Fourth Day
Monday 9 July 2007

THE CHAIR The Bishop of Dover (Rt Revd Stephen Venner) took the Chair
at 9.30 a.m.

Revd Tim Stratford (Liverpool) and Revd Canon Carl Turner (Exeter) led the Synod in
prayer.

Presidential Address

The Archbishop of York (Dr John Sentamu): There is a commanding invitation
which echoes throughout the Bible. It is a message given at various times to patriarchs
and prophets, to nations and to shepherds, to Zechariah and to Mary, to disciples
and the fledgling congregations in the Church’s earliest days: ‘Fear not, do not be
afraid.

My brothers and sisters, this is a message that we need to hear, because it seems to me
that we have become afraid. What are we afraid of? Of causing offence by being
ourselves? Afraid of the future? Afraid of the challenges to our faith and actions from
many quarters, to which we do not know how to respond without causing offence? Are
we afraid of those who are different from us? Afraid of failure? Afraid of ridicule?
Afraid of looking foolish? Afraid of taking risks?

For our summer holiday in August 2003, Margaret and I decided to spend two weeks on
the Trent and Mersey Canal on a narrowboat. This was a very risky strategy. We had
never done such a thing before. We had to learn new words, like ‘windlass’, ‘winding
turn’ and ‘bilge’. We were given 20 minutes of instruction and shown, on a model lock,
how to get the boat in and out and how to move the tiller. We were told to travel for at
least four hours a day in order to charge the batteries; and off we went, into the
unknown.

Twenty minutes into our journey we encountered the Mersey, which tried to suck us
into its stream. It was terrifying! However, we managed to stay afloat on the canal.
Passing other boats, going under low bridges and negotiating locks were real and new
challenges. The fear was ever-present. Would we crash into another boat? Capsize as we
came out of a lock, or find no moorings at the end of the day? Some people fed us with
dismal and scary stories, especially about a terrifying place called Fradley Junction,
which has many locks; but many people we met were helpful and kind, friendly and,
above all, encouraging. What we had to conquer was not the canal: it was our fear. We
had to take the risk in order to make the journey.
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As a Church, we need to learn once again to become risk-takers: people who take risks
for the gospel; who take risks for Christ; who take risks in the service of God and of one
another. We have to take risks in order to make the journey. We discover courage by
doing courageous, God-like actions. ‘God so loved the world that he gave his only
begotten Son.” An act at a particular time and place; it is the sin of the world that Christ
takes away. It is an action.

So what are we afraid of and what are the consequences of our fearfulness? The result of
fear can be dangerous. Fear itself can create its own risk. Because often, when we are
reacting out of fear, we do not behave with courage, determination and grace; we
become defensive; we behave badly. This bad behaviour not only afflicts us as
individuals but also at every level, as Churches, as nations. The language of fear has
become the language of international relations. Worldwide, a new book on terrorism is
published, believe it or not, every six hours! Fear has begun to shape the minds and the
decisions of those who take counsel for the nations.

As Jim Wallis has noted, “The politics of fear can have disastrous results in both foreign
and domestic policy. To name the face of evil in the brutality of terrorist attacks is good
theology, but to say simply that they are evil and we are good is bad theology that can
lead to dangerous politics. The threat of terrorism does not overturn Christian ethics’. It
is mercy, loving-kindness, deeds of mutual charity, reciprocal solidarity, walking in
God’s ways of love and justice.

Our fear of terrorism can lead us to false conclusions about all our Muslim neighbours.
The challenge we face is not about moderate Muslims versus so-called radical
Muslims. The challenge is about Islam being used for quasi-political ends, at whose
heart is getting into paradise now, by suicide bombing, propelled by a hatred of the
West and its way of life; attempting to avenge past hurts by piling them on present
problems.

Therefore, the question is in fact about our discernment between those Muslims who,
being loyal to the Holy Qur’an, are dedicated to a version of Allah who is merciful, holy
and kind, in contrast to those who tendentiously make Allah vengeful, violent,
merciless; promising paradise now, through acts of brutality and mass murder. In
remaking God in their own image, they commit the ultimate act of blasphemy.

In the same way, we Christians must beware of taking the holiness of God to imply that
his wrath and judgement are out to destroy sinners instead of redeeming them, loving
them and forgiving them. For those who follow the man of Galilee who was crucified,
self-righteousness must die at his cross. It is from the cross that the light of God shines
forth upon the world in its fullest splendour. As David Bosch has said, “The Church is an
inseparable union of the divine and the dusty’.

We are still human, and the chorus to the song Anthem by the Canadian writer Leonard
Cohen reminds us that there can be a point to our lack of perfection —
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Ring the bells

That still can ring

Forget your perfect offering
There is a crack in everything
That’s how the light gets in.

We must resist the temptation to abandon Christian principles of justice to those who
suggest that fear is a better teacher than Jesus himself. For us, the opposite of fear is not
courage but the gift of wisdom, knowledge, discernment and insight from the Holy Spirit.

Sin harms the individual believer. Heresy, the wrong understanding of God, harms the
Church. Idolatry destroys both the believer and the Church and is the cause of both sin
and heresy. Our mission, like that of Jesus, is in the end to confront idolatry.

So what are we afraid of? Are we afraid of the loss of identity? Of a diminished sense of
who we are and what it means to be us? You might think so, given the opportunity and
the amount of time that society devotes in its public conversation to the question, “What
does it mean to be British?’

As a Church, are we afraid of the future? Are we afraid of change? Are we privately
content with the comfortable certainties of decline? Or are we afraid of the public
square? Of the public conversation about faith and society, difference and identity? In a
space which we once confidently thought belonged to us as of right, how do we preach
the words of life afresh in our communities of diverse ethnicities, cultures and peoples of
other faiths present — and in a generation that is sceptical, cynical and fearful?

