
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 Tuesday 16th September 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, the Ven. Douglas Dettmer, the Ven. Andrew 
Beane, 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, the Very Revd. Jonathan Greener, 
the Revd. Preb. Mike Partridge, Mr. Bob Mills, Mr. Nigel Price, Dr. Jennie Golding and Mr. Mike 
Jefferies 
 
1. Apologies and Notices 

 
Apologies were received from Dr. Kerry Gilbert, Dr. Lystra Hagley-Dickinson, the Revd. Preb. 
Samantha Stayte, the Revd. Tanya Hockley-Still, Mr. Graham Dunn, Mr. Stephen Macey, Mrs. 
Annie Jefferies and Mr. Giles Frampton  

• Emma Kemp, the Diocesan Net Zero Carbon officer, attending in support of item 6, was 
welcomed to the meeting. 

• Notification was given of the resignation of Sir James Burnell-Nugent. A casual election 
to fill vacancies in the categories of Totnes Archdeaconry laity and Plymouth 
Archdeaconry clergy would be held over the coming weeks.  

• The Revd. Dr Mike Williams, who had given notice of his intention to resign from the 
end of September and for whom this therefore was his final meeting as a Bishop’s 
nominee, was thanked for his outstanding contribution to the work of the Council since 
2018.  
 
 

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 9th July 2025   Paper BDC/42/25 
 
The minutes of the meeting held on 9th July 2025 were approved without amendment.  

 
 
4. To give a verbal update on an application to the Strategic Mission and Ministry Investment 

Board 



 
Mr. Stephen Hancock, the Diocesan Secretary, set out the current state of play in respect of the 
proposed application to the Strategic Mission and Ministry Investment Board (SMMIB). He 
noted that a number of major uncertainties had been resolved in recent months (including the 
outcomes of the Diocesan Finances Review and Triennial Funding arrangements, as well as the 
rejection of the ‘Hereford motion’ at General Synod in July). These outcomes had had an impact 
on the total amount of funding available to be distributed by SMMIB and the period to which it 
could relate (limiting it to two triennia, from 2026 – 2028 and 2029 – 3031). Further clarity had 
emerged in relation to Exeter’s application, recognising the very considerable amount of 
preparatory work that had already been undertaken; it would be open for the Diocese to apply 
for up to £10m for each of the triennia. This compared very favourably with comparator 
dioceses. There would also be an opportunity to apply for a share of the available national 
Sustainability Funding, to assist with diocesan deficit management in the short term. On the 
downside, the reduction in the period to which the application to SMMIB could relate meant 
that the existing draft implementation programme had had to be re-phased and there would be 
less time in which to generate growth outcomes from the strategic interventions (which were 
shaped around the five diocesan strategic priorities).  
 
It was noted that there remained a great deal to do by the application deadline at the end of 
October. SMMIB would consider the application at its December 2025 meeting. If the 
application were to be successful, the diocesan budget for 2026 would need to be revised as a 
matter of priority.  
 
The Right Revd. James Grier, Bishop of Plymouth, then described the headline strategic 
interventions around which the application would be constructed. These concentrated on 
leadership development and training (clergy and lay), the Growing Faith agenda, and 
revitalisation and planting. Some of the interventions were generalised but others were specific 
to particular locations. There was a particular emphasis on the interventions as they related to 
the City of Plymouth. It was noted that the application process required a high degree of 
granularity; detailed information and analysis had to be presented in relation to every single 
intervention.  The amount of work that this had involved was enormous, drawing large 
amounts of capacity away from business as usual, to the detriment of other significant areas of 
work. Some elements, such as the Finance Plan, continued to be revised on a regular basis, 
often in response to changes in the application parameters that had been set nationally.  
 
In discussion, clarification was sought concerning the period during which the funding 
arrangements would apply and the impact of the national adjustment of the funding term to 
two triennia (6 years) from the start of 2026 rather than the original three triennia. It was noted 
that, with no funding decision yet having been made, it had not been appropriate to ‘plan in’ 
the additional income and expenditure to the 2026 diocesan budget, although this would need 
to be done as a matter of urgent priority if the application was ultimately successful. It was 
suggested that 6 years was just about sufficient time to see growth outcomes from strategic 
missional interventions. It was also suggested that it was possible that new national funding 
arrangements could well be put in place subsequently for the period from 2032 onwards.  
It was also noted that, if successful, the communication of the result of the application would 
be of critical importance. Generalised interventions (eg training) would impact positively across 
the Diocese but it would not be possible to resource targeted interventions in every location; 
some might feel a sense of disappointment at the additional resourcing being directed to 
others which could lead to resentment or disengagement, undermining the life of the Diocese 
as a whole.  

 
 



5. To approve the draft diocesan budget for 2026 and to give consideration to an indicative 
finance plan for 2027-28 for transmission to Diocesan Synod   Paper BDC/43/25 
 
The Revd. Dr. Mike Williams, Vice Chair of the Diocesan Board of Finance, introduced the draft 
Diocesan Budget for 2026 and reminded members about the national strategic and financial 
decisions that had been taken since the last meeting. In the light of the application to the 
Strategic Mission and Ministry Investment Board (SMMIB) and the very substantial impact that 
a funding award would have from January 2026 onwards, a ‘stepping-stone’ budget was 
deemed to be the most sensible approach. However, even the improvements in the wider 
financial settlement for dioceses were not on their own sufficient to eliminate (even in the 
short term) the projected annual deficit. This would continue to need to be managed through 
the sale of assets and the application of the previously approved Unapplied Total Return 
approach to the relevant classes of reserves. In the end, only growth in the number of 
participants in the Diocese would return it to long term financial sustainability.    

