset 
valuation and the assessment of the company as being a ‘going concern’, and these would need 
attention on an on-going basis.  

 
Mr. Kevin Grainger of the DBF’s auditors, Bishop Fleming LLP, reported that the audit team had 
received full co-operation from EDBF staff and had reached an unmodified opinion on the 
accounts. No material adjustments had been required. In respect of the key risks, he noted that 
the company had sufficient reserves to continue operating as at present (with an annual deficit) 
for at least 12 months but in order to do so it was having to dispose of assets, a process which 
could not continue indefinitely. This was also related to the adoption and implementation of 
the Diocese’s policy on ‘Total Return’, the impact of which would need to be monitored closely. 
The audit had also once again noted the relationship between EDBF and the Diocesan Board of 
Education and the implications arising.   
 
In discussion members sought clarification on the use of Total Return, and the related sale of 
assets, to support the revenue budget. It was noted that legal advice had been taken before the 
adoption of Total Return and that it was a permitted option for charities with endowment 
funds. The level at which assets were being realised as a result (4% of the unapplied total return 
annually) was fairly typical within the sector and had been assessed as being appropriate for 
the DBF given the circumstances. It was noted that the Directors would keep the approach 
under regular review through the annual budget setting process. Reassurance was also sought 
from the auditors that they regarded the approach to managing the annual deficit as 
reasonable; in response it was noted that the approach was legitimate and sustainable in the 
short to medium term.  
 
Further clarification was also requested about the nature and valuation of the assets on the 
balance sheet. It was noted that investment assets were held at current value but operational 
assets (such as some clergy housing) could be held at book value, which could be substantially 
lower. There were practical reasons why an organisation might perfectly legitimately choose 
not to update the valuation of its operational assets. It was also noted that strictly speaking 
benefice houses were not a DBF asset. In terms of the potential development of assets, it was 



noted that commercial agents were used to identify, assess and promote land (principally glebe 
land) through the local planning system. There were currently 15 sites at various stages of the 
assessment and development process. Again, reassurance was sought from the auditors that 
the approach was appropriate; in response it was noted that the auditors had received clear 
information and strong feedback from staff involved in this area of work.  
 
Finally, the advice contained in the audit report on the Charity Commission’s guidance on 
charities and social media, and the notification of an update to the Statement of Recommended 
Practice (probably to take effect in time for the 2026 Report and Accounts) was noted for 
information. The participation data relating to the Parish Giving Scheme was also confirmed.  
 
Mr. Kevin Grainger asked members whether there were any matters that the Directors and 
Trustees wished to draw to the auditors’ attention at this stage. No matters were raised by 
members for the attention of the auditors.  
 
Mr. Giles Frampton then moved the following motion: 
 

‘This meeting of the Board of Directors of the Exeter Diocesan Board of Finance approves 
the Annual Report and Consolidated Financial Statements for the year ended 31st 
December 2024’ 

 

The trustees’ and directors’ annual report and consolidated financial statements for the year 
ended 31 December 2024 was accordingly approved; they would be presented to Diocesan 
Synod in October. The contents of the auditor’s key issues’ discussion document were formally 
noted and the letter of representation was approved. 
 

 
The Bishop of Exeter in the chair 
 
5. To record formally the receipt by the Bishop’s Council of the Annual Report and Consolidated 

Financial Statements for 2024 and to recommend their presentation to Diocesan Synod.  
 
The Annual Report and Consolidated Financial Statements for 2023 were received and it was 
agreed to recommend their presentation to Diocesan Synod.  
 
 

6. To recommend the appointment of Bishop Fleming LLP to Diocesan Synod as auditors for the 
ensuing year.  
 
It was noted that a full re-tendering process for the DBF’s audit contract had last been 
conducted in 2022. The result of the competitive process saw the reappointment of Bishop 
Fleming LLP, with a new partner leading the audit team.  
 
 It was agreed to recommend the appointment of Bishop Fleming LLP to the Diocesan Synod as 
auditors for the coming year.  

