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 Saturday 6'" December 2025
at the Old Deanery, Exeter at 10.00

Introductory worship
The Bishop of Exeter in the chair

Attendance: The Right Revd Dr Mike Harrison, Mr. Giles Frampton, the Right Revd. Moira Astin, the
Ven. Verena Breed, the Ven. Jane Bakker, the Ven. Douglas Dettmer, Mrs Laura Ford, Mr Richard
Buzzacott, the Revd. Deborah Leighton Plom, Dr. Kerry Gilbert, the Revd Peter March, Dr. Lystra
Hagley-Dickinson, the Revd. Tanya Hockley-Still, the Very Revd. Jonathan Greener, the Revd. Preb.
Mike Partridge, Mr. Bob Mills, Dr. Jennie Golding, the Revd. Andrew Thomas, Mr. Graham Dunn and
Mrs. Annie Jefferies

I.  Apologies and Notices

Apologies were received from the Right Revd James Grier, the Ven Andrew Beane, Revd. Preb.

Samantha Stayte, Mr. Nigel Price, Mr. Stephen Macey, Mr. Bob Mills, Mr. Mike Jefferies and the

Revd. Preb. Rosie Austin

e The Revd Andrew Thomas, newly elected representative from the Plymouth Archdeaconry,
was welcomed to his first meeting. Also welcomed was Mr. Costa Nassaris, the Diocesan
Safeguarding Officer, for item 4.

e The Chair commented concerning the Diocesan Investment Programme application to the
Strategic Mission and Ministry Investment Board and requested prayers for the meeting on
11 December at which it would be discussed and determined. The Agenda Setting Group
has decided to schedule a major item on the outcome of the application, and associated
consequences, at the Council’s next meeting at the end of January.

e Inthe absence of the Revd Preb Samantha Stayte, Dean of Women in Ordained Ministry, it
was noted that item 5 would be presented by the Bishop of Exeter.

2. Declaration of any actual or potential conflict of interest arising from the agenda or
accompanying papers.
The Right Revd Moira Astin, Bishop of Crediton, declared an interest under item 6. It was

agreed that she would absent herself from the meeting for the duration of the item.

3.  To approve the minutes of the meeting held on 16" September 2025 Paper BDC/48/25




The minutes of the meeting held on 16™" September 2025 were approved without amendment.

To receive a Safeguarding update

Mr. Costa Nassaris, the Diocesan Safeguarding Officer and Head of Safeguarding, presented an
update from the Diocesan Safeguarding Team. He set out the context in which the safeguarding
function operated and noted that the complexity of the Church of England meant that
governance, scrutiny and accountability arrangements were diffuse and sometimes not easily
understood. Further complications would typically arise from the Church’s self-understanding
of being of service to all people within the community at large (including both perpetrators and
survivors of abuse) not simply in relation to those who worked for it or who belonged to it as
members. He noted that only about 25% of reports relating to potential safeguarding cases
received by the team were directly associated with church officers; the vast majority were
reports brought to the attention of clergy and safeguarding representatives of concerns that
had arisen elsewhere in the wider community context. The breadth of the scope of the Church’s
operations, its legal complexity, its pastoral approach and its permeable boundaries all meant
that it was more than usually difficult to sustain consistently high-quality decision-making and
safeguarding practice.

Mr. Nassaris then set out the key functions of the Diocesan Safeguarding Team: managing
allegations against church officers (including clergy but in reality mostly parish volunteers and
staff), managing people who pose a risk, managing safe attendance at church for ex-offenders,
safeguarding training delivery and safeguarding administration (including in relation to the
Disclosure and Barring Service). As a consequence of recommendations arising from the INEQE
external audit, there had been an increase in staffing capacity which had enabled an internal
restructuring and increased workflow but the reality was that the combination of national
requirements and local demand for advice and support continued to out-strip capacity. There
was significant progress in a number of areas (such as policy development, training and support
initiatives, risk identification and management, data recording and management, partnership
working, independent scrutiny and piloting national and regional innovations). There would
also be a need to continue to progress the Safeguarding Action Plan and to report to the
Diocese’s external auditors on the implementation of their recommendations.