Fear is a subtle enemy, changing its face and nature in order to take us unawares, to get
under our defences. We may think that we know what to fear, but we can be taken by
surprise. You will have heard the story when a lion, a gorilla and a chicken were
discussing fear. The gorilla said, “When I beat my chest, all animals are afraid.” The lion
boasted, ‘When I roar, animals and humans for miles around are very, very scared.’
‘That’s nothing’, said the chicken. ‘All T have to do is sneeze and the whole world is
terrified!’

At the moment, the Church is in danger of being paralysed by fear of schism in the
Anglican Communion, by much painful disagreement over the controverted issue of
ordaining people in same-sex relationships, and the blessing of such relationships. In
our fear, too, Christ can easily be pushed out of the way, as we try to show others that
we are right and that they are wrong. Then grace, compassion and love go out of the
window.

As you know, I visited the General Convention of the Episcopal Church last year and I

returned from the General Synod of the Anglican Church of Canada last week. In both
Synods, regardless of the outcome of the debate, people spoke of their pain and sadness
about the resulting brokenness of the Church, the Body of Christ. All sides showed
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concern for the fact that, as Bishop Victoria Matthews said, we were being, ‘. . . drawn
away from issues which are gradually destroying God’s creation: child poverty, racism,
global warming, economic injustice, concern for our aboriginal brothers and sisters, and
the growing disparity between the rich and the poor’.

It is not only the Church that needs to hear the words of Christ not to be afraid but also
the rest of our society. We seem to lack a confident grasp of the world as it is. Many of us
see the world only as we wish it to be and/or regret it is not. The gospel ought to help us
to get beyond this computerized despair to a place of presence, engagement and
participation; because, if we are afraid, then we are not the only ones.

Why in our society do we need to fill up the air with noise, celebrity and trivia? Because,
beyond all that stuff, beyond the noise and the striving, we are so afraid of the terrible
silence; afraid of an echoing, empty universe in which we are alone, without God, who
says to us, ‘Do not be afraid. Before you were in your mother’s womb I knew you. I have
made you and called you. You are mine.’

In this context of fear and of terror, religious faith can be seen not only as something
dangerous but as foolishness, as something for the childish rather than the childlike;
something trivial, comforting for the woolly-minded; something to be mocked and
regarded as no better than Father Christmas or the Tooth Fairy.

In the opening chapter of his first letter to the Corinthians, the Apostle Paul asks,
“Where is the wise man? Where is the scholar? Where is the philosopher of this age? Has
God not made foolish the wisdom of the world?’ For, even now just as then, some
demand miraculous signs and others look for wisdom; but we preach Christ crucified —
Christ the power of God and the wisdom of God. God chose the foolish things of the
world to shame the wise. God chose the weak things of the world to shame the strong.
He chose the lowly things of the world and the despised, so that none of us may boast
before him. Paul’s confidence in the gospel begins and ends with the cross of Christ,
where the victory has already been won.

So it is that, during the years of apartheid, South African Government troops entered the
church where Desmond Tutu was preaching. After the soldiers had searched at great
length for a man who was not there, Tutu invited them not to leave but to remain. ‘Stay’,
he said. ‘Stay with us and come over to the winning side.” Tutu knew that, through the
life, death and resurrection of Jesus, there is nothing now that we have to fear. The
words of Christ to his disciples were, ‘Do not be afraid’. We need to take them seriously
if we are to be serious in our risk-taking.

Does this mean that we can sit back, comfortable in this knowledge, and become mere
spectators? Not at all. You know that better than me. That is why you are here! Like

St Paul, we are co-workers in building the kingdom, until that day when he will take our
work and make it perfect.
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In our Church, are we afraid that the boat may actually be sinking? The Anglican
Church, the Church of England and the Communion must put aside fear and anxiety
and instead focus on Jesus’ insistent call to the disciples in their small boat, in Luke V
and to us, ‘Put out into the deep and let down your nets for a catch’. In response to
Simon’s fear and astonishment at the incredible, net-breaking, boat-sinking generosity
of the catch, Jesus says, ‘Do not be afraid. From now on, you will be catching people’.

What are we afraid of? Of God’s astonishing generosity, which is so far beyond our
imagination and measure? Of God in action, all around us, showing us where to let
down our nets for the rich harvest of the kingdom? Later, in John’s Gospel, the risen
Christ again tells his disciples to let down their nets, and again they are amazed at the
weight of the catch. Over breakfast, in the dawn on the lake-shore, they are afraid to ask
him who he is because, in the generosity of the catch and of the meal, as he breaks bread
with them, hungry and dirty and tired from a night of fishing, they know him to be the
Lord. It is here, on the lake-shore, surrounded by nets, fish, and grubby, tired people,
that the pastoral, missional and sacrificial nature of ministry is set before the disciples
and before us, as our common calling.

Every one of us is here because God has called us to his work in one way or another. We
are here because we have heard that calling. We want to serve him and his Church, our
brothers and sisters, and our communities. The fact that you are all here shows that you
are ready to go where he calls and where he leads. Just eight days ago, more than

560 men and women — the highest number since 2000 — joined the ranks of clergy in
obedience to the call of God on their lives: the call to take risks for the gospel.

Yes, there may be many things to fear: in our own lives, in the world and in our life as a
Church; but God has a plan for us and he wants us to take hold of it. How can we be
courageous leaders, courageous followers, ready to enjoy God’s promise? ‘Getting
things done through wise and efficient use of the resources of people, time and money;
and seeing planning as taking responsibility for a future filled with hope and
accountability to God.’