 
 
7. To receive a verbal update on the application to the Strategic Mission and Ministry Investment 

Board 
 
The Right Revd. James Grier, Bishop of Plymouth, introduced the update and noted that the 
intention was for the application to be submitted in September, in time for the meeting of the 
SMMIB in October. This might lead to an informal indication of headline outcomes in November 



and a formal response around the end of the year. The application would be based around the 
5 diocesan strategic priorities (Missional Leadership, Missional DNA, Vocations, Children and 
Young People and Mixed Ecology), which align with the Church of England’s national vision and 
strategy. There would also be 5 key intervention areas, for which the strategic priorities would 
be cross-cutting:  

• Reorient and release clergy for mission 

• Empower lay disciples for missional transformation 

• Put children, young people and families at the heart of our mission and life together 

• Revitalise, plant and pioneer to enable growth in every community 

• A bold reshaping and renewal of the church in Plymouth for mission 
It was clear that the application could not include resource requests for existing work, although 
it could incorporate ‘up-scaling’ existing activity beyond the level that would otherwise be 
justified within core diocesan funding arrangements. There was a particular opportunity 
emerging in Plymouth where there were currently 12 stipendiary clergy vacancies (more than a 
third of the total posts in the city).  
  
In discussion members asked for clarification about the recruitment challenges that might arise 
in seeking to fill a significant number of clergy posts in one area at the same time. It was noted 
that the opportunity was being taken to generate renewed energy and interest in a strategic 
missional opportunity. It was acknowledged that it might be more of a challenge to find 
sufficient youth workers to fill all of the posts potentially available; it might be necessary to 
resource a developmental pipeline, with training provided through South West Youth 
Ministries. It was also noted that the key intervention in Plymouth was perhaps the element of 
the overall application that was most likely to be resourced fully since it had been identified 
nationally as a priority. In addition, capacity funding had already been received to enable the 
appointment of a City Dean and a Growing Faith Lead for the city for the 6 months’ proceeding 
the projected start date for the intervention.  
 
Clarification was sought on the potential impact of the national clergy stipends and pensions 
increases on the project budget. It was noted that a number of different financial projections 
had been developed, depending on a range of scenarios emerging from national decision-
making processes. The financial interactions were complex, as were the relationships between 
the various timetables involved. A major design review would take place with the national team 
on 21st July, by which time there might be some additional clarity about the funding streams 
and expenditure commitments. Whatever the outcome to the application, care would need to 
be taken in communicating key messages clearly; it would be essential to do everything 
possible to avoid dis-incentivising giving and the payment of the Common Fund that might 
undermine the resourcing and delivery of existing parochial ministry throughout the Diocese.  
 
 

8. To receive an update on the Budget Strategy      Paper BDC/32/25 
 
Mr. Neil Williams, the Diocesan Director of Finance, reminded members of the formative 
discussions that had taken place at their previous meeting and also at the meeting of Diocesan 
Synod in June. The discussion at Diocesan Synod had focussed in on a relatively small number of 
key determinants on which the budget strategy was based and although a greater variety and 
breadth of views had been expressed at the Synod, the weight of opinion had, in general, been 
aligned with that of the Council. There also remained a number of significant factors whose 
impact on the budget (in 2026 and beyond) could not yet be determined: these included the 
outcome of a series of national financial proposals to be considered at the July General Synod 
Group of Sessions (relating to the proposed Triennial Funding arrangements, the Diocesan 
Finances Review and the ‘Hereford’ motion on the national financial settlement) as well as the 
diocesan application to the Strategic Mission and Ministry Investment Board, which would not 



be known until towards the end of the year. A great deal of contingency planning was being 
undertaken in order to map the variables and their possible impact on the budget; one 
potential outcome might be that the budget would need to be formally amended early in 2026 
in order to reflect significantly changed circumstances in-year.  
 
In the light of the consultation with the Diocesan Synod, there remained a small number of 
decisions to be taken in respect of the key determinants to be adopted in the drafting of the 
diocesan budget. These related to the assumed Common Fund collection rate, the per 
participant rate of increase in the Common Fund request, the increase in the clergy stipend and 
the increase in DBF staff salaries. In respect of stipend and salary increases it was noted that 
historically, stipendiary clergy and staff had received the same cost of living increase (proposed 
to be 4.1% in 2026) and that this was regarded as the outworking of an important principle 
concerning the value and inter-connectedness of lay and ordained ministry within the Body of 
Christ. That said, in respect of the proposed ‘catch up’ element of the award in 2026 (6.6% for 
stipends) , it would be important to check whether it was commensurate across the board for 
staff salaries; it was possible that over the last decade or more, the salaries for some posts may 
not have fallen behind to the same degree (eg because adjustments may have been made in 
order to enable recruitment given wider conditions in the employment market), and if so the 
same degree of catch up might not prove necessary without breaching the principle of treating 
people the same.     