 
Mr. Neil Williams, the Diocesan Director of Finance, then noted that the purpose of the funding 
available from SMMIB was not to sustain and support current activity but to undertake new 
work to transform the pattern of participation throughout the Diocese. In the meantime, a 
‘steady state’ budget was needed at this point as a bridging and contingency measure. He then 
reminded members of the work that they and the members of the Diocesan Synod had done to 
frame the key assumptions underlying the construction of the budget and enumerated its main 
provisions, as they had emerged from the consultations and as set out in the accompanying 
paper. In particular he highlighted any provisions that had changed during the course of the 
drafting of the budget, for example in relation to the participation figures submitted by parishes 
and the proposals relating to the central staff pay award. The projected annual deficit was in 
the region of £1.34m prior to the application of Total Return, leaving a net deficit of £0.84m. It 
was noted that the projected deficits for 2027 and 2028 (again not factoring in the outcome of 
the SMMIB application) were higher, not least because some of the national transitional 
support measures were subject to a taper arrangement and also because the full year impact of 
the exceptional increase in clergy stipends would only be experienced from 2027 onwards.   

 
In discussion clarification was sought on the reduction in the number of title posts provided for 
in the budget; it was noted that for the last few years the number of such posts had been 
temporarily increased by the application of national grant funding but that this was now 
coming to an end, leaving the number of posts to reduce to its previous level as funded 
internally. Further information was also requested on the transition arrangements between 
successive national funding periods. It was confirmed that additional funding had been received 
to continue to support a small number of nationally funded posts between the end of this 
triennium and the start of the next (which would, by extension, be influenced by the outcome 
of the SMMIB application). This enabled the existing staff to be retained in post until at least 
June 2026, avoiding significant potential dislocation and loss of staff expertise. On the central 
staff pay award it was confirmed that, as far as it was possible to tell at this point (before final 
calculations had been made) the provisional allocation was sufficient to provide for the 
minority of staff who had been negatively impacted by the long term drag effects of inflation in 
the same way as had the stipendiary clergy.  
 
The recommendations set out in Section 17 of the paper were then put to the Council and each 
approved nem con in turn, with the draft Diocesan Budget for 2026 being recommended for 
approval by the Diocesan Synod at its next meeting in October.  
 
 

 
6. To receive a report on the implementation of the Net Zero Carbon Action Plan  



           Paper BDC/44/25 
 
The Ven Jane Bakker, Archdeacon of Plymouth and Chair of the Environment Working Group, 
introduced the Net Zero Carbon Action Plan implementation update. She noted that the role of 
Net Zero Carbon officer had been held vacant for most of the last 12 months (a situation that 
had recently been rectified) and as a result progress in some areas had slowed. Even so, 
significant amounts of work were being carried out to improve the energy efficiency of some 
clergy houses and the partnership working with the Diocese of Truro was progressing well.  The 
use by parishes of the Energy Footprint Tool was increasing, although not at a rate that would 
enable the related milestone in the Action Plan to be reached. Grant funding had been 
distributed to parishes (for example via the ‘Give to Go Green’ initiative) and a number of 
churches had taken advantage of subsided energy audits. Two ‘demonstrator church’ projects 
in the Diocese had been awarded national funding and these would have a role in sharing good 
practice and acting as case studies. It was hoped that in the coming year, the national funding 
streams that had previously been allocated in support of the Net Zero Carbon target would be 
released to enable significant improvements to be made at a local level. This would bring about 
a positive ‘ripple effect’ not only in respect of environmental and social justice (as expressed in 
the fifth Mark of Mission) but also missional engagement with people in the wider community. 

 
In discussion, clarification was sought on the withdrawal of national funding for carbon 
reduction works in schools. It was noted that the National Society was among those 
organisations lobbying the Department for Education and the Treasury to find a way to sustain 
the work. In the meantime, it might be possible to assist local church schools in the absence of 
public funding, for example in relation to the drafting and implementing each school’s climate 
action plan. In addition, there could be opportunities to engage children and young people 
directly in shaping policy, communication and advocacy.   
 
It was also noted that the number of carbon reduction measures under the control of the 
Diocesan Board of Finance was relatively small; often the need was for engagement with and 
the support of other legal bodies in the discharge of their responsibilities, such as PCCs. In this 
regard, the Eco-Church initiative had much to commend it, as did the materials produced 
nationally in relation to the ‘season of creation’, both of which enabled conversations to take 
place within local churches and their wider community contexts. It was suggested that finding 
ways to change ‘hearts and minds’ (underpinned theologically) was in some senses as 
important as delivering direct reductions in carbon usage. It also represented a missional 
opportunity, particularly in relation to younger people whose aspirations and expectations 
were different to those of older generations. Finally, it was noted that the wider political 
context had become more difficult to navigate in recent years (the previously established 
consensus in favour of reducing our carbon footprint being increasingly strongly contested) and 
this was having an impact in many local communities. It was suggested that, at times, the 
calling of the Church in the service of the Gospel was to think and act counter-culturally, acting 
for the benefit of vulnerable and marginalised communities even if that risked courting 
unpopularity in the short term.  

 
 
Deemed Items 
 
7. To receive an update for Common Fund for the year-to-date   Paper BDC/45/25 

 
8. To receive a report from the Assets Group      Paper BDC/46/25 
 
9. To receive a report from EDBF Standing Committee    Paper BDC/47/25 