One of the greatest illustrations of this is in the Old Testament, in the Book of Numbers
chapters 13 and 14. God had a vision for his people: a Promised Land flowing with milk
and honey; a land which they would possess. After wandering in the wilderness for a
long time, they came to the edge of the Promised Land, ready to fulfil God’s promise.
Moses sent the cream of the crop, the best man from each tribe; 12 men to be the eyes
and ears of the rest, to explore the land of Canaan. He fully expected that the reality of
Canaan would confirm God’s promise, and in a sense it did, for all the men who had
gone to see agreed, ‘It’s a fantastic land. Look at the fruit. We never saw grapes and
pomegranates like that. And the honey! It is the sweetest you have ever tasted. But we
can’t go and take the land! The people there are great strong giants, and the cities are not
really cities: they’re forts. And those Nephilim who live in the Negev, well, compared
with them, we are just grasshoppers’.
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Of course, all the Israelites were then very frightened and they complained, and blamed
their leaders for promising them good things and then bringing them to this new place
of danger. However, Caleb and Joshua had a different story. They agreed on all the facts.
Their observations were the same; but, because their perceptions were different, their
conclusions were different. Why? Ten of the spies were looking at the problem in the
wrong way. They could only see gigantic, threatening problems and they were too
fearful to move. They left God out of the picture. Caleb and Joshua saw the problem
through eyes that were focused on God. They saw the possibilities that God was
providing for them. They knew that God could help them through the hard times which
lay ahead.

As Synod members, we are called to go out daily into the world to see what God is doing
and where he is leading us. When we face problems, as we will, we can feel afraid and
leave God out of the picture, or we can trust him to see us through. We need to be people
of a different spirit: people who are ready to go; people who are ready to lead. When we
come here to this Synod, we are bringing the whole of our parishes with us.

Back in the sixteenth century, the Elizabethan Settlement gave the Church of England its
identity and its role, which was to be a spiritual home for every man, woman and child
in the land. The parish structure, though often maligned, means that every person in this
country has a church community who are called to pray and care for them; and it is the
concerns of our parishes and our communities that we bring, in one way or another, to
these discussions.

It is now very encouraging that the new Government has affirmed the nature of the
Church of England, as by law established, within the nation’s life. Moreover, it has
recognized its decisive voice in the appointment of its ministers to different ministries.

I hope this will mean that we no longer need to worry and wrangle about our internal
structures and can concentrate on the larger issues of spiritual and pastoral care of those
whom God has called us to serve in this land.

For there is no depth that Christ does not call us to visit with his suffering love. That is
what it means to put out into the deep; to be willing to travel into uncharted waters with
people. There is nowhere that we do not go: into prisons; into war zones; into areas of
acute hunger and starvation; into hospitals and hospices; into grim estates; into
isolation; into crowds; into loneliness, despair, depression or the fearful places of mental
illness; into the last journey of death. Into all these places, which the world thinks are
frightening, we go and we stay. We do not just visit. We live with people who have all of
these conditions. As we do, we experience, again and again, meeting the risen Christ
there with the poor and the suffering, his hands and feet and side marked with his
suffering love.

We do big stuff and it is high time that we believed it; but sometimes we fail. The
capacity to admit our weakness, to confess that we are fallible and have failed is a

vital aspect of living out our witness as Christians, living honestly with our faults
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and with our need for forgiveness. We must find the confidence to admit when we
have made mistakes and to make changes for the future. Fear must not drive us into
denial.

Recently we have come to understand that as individuals, as bishops and as a Church,
we have taken judgements on issues around the safeguarding of children in the past
which we now regret. We have worked hard, and continue to work hard, to change the
ways in which we deal with such issues. As the Archbishop of Canterbury said in his
statement in April this year, ‘Since these sad events occurred, the Church, like other
public bodies, has developed greater expertise and far more stringent procedures. This
does not help victims of an earlier era, but the awareness of the cost they have borne is
something that underlines the imperative need to keep all our procedures in the strictest
working order’.

Do we truly live out our conviction that the salvation story of the gospel of Jesus utterly
transforms the paradigm of what constitutes failure and success? In Matthew chapter 14
we find another miracle of generosity and grace — the feeding of 5,000. It is followed
by Jesus walking on the water, reminding us once again that, with God, all things are
possible. In the story, the response of the disciples to the hungry multitude was, ‘There
isn’t anywhere to buy bread. There isn’t any money to buy bread with. The numbers are
so huge that it’s clearly foolish even to try’.

Yes, it was foolish; but it was God at work. From this story, four things stand out. We
must be willing to offer to God that which is ridiculously small. What we need is not
great faith but faith in a great God. We must be thankful even for small things. In this
miracle of God’s generosity the miracle went on and on and on, until all were fed. We
must be faithful in prayer and patience as we wait for God’s response and, like the
disciples in the story, work hard at sharing out the miracle of God’s grace. Lastly, we
must learn to trust God and leave our concerns and cares in his hands. In all our
perplexities, Christ is with us, as Romans chapter 8 reminds us.

Margaret and I found that, on the canal, the troubles of yesterday did not dominate our
today and the successes of yesterday were no guarantee of our victory tomorrow. We
were determined to complete our journey and we grew in confidence as the days went
by. We did not do it on our own, however; we made it through to the completion of our
journey because of the wonderful company of the people whom we met on the way. The
question is, shall we repeat the experience? I am very keen, but Margaret is not so sure!
I know that we will do it again. After all, the River Ouse runs alongside Bishopthorpe
Palace and in these days of rain and flood it seems that having boating skills could
become increasingly important!

So, friends, do not listen to what the cynics say about the Church of England: that ‘It
moves forward by constantly looking backwards’. Do not allow yourselves to be
persuaded by those who say, “We’ve tried that before and it never works’. It is after they
have been out fishing all day and caught nothing, when they are tired and hungry and
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discouraged, that Jesus says to his disciples, ‘Put out into the deep and let down your
nets for a catch’.

For the Israelites on the brink of the Promised Land, the dream was ready and God was
ready, but the people were not, because of their self-doubt and fear. They forgot that
they were children of God. What happened to our dreams? Where is the vision God put
before us? What is wrecking it? Is it because we are sinful, because we keep getting
things wrong, because we talk too much about sex? I do not think that is the problem.
No, I think that our dream is being delayed because our fear tricks us into thinking of
ourselves as grasshoppers or worms.