 
In discussion it was noted that the Common Fund collection rate had been significantly below 
the assumed 96% for a number of years and that the budget should be based on recent 
evidence rather than an aspiration that pre-pandemic conditions would reassert themselves. 
On balance, therefore, it was thought more prudent to budget on the basis of a 94% collection 
rate for 2026. In respect of the per participant increase in the Common Fund assessment, it was 
noted that reasonable arguments could be made in support of each of the approaches; on 
balance the proposal to increase the assessment by inflation (CPI) + 1% was thought by a 
majority of members to be the more appropriate way forward. With reference to stipends and 
salaries, the cost-of-living increase of 4.1% across the board was supported, as was following 
the proposed increase in the National Stipends Benchmark (10.7% to include 6.6% ‘catch up’). It 
was agreed that further work would be carried out to establish the degree of catch up in 
respect of salaries that would be commensurate and that a further proposal would be brought 
as part of the overall draft budget to the next meeting.  
 
The remaining key assumptions for the drafting of the Diocesan Budget for 2026, as set out in 
Section 4, were then agreed.  

 
 
9. To receive the annual report of the Diocesan Safeguarding Advisory Panel Paper BDC/33/25 

 
Mr. Steve White, the Independent Chair of the Diocesan Safeguarding Advisory Panel, 
introduced the Panel’s annual report, noting in particular his thanks to the Diocesan 
Safeguarding Team for their work during a period when the demand for their services was 
continuing to increase. Broadly, the delivery of safeguarding support to parishes was improving 
steadily, which in turn generated more contacts and a rise in the reporting of concerns. The 
Safeguarding Team were grateful for the additional resources that had been invested in them 
to date but there remained some areas of the operation that were working at over-capacity.  
 
It was notable that national events and developments had had a major impact on diocesan 
operations during the course of the last year. The decision-making process concerning 
proposals for the future of safeguarding in the Church of England had been fraught. The Panel’s 
view was that the most appropriate model had in the end been chosen, with a combination of 



independent external scrutiny and oversight but operations and training remaining embedded 
within Dioceses. However, it was already clear that the implementation process arising from 
the decision was long and complex, and would take perhaps 3 years to put in place, with 
substantial diocesan engagement throughout. In the meantime, the Panel would need to 
review its own position and functions within the wider safeguarding context; there would, for 
example, be a need for the Panel to shape its own oversight and scrutiny work to correspond 
with the national safeguarding standards. This was likely to be an evolutionary process, to be 
developed over the course of a series of meetings, and the Panel was mindful of the need also 
to report its findings and any recommendations to the Diocesan Bishop in a timely fashion, 
including in respect of any risks that had been identified.  

 
In discussion it was noted that there continued to be a need for survivors’ voices to be heard 
more fully in decision-making processes, both locally and nationally. Similarly, more attention 
needed to be paid to the role of Parish Safeguarding Representative (PSR); it was noted that 
there still remained some 70 parishes in the Diocese without a named representative, which fell 
somewhat short of good practice and created significant difficulties for incumbents and PCCs 
who remained responsible in their own capacities for safeguarding in the parish context. It was 
noted that the appointment of safeguarding representatives rested legally with PCCs rather 
than the DBF, although the latter had an enduring interest in enabling their support and 
retention. Since the issue was common to many dioceses, a national working group had been 
set up to identify potential solutions but its work had yet to reach a productive conclusion. It 
was also noted that in order to support the retention of PSRs a recent ‘thank you’ event had 
been held at the Bishop’s Palace and that safeguarding had been the theme of the 2025 
Archdeacons’ Visitations, which was reported to have been received well by those in 
attendance. 
  
It was also suggested that culture change was a slow process that required intentionality, 
consistent effort and appropriate resource allocation. It also needed to be supported through 
consistent communications and backed by pastoral support to those in front-line positions. It 
was noted that all of these were in place and that there was an organizational awareness of the 
need to approach safeguarding as a cross-cutting priority, to be engaged with across all 
diocesan work streams. However, there was a sense that although ‘known’ issues were being 
dealt with as well as could realistically be managed, there was still plenty of ground still to be 
covered in particular areas, including wider cultural change and prevention.  

 
It was noted that having been received by the Council, the Panel’s annual report would be 
taken to the next meeting of the Diocesan Synod. 

 
 
10. To receive the annual report of the Diocesan Mission and Pastoral Committee  

           Paper BDC/34/25 
 
Mrs. Sophie West, Secretary of the Diocesan Mission and Pastoral Committee, introduced the 
Committee’s annual report and noted a number of key diocesan and national developments 
that would impact the work of the Committee. These included the new Mission and Pastoral 
Measure (currently at Revision stage in General Synod, anticipated to come into effect in 
2027/8), significant changes to national personnel structures and case officers; an increase in 
objections to Pastoral Schemes from this Diocese requiring national determination (all of which 
so far have found in favour of the diocesan case), an increase in the number of proposals in 
development and increasingly complex challenges with churches being proposed for closure for 
public worship. All of the above would have resource implications, whether in terms of 
increased workload and/or additional direct financial costs.  
 