Looking ahead Mr. Nassaris identified a series of challenges and opportunities: rising numbers
of allegations and referrals (most of which were sub-threshold and/or community based) that
would be exacerbated by the proposed introduction of mandatory reporting requirements, new
strategic initiatives (such as those potentially funded by the Diocesan Investment Programme),
increased Charity Commission scrutiny and intervention, new legislative requirements and
national policy implementation and the integration of information systems at national,
diocesan and parochial levels. Opportunities were being explored proactively to increase
regional co-operation and support as well as to find more effective ways to support local
volunteers, such as Parish Safeguarding Representatives, on whom so much safeguarding
practice relied.

In discussion several issues to do with the mechanisms for the discharging of legal
responsibilities, the exercise of leadership and authority (including delegation as appropriate)
and decision-making were raised. It was acknowledged that the Church of England was in effect
a complex network of autonomous and yet practically interdependent organisations and



ecclesiastical offices; in reality there was a lack of clarity in some instances as to where legal
responsibility truly lay (which resulted in uncertainty that extended as far as the Charity
Commission as it attempted to exercise regulatory oversight). The difficulty, and many of the
risks, were not so much in the responsibilities and practices of church officers (including clergy)
where clear policy and procedure were relatively easy to articulate (even in relation to serious
cases) but at each organisation’s legal and operational margins and in the inter-relationships
between them. Sustained efforts were being made, and would continue to be made, to
increase clarity and improve scrutiny and accountability across the board but the process would
be neither simple nor quick; it would also be subject to external pressures and national
developments. In particular, clarity was sought on some aspects of the respective
responsibilities of the Diocesan Safeguarding Officer, the Diocesan Bishop (and by extension the
Bishop’s Staff meeting), the Diocesan Safeguarding Advisory Panel and the trustees of the
Diocesan Board of Finance when it came to the agreement of ‘diocesan’ safeguarding policies,
especially in respect of areas of activity (and their prioritisation) that were discretionary / non-
statutory. It was suggested that the respective responsibilities should be subject to a formal
‘sign off’ process at trustee level and it was agreed that this issue warranted further reflection
and engagement (including with trustees).

Other issues discussed included the understanding and operational definition of vulnerability; a
statutory definition existed and could be worked to but there were regulatory pressures to
embrace more broadly drawn definitions and/or to adopt alternative operational approaches
from other statutory agencies (such as the police). It was noted that this played into a series of
related issues that were most acutely felt when referrals were made to the Diocesan
Safeguarding Team of possible cases that did not reach the statutory thresholds but that
nevertheless warranted action of one kind or another (whether by another body or of a
different sort, which was often the case in relation to bullying, harassment, acute pastoral
breakdown, although these could be complicated by whether there was understood to be a
‘spiritually abusive’ aspect to the situation etc). Issues to be taken into account included how to
triage cases efficiently but sympathetically, signposting to other agencies (sometimes
repeatedly) and appropriate recording and reporting of cases even when a decision was taken
to refer it elsewhere.

To receive the annual report of the Dean for Women in Ordained Ministry
Paper BDC/49/25

The Right Revd. Dr. Mike Harrison, Bishop of Exeter, introduced the annual report on behalf of
the Dean for Women in Ordained Ministry. He highlighted aspects of the historical situation of
the diocese, along with actions taken in recent years to address concerns and improve
opportunities for women in ordained ministry. In particular, the Bishop’s Staff had over time
seen an increase in its proportion of female members. Although representation of women was
now rising across a range of measures, there remained some significant areas of under-
representation, including in relation to incumbencies of large, single parish, urban benefices. In
addition, women continued to report experience of resistance to cultural change in exercising
their ministry in some local contexts (which sometimes emerged only after an appointment had
been taken up). Sustained efforts would be needed to continue to make progress in the
normalisation of women’s ordained ministry across the Diocese.



In discussion clarification was sought on how Archdeacons’ offices engaged with the wording of
parish profiles, adverts and other recruitment documentation and what scope there was for
variation arising from local views and preferences. It was noted that even in the context of
parishes that had historically been accepting of women’s ordained ministry, there was still a
need to be positively invitational to both men and women in recruitment materials because of
the possibility of applicants having lived experience of discrimination in other contexts. The
relative lack of appointments of women to the incumbencies of large single parish benefices
where there were no legal impediments to their appointment was noted as an issue of concern
and greater understanding was needed as to why this was the case (especially when they were
relatively well represented in large, complex, multi-parish benefices).

The Chair of the Diocesan Board of Finance in the chair

To appoint the clerical vice chair of the Diocesan Board of Finance

The Right Revd. Moira Astin, Bishop of Crediton, withdrew from the meeting for the duration of
this item.