In place of fear, we must face the troubles which confront us, in the Church and in the
world, with steadfastness and wisdom. This means facing up to crises when they occur
with honesty and realism, not minimizing the problem but not supersizing it either;
keeping it in godly proportion.

Missionaries in China back in the 1930s noted that the Chinese ideogram for ‘crisis’ is a
combination of two other word pictures, ‘opportunity’ and ‘danger’. When we perceive
a crisis, we need to see it in the light of its dangerous opportunity; not being paralysed
by fear of the danger, but spurred on by hope in the opportunity.

In the first letter of John we read that, ‘There is no fear in love, but perfect love casts out
fear. For fear has to do with punishment and he who fears is not perfected in love. We
love because he first loved us’.

In the face of all that confronts us and makes us fearful, let us recognize the authority of
God’s word made human in the face of Jesus Christ. His ancient promises of love, mercy
and justice made manifest, as God pitched his tent among us and we beheld his glory.
Let us also be confident, as we have faith in the Word of God, trusting God’s own
testimony. Do we believe the reports of the Lord? Do we believe the evidence of our own
eyes, as we see God at work in lives and communities that are transformed? Let us live
out that faith. Jesus Christ came among us, died, rose and ascended, and we have
received the Holy Spirit. He is with us till the end of time.

The Lord says to us, ‘Fear not, for I have overcome the world’. So, my brothers and
sisters, let us not be afraid, but, rather, put out into the deep. Let us do it, and let us do
it now.

The Chairman: Thank you very much indeed, Archbishop. Just for Synod’s
information, that will be broadcast on BBC Parliament at nine o’clock on Saturday
evening, and copies of the Archbishop’s Presidential Address will be available later this
morning.
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Annual Report of the Church Commissioners

The Chairman: It has been the custom of Synod to have a report from the
Commissioners debated in a take note debate every other year. This year the
Commissioners have decided to cast their nets out into the deep and to enter into a new
way of being Church Commissioners. They have taken the risk of doing it differently
this morning.

Their report is published and in a few minutes I will ask Andreas Whittam Smith, the
First Church Estates Commissioner, and Timothy Walker, the Third Church Estates
Commissioner, to present the report to us. There will then be an opportunity for
interactive discussion, which basically means questions and answers. I hope that you
have a lot of questions, which those two will be able to answer, together with Andrew
Brown who will be joining them at that point.

Mr Andreas Whittam Smith (First Church Estates Commissioner): My thanks first of all
to the Business Committee for allowing us to take Synod’s time every year rather than
every two years, and for allowing us to try a session like this, which I hope will go well
and will be a forerunner of the way in which members should, as it were, get stuck into
the details of the Commissioners’ work.

I am not going to speak for very long, nor is Timothy. I am going to take you to the
report. I want to take you to parts of the report, starting on page 7. The table at the top
of page 7 is really a test for us: it is how you should judge us. There are two questions
you need to establish in relation to whether we are doing our work well or not. First of
all, are we growing the assets more quickly than the rise in wages and salaries, average
earnings? Our beneficiaries’ costs, fundamentally — whether they be dioceses or bishops’
working costs or the stipends of deans, or whatever it may be — are rising broadly in line
with earnings. That is the test, I think.

I hope you think that the record at the moment — and it is important to say ‘at the
moment’, because financial markets can change — is very satisfactory. Synod will see
that, over ten years, average earnings have risen by 4.2 per cent per annum and that our
total assets have risen by 10.7 per cent. We are well ahead, therefore. That difference —
6.5 percentage points — is equivalent to £300 million per annum; so it is an enormous
difference.

The picture over five years is very similar. Last year was certainly unusually good, where
our assets rose by 13.6 and average earnings rose by 3.7. That is a ten-point difference
which, in one year, is about £500 million. By the way, we do not stack that away:
everything we have goes to the Church in one form or another.

The second test which this table displays is whether we, the Commissioners, have been
managing our funds averagely, less than well, or well, namely whether or not we have

exceeded what other funds have done. That is the second line. In the ten-year period we
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grew our funds by 10.7 per cent and average funds rose by 8 per cent. That is a
2.7 percentage point advantage to us. The position at five years is much the same. Last
year, we were about three points ahead.

I think that you need always to look carefully at that. Are we just trundling along with
the market, or even falling behind it or doing better? It is very important that we do
better. Every percentage point is an enormous amount of money on a fund which is
worth over £5 billion.

There are two things which the Assets Committee do. One is to decide how to allocate
our assets; how much property; how many of our shares to be overseas and how many
to be in this country; whether or not to own bonds; how much residential property to
own. Those are very big decisions and they have a powerful influence on our
performance.

The second thing we do is to choose our professional advisers and investment managers.
In the case of our share portfolio, we do not ourselves decide which share to buy

or which to sell; that is entirely the responsibility of our managers. In the case of
property, we do make the decisions ourselves. Policing, if you like, the work and
performance of our investment managers is very important. That is what the table on
page 7 tells you.

If you turn back to page 5 you will see how our fund is structured. In other words, how
did we allocate our assets? You will see that broadly 95 per cent of our funds are in what
are called ‘real assets’; that is, either in shares or in property. In fact, I think that shares
are a bit more real than property, in the sense that the performance of shares eventually
is determined by profits — how profitable are the companies in which we invest — and
that determines their dividends and their value; whereas the value of our property is
determined by rents, and that comes out of firms’ turnover. If equities are linked to
profits, rents are linked to turnover. They are both real, however, and they both protect
us against inflation.