The Right Revd. James Grier, the Bishop of Plymouth, and the Ven. Verena Breed, the 
Archdeacon of Barnstaple, then each presented an analysis of the situations in their respective 
suffragan areas. Each presented some difficulties in terms of recruitment but there were also 
opportunities to innovate and thereby generate creativity, energy and interest in particular 
contexts. Sometimes, structural changes (such as adjusting the composition of deaneries) might 
be one element in a process leading to local renewal. Regardless of the context, the relevant 
AMPC had to be very attentive to the particular local characteristics and circumstances in 
seeking an appropriate arrangement, if necessary reversing previous changes if that was the 
right thing to do in the light of experience on the ground.  

 
In discussion a concern was expressed about the difficulty of recruiting to some sorts of clergy 
posts in some geographical areas of the Diocese. It was noted that there was a general under-
supply of clergy owing to a combination of a generational increase in retirements and a fall in 
the number of people training for ordained ministry. More ‘difficult’ contexts (eg. some multi-
parish rural benefices as well as inner city and urban estate parishes) would correspondingly be 
harder to fill. Given this, the retention within the Diocese of training curates beyond the 
completion of their curacies was regarded as a critical element in constructing a ‘pipeline’ of 
candidates to fill vacancies as they occurred. A new vacancy handbook had also recently been 
developed and a proactive approach was being taken to using networks and personal 
connections to attract candidates from outside of the Diocese.  

 
 
11. To consider the scheme for parochial lay representation on deanery synods for 2026 – 2029 

and to receive an update on elections to the General Synod   Paper BDC/35/25 
 
The Right Revd. Dr. Mike Harrison, Bishop of Exeter, noted that he would be considering ways 
to encourage ‘good disagreement’, hallmarked by the fruit of the Spirit, in the conduct of future 
elections.  
 
Dr. Ed Moffatt, the Diocesan Head of Governance, introduced the proposed scheme for 
parochial lay representation on deanery synods for 2026 – 2029 and noted that no substantive 
changes were proposed for the forthcoming triennium. He noted that the wider challenges to 
enabling full lay participation (both membership and attendance) in deanery synods remained 
but that there appeared to be no emerging consensus for how the situation could be improved.  
 
He also noted that the draft regulations governing the quinquennial elections to the General 
Synod in 2026 would be debated at the forthcoming Group of Sessions of the General Synod in 
York. After the significant revision of the regulations 5 years ago (including on-line voting), the 
proposed changes before the Synod on this occasion were less substantial. He noted that 
members would be provided with further information early in 2026.    
 
In the absence of any discussion the proposed scheme for parochial lay representation on 
deanery synods was approved for transmission to Diocesan Synod.  

 
 
12. To agree items for the agenda of the October meeting of Diocesan Synod 

 
Mr. Stephen Hancock, the Diocesan Secretary, proposed the following items for inclusion on 
the agenda of Diocesan Synod at its next meeting on 11th October 2025 (at which the AGM of 
the Diocesan Board of Finance would also take place):  

• Presidential Address 

• Report and Accounts for 2024 

• Diocesan Budget for 2026 and indicative financial planning for 2027 - 2028 



• The annual report of the Diocesan Mission and Pastoral Committee 

• The annual report of the Diocesan Safeguarding Advisory Panel 

• The annual report of the Dean of Women in Ordained Ministry 

• A Report from General Synod 

• Deanery Synod scheme of lay representation 

• An update on progress towards the adopted Net Zero Carbon target (potentially also 
to give consideration to the ‘Land and Nature’ motion passed by the General Synod) 

 
 
Deemed Items 
 
13. To receive a report from the Assets Group      Paper BDC/36/25 

    
14. To receive an update for Common Fund for the year-to-date   Paper BDC/37/25 

 
15. To receive a report from the DBF Standing Committee    Paper BDC/38/25 

 
16. To receive a forecast of BDC and Synod business for next 12 months  Paper BDC/39/25 
 
17. To note documents sealed by the Diocesan Board of Finance   Paper BDC/40/25 

 
18. To note Trusts and funds for investment accepted by, or wound up by, the Diocesan Board of 

Finance          Paper BDC/41/25 
 

 
 