Mr. Giles Frampton, Chair of the Diocesan Board of Finance, reminded members of the recent
resignation of the Revd. Canon Dr. Mike Williams, bishop’s nominee and clergy vice chair of the
Diocesan Board of Finance, from the Council. He noted that the appointment of one or more
vice chairs was not a requirement but was customary and such an appointment by the Directors
of the Diocesan Board of Finance was provided for under Article of Association 55.

Noting her previous extensive relevant experience and expertise, Mr. Frampton then proposed
that the Right Revd. Moira Astin, Bishop of Crediton, be appointed to the role.

In the absence of any discussion the proposal to appoint the Right Revd. Moira Astin as the
clerical vice chair of the Diocesan Board of Finance was put to the vote and approved nem con.

The Bishop of Exeter in the chair

7.

To approve a full transfer Joint Council Scheme for the parishes of Paignton Christchurch and
Preston St Paul Paignton Paper BDC/50/25

The Ven. Douglas Dettmer, Archdeacon of Totnes, introduced the full transfer Joint Council
scheme for the parishes of Paignton Christchurch and Preston St Paul, Paignton, as approved by
the parishes concerned.

In discussion it was noted that under a full transfer scheme the respective PCCs would, in
effect, go into abeyance but would retain a small number of residual functions. The respective
Annual Parochial Church Meetings would continue to need to be held, carrying out their
existing functions, and funds currently restricted to one of the parishes would remain so under
the new arrangement. It was noted that there would be no impact on the patronage
arrangements.

The scheme was approved nem con.



8.  To approve a partial transfer Joint Council Scheme for the parishes of Lower Brixham, All Saints;
Brixham St Mary; Churston Ferrers; and Kingswear Paper BDC/51/25

The Ven. Douglas Dettmer, Archdeacon of Totnes, introduced the partial transfer Joint Council
scheme for the parishes of Lower Brixham, All Saints; Brixham St Mary; Churston Ferrers; and
Kingswear, as approved by the parishes concerned. As a partial transfer scheme, the PCCs of
the connected parishes would remain in existence, carrying out all relevant functions except
those transferred to the Joint Council under the scheme. He then indicated that since the
approval of the scheme by the parishes, an issue had come to light that would lead him to
move an amendment to the scheme, provision for which was made under Church
Representation Rule M42 (3). The amendment to be proposed was with the support of the
incumbent of the benefice. If agreed by the Bishop’s Council, the amended scheme would then
need to be approved at subsequent parish meetings under CRR M42 (6) before it could come
into effect.

Mr. Dettmer then directed members’ attention to section 6 (B) (v) (c) of the paper and
proposed amended wording as follows:

(c) To exercise the functions of the Parochial Church Councils under Canons B11 and B14A, and
te-determine to work with the Team Chapter in shaping the pattern of services across the
Mission Community beth-within-individual-churchesand-forthe Mission-Community-asaw

He noted that the amendment was particularly appropriate and helpful in the context of the
parishes in question and that it involved a change to the diocesan template scheme for partial
transfer joint councils, previously approved by the Council, the better to reflect the nuance of
Canons B11 and B14A.

In discussion it was noted that there was a risk with partial transfer schemes that instead of
simplifying parish governance, they could end up adding a layer of complication and potential
duplication; a clear division of functions would be needed to offset the additional meetings
required by reducing the scope of the business transacted at each and therefore shortening
them. Typically connected parishes opted for a partial transfer scheme either because there
was a small number of specific issues that needed to be dealt with in a wider context (for
example the employment of an administrator working across a number of parishes) and/or as a
stepping stone towards a full transfer council.

The proposed amendment to the scheme and the amended scheme were then approved nem
con, in the latter case with one abstention.

It was agreed to task the Diocesan Registrar, the Head of Governance and the Mission and
Pastoral Committee Secretary with reviewing the diocesan template joint council schemes with
a view to bringing proposals for amendments as needed to a future meeting for approval.

Deemed Items

9. To receive an update on Common Fund received for the year-to-date Paper BDC/52/25



DMPC Secretary’s report
To receive a report from the Assets Group
To receive a report from the DBF Standing Committee

To receive an update on operational reporting

Paper BDC/53/25
Paper BDC/54/25
Paper BDC/55/25

Paper BDC/56/25