I would like to say a little about one of those classes of property which we do not often
mention, namely our very large rural portfolio. We have estates all over the country, in
every part. Until very recently, frankly, we have seen that as essentially a residential
property play, if you like. The mechanism is well established. As a particular tenant
farmer may have no children who wish to carry on the tenancy and as he retires, his land
is distributed to the other farmers in the estate; but then we are left with a cottage, a
farmhouse or whatever, which we can sell. That has obviously proved very lucrative.
The point about farming now, however, is that, with the worldwide rise in food prices, it
is eventually turning round and, in my view, will shortly become a proper business. This
is not very good news for the rest of us, because food prices in this country are rising by
6 per cent and inflation is at 3 or 4, and that is true across the world. However, it

is a permanent turnaround in my view; because ultimately it depends upon China and
India, whose growing populations are demanding a much higher quality of food, and
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both are becoming net importers of agricultural products. So I believe that what seem to
be a minor part of our portfolio, our rural assets, are going to look very good.

I would now like to take you briefly to page 47. At the bottom is what you might think
to be a rather obscure little table. It says, ‘Professional advisers’. I do not think that any
table in a set of accounts is obscure. T was taught to read the obscure bits first, before
going on to the headlines. If you were to compare that list with two years ago, you
would see changes — and you always will see changes. Two investment managers who
were there two years ago have gone and they have been replaced by two more. We

do, very regularly, assess the performance of all those who advise us. We do subject
them to beauty parades; we do constantly ask them to come and see us to explain how
they are doing, and to suffer an interrogation.

However, there is one difficulty with knowing whether an investment manager should
be changed after a period of underperformance. Are they underperforming because they
are bad at the job, or have they taken a policy decision? At the moment, some are saying,
‘We don’t really trust the price of oil. It is where it is for political reasons. It wouldn’t be
there if there were no politics in that market, and we don’t really like energy shares for
that reason’; and for that reason they often drag behind the market. That is difficult to
assess.

I will now take you on a little further in the accounts, to page 50, and briefly say
something about two lines there. First, in the line which shows how much we distribute
under the heading of ‘Parish mission and ministry support’, if you look carefully you
will see that in the year 2001 we distributed less than in the year 2000. We do not ever
want to do that again. We do not think that we should so organize our affairs that we
have to cut our distributions. Since then, therefore, on the advice of our actuaries we
have set up a smoothing mechanism. We keep a little bit back when we have had a very
good period, so that we can bring it forward when the markets decline, as they
inevitably will, and we can provide all our beneficiaries with stability. I think I am right
in believing that stability is very important in the future planning for the Church.

The last point I want to mention, which you should always look at carefully, is that the
Commissioners’ administrative costs have remained more or less the same in money
terms over a ten-year period. They were £5.2 million in 1997; they were £4.9 million
last year. To be the same broadly in money terms, of course, is to be quite a decline in
real terms.

That is all I want to say at this point, because I want there to be maximum time for
dialogue.

Mr Timothy Walker (Third Church Estates Commissioner): I have been in place now for
slightly less than a year. Those who have looked carefully at the small print will notice
that in fact I did not attend any meeting of the Church Commissioners Board or
committee last year, and therefore I can hardly claim much credit for the report and the
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work. However, I am very much enjoying going out and meeting people around the
country — bishops, deans and dioceses — and I hope and intend to go on doing that. If
you invite me, I will come: at least, as quickly as the diary permits. I would like to
express my gratitude for all the help that I have received, for information of all kinds
and in all directions.

I would like to pick up a few points from the report, in the light of the experience of a
new boy on the block. We are now making good progress on budgets for bishops and we
are working to reach a consensus on the future of the historic houses. I am also looking
for ways that, as the Church Commissioners, we can help cathedrals with development
issues. We have made clear that single-stream funding will only be by agreement, if you
like, between consenting adults.

I have been very struck by the good work done by the Pastoral and Redundant Churches
committees, and I am very grateful to the members of those committees for helping me
start to chair them. We have now had new procedures in place for about two years,
involving a much more open and public process. I believe that these are working well,
although there are some cases where those involved still have to internalize on this. Even
when the objectors do not have their objections upheld — and they do sometimes — they
recognize that they have had every chance to put their case to an independent body, and
it has been heard and listened to very carefully.

I should say, for all those who appear before the committee, that the committee are very
keen to make sure that there has indeed been proper consultation and that those
objectors whose objections have not been agreed to have been listened to very carefully.

We will be having a review to learn the lessons of the first year or so. If those who have
been involved, or who have not been involved, have things to tell us, please do so,
because we want to learn from the experience of everyone. Staff of the Commissioners
have been going round the country talking to dioceses, explaining the procedures, and
we would be very happy to go on doing that, to make sure that everyone knows what is
involved and how best to proceed.

I do not like the term ‘redundant’ for churches, but we must recognize that not all
churches are in the right place or that in some cases the costs of upkeep are very great.
We want to work with dioceses to help understand and use the process effectively, and
to interact with all the other bodies which have an interest, or those with an interest in
heritage.

We are about to employ Church Commissioners’ staff on a regional basis to strengthen
the relationships with diocesan staff, and hence our ability to help on the process. Every
year, we go on a visit to dioceses to look at cases on the ground and, again, we are really
keen to help all those involved work out the best way to proceed; and perhaps in some
cases to reach a more timely outcome than is sometimes the case.

261



Church Commissioners’ Annual Report Monday 9 July 2007

We are keen to see where the skills of the Church Commissioners’ staff can be of help to
dioceses in dealing with the range of problems, given that we see rather more of them
than many individual dioceses.

I therefore commend the work of the committees. As I have said, I am very grateful to all
those in dioceses who have helped us do our work. I am absolutely determined that we
should work with you to assist the process in future.

The Chairman: I would now invite you to ask the questions that you have. We will
probably take two or three at a time. To start with, I will ask Adrian Greenwood to ask a
cluster of questions which he has already advised me that he has.

Mr Adrian Greenwood (Southwark): 1 was the mover of last year’s following motion
which, in summary, was about how the Church Commissioners can better engage with
Synod on controversial issues. The Church Commissioners have replied to that in GS
Misc 858.

My question is this. In GS Misc 858, the Church Commissioners propose six practical
ways in which the flow of information and the working relationship with Synod can be
improved. Please could you expand further on how these ways will ‘seek out and reflect
the views of General Synod in advance of investment decisions which might affect the
mission and/or reputation of the Church’?

Mr Andreas Whittam Smith: Let me take your last phrase first. Obviously, we have a
very close eye to the reputation of the Church. We are put on warning about what that
means in detail by the sort of dialogue, the sort of occasion, the presence of Synod
members on the Assets Committee amongst the governors; we are put on warning about
that all the time. The thing I beg you not to neglect is the powerful presence of elected
Synod members on all our bodies. They are there to remind us of the views of the wider
Church. They are there also to be focus points for other members of Synod to be in
touch with, when you know them. That is the most important way in which we can be
advised how to be careful with the reputation of the Church — if it has not already
occurred to us, by the way!

As to whether outside bodies can give us the benefit of their advice when we are taking
decisions, I have to say frankly, and without ambiguity, that is not often possible,
particularly in the buying and selling of property — particularly in the buying of property
— because the whole art is to have such good connections that interesting property
propositions are shown to us before they get on to the open market. That means that we
have to be ready to move very quickly.

Obviously, in the minds of the people from Southwark is the excellent decision we
took over Octavia Hill; but we do not have any more Octavia Hills. That sort of
very sensitive sales situation is not likely to arise again, therefore. I think that

262



Monday 9 July 2007 Church Commissioners’ Annual Report

we are very well plugged into the wider Church, what it thinks, and what we

should do.

The Bishop of Dudley (Rt Revd David Walker): 1 have a question to the First Church
Estates Commissioner about the rural landholdings. I am very pleased to hear about
farming incomes, and that is certainly something that I have picked up in our own, quite
rural, diocese. However, I would like the Commissioners to consider being a little more
proactive in terms of rural diversification.

In work I was doing on a chapter for a book a couple of years ago, looking at some of
the different major institutional landowners, the impression I was getting was that the
Commissioners are not as proactive as some others in terms of encouraging their tenant
farmers in small-scale diversification. We do need, for the sustainability of employment,
a range of employment, and sustainability of our local communities, to be a little more
proactive in that direction.

There is one very particular instance I would like to put to the Commissioners. A couple
of weeks ago I was at a symposium at St George’s, Windsor, looking at the
accommodation needs of the Gypsy and traveller community in rural areas. One of the
recommendations which we took away from that, which has been taken up by the CLA,
is to try to bring together some of the major institutional landowners — and I believe
there is a group of those landowners that meets formally from time to time — to look at
whether it would be possible to identify sites in rural areas that would not gain normal
planning permission, nor even planning as exception sites under normal s.106
agreements, and to make them available for the Gypsy/traveller community. That could,
in itself, be a source of income for the tenant farmers who are managing those sites.

I think that would deal with one particularly prejudiced community in this country at
the moment, who are often moved on from site to site. The Government have said that
in the long term they will require local authorities to be a little more proactive, but they
are at least five years off that. The possibility of identifying sites that Gypsies and
travellers could use would alleviate a major wrong in our rural communities.

Dr Peter Harland (Ely): May 1, as a former employee of the Commissioners, welcome
the Commissioners’ brave efforts over the last 12 years or so to deal with some of the
problems of over-staffing which they had in the 1980s and early 1990s. I appreciate that
this is not an easy problem to resolve, and I welcome what they have done. I am very
glad to see that administrative costs have been kept down and that they remain vigilant
over that. May I urge the Commissioners to remain vigilant in this respect, in order to
maximize the resources for parish ministry?

Mr Andreas Whittam Smith: The Bishop of Dudley asked about assisting farmers as
they seek to diversify. Almost all of them are trying to diversify in some ways, whether it
be encouraging livery; supplying local farmers’ markets, and so on; and assisting
tourism in various ways.
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We have made it a rule — and perhaps it is something we should think about again — that
we do not suggest these things to the farmers themselves. It is their businesses,
finally.When the tenant farmer wants to diversity — and they all know this, I think — they
can turn to us for capital support, if it is that sort of project. We very often put a
certain amount of our funding into whatever diversification they are trying to bring
about.

I think that is the best way. Having made quite a few agricultural visits and met some
very robust farmers, I would not care to tell them how to run their businesses. I would
much rather that they said, “This is what we are thinking of doing. Will you come
alongside us?’ — and we often do.

I had not hitherto heard of the remarks you made about whether landowners together
should think through how to help travellers, Gypsies, and so on; but we are members of
those institutes, and I am sure that we will take on board what is said to us.

The other question, if I understood it correctly, was about continuing to keep a sharp lid
on our costs. I think that we can go on doing that, because we now have the advantage
of having moved out of wonderful Millbank into Church House, with everybody else.
Already there are dividends from that. The accounting departments are coming together
much more quickly than they otherwise would have done. I think that we will, in
countless ways, find methods of becoming more efficient. In the case of the relationship
between the Commissioners and the Pensions Board, we will be taking on a certain
amount of administrative work for them, and so on. We should therefore be able to keep
our costs going down in real terms.

Mrs Janet Atkinson (Durham): A year or so ago, I was inadvertently drawn into the
legal worries of one of our farmers in Upper Weardale, which related to a combination
of unlawful building-up of rural tracks and underwater mineral rights. If you are a
farmer in Upper Weardale No.1 Millbank can seem a very long way away. I was able to
put him in more personal touch with some of the staff, who were extremely helpful. He
is the churchwarden, and that is how he got in touch with me.

In terms of spreading the good news about what we do and who is there to help, could I
ask whether our tenants get copies of the Annual Report? If not, could that be given
some thought?

Canon Linda Jones (Liverpool): I have a question for the Third Estates Commissioner.
Could we have a little more information about the regional staff who will be coming
and working around the dioceses? I would also like to pay tribute to the availability,
professionalism and friendliness of those who are working with the Pastoral
Committee, especially in our experience in the Liverpool diocese.

Mr Andreas Whittam Smith: I can say to Janet Atkinson that, as far as I know, tenants
do not get our Annual Report. We should perhaps think of sending it to them, or
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perhaps of sending the quarterly investment report, which we do circulate as widely as
possible.

Two or three weeks ago, we visited the very large and excellent Carlisle estate around
Rose Castle, which is more or less entirely dairy farming. We began the visit by holding a
proper business meeting in a room at Carlisle racecourse, where we gave a presentation
of us, our portfolio, our rates of return, and exactly where the rural portfolio fitted into
this; what part of it we kept an eye on because it was potential development land, and
so on. We gave them a very thorough business briefing, and I think that they appreciated
it. However, I take on board the comments which have been made.

Mr Timothy Walker: Thank you for your question about our regional staff and also for
your comments about the helpfulness of staff. The first regional officer will start in
Leeds in the near future. We do intend to roll this out nationally, and the exact timing
obviously depends on a range of things. It depends on the right person being available
for the right part of the country, and also we want to put people only where they will be
able to do useful work. Ideally, we choose to place staff where there is a substantial
amount of work for them to do and also where the diocese is keen to work with them.
I am very pleased to note your interest as part of that process.

The Bishop of Basingstoke (Rt Revd Trevor Willmoit): Perhaps I am the only one here
who is not aware of the review which has been spoken of, regarding the Church
Commissioners’ Pastoral Committee. I would like to know more about that.

I would like to know more about its scope and its involvement of dioceses and, in
particular, for those of us who are involved in appointment processes, both as bishops
and, for example, diocesan pastoral committees, what help might be brought to us when
some of the work of the Pastoral Committee also affects other legislation in the Church.

I would be very glad to know those details, and perhaps some timings as to when the
details of that review may be made available to more of us.

Miss Vasantha Gnanadoss (Southwark): According to page 10 of the Annual Report,
the sale of the Octavia Hill Estates achieved a sale price of £192 million. How and
where has this been invested?

Secondly, according to page 5 of the Annual Report, the Church Commissioners have
the following amounts invested in property: commercial, 15 per cent; rental, 7 per
cent; residential, 10 per cent. Are there any plans significantly to increase or decrease
these percentages?

Mr Timothy Walker: Thank you for the question about the procedures of the Pastoral
Committee. We have had the new Measure, of the openness and the public hearings, in
place for about two years now. I have been chairman for this year and the committee
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wanted to look at how these procedures were working. It is not a review of the whole
Measure; it is a review of how we are actually working.

It is generating much more work for the committee, and one of the things we may want
to look at is whether we should have panels of the whole committee rather than the
whole committee looking at every case. We want to look again at issues such as whether
we should have all the meetings in London or should we go out to where the cases are.
We want to check whether the way we allow people to speak and be questioned is
working. We want to hear what those who have appeared before us think about the
process; whether there should be a greater reliance on written procedures; whether we
should establish in advance which of the issues we can regard as decided and which not.
It is really a practical matter.

When I took over the chairmanship, I did say that I did not want a review until I had had
some experience myself. That is why it has not happened at once. The committee has
not yet decided exactly how it wishes to proceed on this review, but we will very much
want to consult dioceses and to hear their experience; and, of course, to listen, when we
go out explaining the procedures to dioceses, to the feedback we get from that.

I will be very happy to suggest to the committee that we have some more formal means
of consulting bishops and dioceses on what they would like to see out of the review.
I would be happy to be in touch with you about that.

Mr Andreas Whittam Smith: 1 think that I received two questions. The first was how we
had employed the nearly £200 million we released from the sale of the Octavia Hill
Estates. What we did was to try to top up those parts of our portfolio where we felt that
we were slightly under-invested. We have had a long-term move to be more heavily
invested overseas, particularly in emerging markets. We put more funds into specialized
investment managers who concentrate on smaller companies, because it is out of the
smaller companies that the big successes of the future will come. We do have a long-term
process under way of trying to increase our involvement in private equity, which is at

1 per cent at the moment.

I was also asked whether there would be any variations in the way we held investments.
Broadly, we will stick, through thick and thin, to remaining in real assets. We will
broadly continue to be 65 per cent equities, 30 per cent property, and that is where we
shall continue to be over the long run.

Mr John Freeman (Chester): Amongst the Church Commissioners’ myriad assets are the
mineral rights between the high and low water marks in the Tees Bay. There was a lot of
salt there and a salt lease. When it was negotiated it was something of the order of — for
those who like old units — 6d per 1,000 gallons of saturated brine. That may have been a
good price in the 1940s, but it is a lousy price in the twenty-first century! There was no
allowance for inflation.
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When you take stuff out of the ground, you leave holes in the ground. We did a good
deal — because I was on the other side of the fence in those days — in using one of these
holes for the princely sum of £5 a year, attached to the salt lease. It is still £5 a year. In
other parts of the country, I had the happy job of selling similar holes in the ground and
I extracted £1 million a year plus RPI every five years. The lease expires in 2008, which
when I started work was a long way off, but it is round the corner now. I tried to
persuade Sir Michael Colman to revisit it, because I was on the other side and I knew
that we were sympathetic to talking to him. For goodness’ sake do something about it in
2008!

The Chairman: It gives a new meaning to ‘a holey Church’!

Ms Susan Cooper (London): The First Estates Commissioner drew our attention to
the record of the Commissioners after the past 10 years. I wonder if he could comment
on the record for the past 20 or 30 years. Over that period RPI and other things have
been completely different. My experience as an actuary is that you cannot look back
too far to compare records, and that the past 10 years is actually a very short period
of time.

Mr Andreas Whittam Smith: First, I would like to take this opportunity to correct an
earlier answer. The Secretary tells me that we do send our annual report to tenant farmers.

I was very glad to be reminded about that old salt lease. We do have a lot of mineral
rights. We still have 750 lordships of the manor, which allow us to exploit what is under
the land; quite a few of those are in London, however, which seems a difficult task! We
are aware of these things: the Commissioners’ portfolio is stuffed full of things like this.
There is a long lease on Farnham Castle which will go on for ever. There was a very bad
lease on Fulham Palace, where the Bishop of London used to live. We are full of things
like this. However, as soon as they get to the point where they must be renewed, we are
very commercial about them. I am glad to be prompted about that particular lease and if
Mr Freeman would like to come down to London and work for the Commissioners he
would be very welcome!

As to our 20-year record, we do have the numbers. Twenty years covers the bad times
going back to 1987 and goes right through the crisis. Even so, we are in line with the
average for all funds. We are not ahead of the average for all funds, but we are in line
with that average over a 20-year period. Money lost will never be recovered, but there is
a sense in which we have got back to where we should be.

The Archdeacon of Tonbridge (Ven. Clive Mansell): 1 am a Commissioner and before
the Third Church Estates Commissioner’s appointment I chaired the Redundant
Churches Committee. I have thought of a couple of things in response to the Bishop of
Basingstoke’s enquiries. I was not too sure whether the enquiry was broader than
Timothy Walker was able to address, and I wanted the Synod to hear this.
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First, a team from the Pastoral and Redundant Churches department does go out into
dioceses, doing briefing occasions to try to help dioceses think through things like
pastoral reorganization, options, and the ways of going about the challenges they face.
In that way, we hope that that will help dioceses and parishes with the issues that lie
before them in the future. The comeback I have heard on that is positive.

Secondly, when we get to the issue of a hearing — and I have dealt with those in the
Redundant Churches department — it is important that in our processes we do at least
come to a point where there is an objectivity to the committee’s hearing. When you hear
about us reviewing things and working with the diocese, it is important that, at the end
of it, we do not give the impression that it is therefore all stitched up for the diocese.
Sometimes, when someone raises an objection against a proposal — it may be people in
the community or it may be a parish — they will not want to go with where the diocese is
going, and the committee needs to come to an objective position. Sometimes that
position will go with the diocese; sometimes it will not. It is important that the
committee does retain that objectivity and that therefore there is a just outcome to the
process. We do our best on that.

Mprs Jane Bisson (Channel Islands): Can the First Estates Commissioner please advise us
on this question? With the appointment of Jackie Bliss as Finance Director and the
desire to see the three NCIs — that is, the Archbishops’ Council, the Pensions Board and
the Church Commissioners — work more closely together and, being a woman, as I try to
think of economies, and certainly this question is based on economies of scale, has any
thought been given or has discussion taken place on the appointment of just one auditor
to all three NCIs?

Revd Hugh Lee (Oxford): 1 was very pleased to see the excellent financial performance
of the Church Commissioners. I wonder if we could hear a little about what one might
call the Christian performance. In a market where most firms and people in the City are
described as greedy, how are we growing the kingdom? How are we modelling what a
Christian organization should be? What are we doing about discrimination against
women, against people with disabilities and against ethnic minorities? Also, in line with
what the Archbishop was talking about, what are the fears of the Church
Commissioners and how are they overcoming them?

The Chairman: My goodness! It is your turn, Daniel!

Mr Andreas Whittam Smith: Replying to the first question, the arrival of Jackie Bliss as
Finance Director for the three National Institutions has been a tremendous blessing and
is making an enormous difference, though she has a very tough task. We are getting
behind her, to make sure that we reform something which needs a lot of reform.

In the Archbishops’ Council we have the same auditors; the Pensions Board has different
auditors, I believe. There may be advantages in having the same auditors, but there will
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have to be different audit partners anyway. There may be a cost saving, I am not sure.
One of the frustrations and glories of the Church of England is that we are all
individual, legally separate units and we make our own decisions. Far be it from me to
browbeat the Pensions Board into having the same auditors as us!

I hope that I did not miss too much of the last question, but I did hear what was it that
the Commissioners feared. There is something that I fear. If one looks carefully across
world markets, particularly keeping an eye on credit banking rather than stock markets,
one sees that the deterioration in residential property markets across the world is
beginning to have an effect. In the United States house prices are actually falling a little,
which is extremely unusual and it has not happened here for a very long time. There
have been one or two ‘bumps in the night’; two or three hedge funds have got into great
difficulties.

There is a phrase, ‘periodic madness of bankers’, which is when they think that
something is so good that it cannot go wrong. Once upon a time, they thought that if
you lent to countries they would never let you down; but, of course, countries do
default. There has been the same attitude to a lot of recent lending — “This can’t go
wrong’ — and now we are beginning to see that it can. I think that we could have a
financial crisis, which would affect the stock market but, primarily, it would affect
banks. I do have some fears about that.

The Chairman: May we thank the Commissioners for answering our questions so
frankly and openly, and for their time and consideration this morning.

Mr Gavin Oldham (Oxford): On a point of order — and from a Church Commissioner.
do not know what the Standing Order situation is on a session like this, but there are
two extremely important questions at the end of GS Misc 858, and they do ask for a
response from the Synod.

They are °. . . can more be done to encourage Synod members to engage with (their
elected representatives on the Church Commissioners) and vice versa?’ and ‘Are there
blockages in what should be a two-way channel of communication?” We, on the
Church Commissioners, elected by the General Synod, would like to hear the answer to
that and would like to be a more effective conduit. I would be grateful if people could be
invited to send in their ideas on that and as to how this session has gone.

The Chairman: The Synod has heard, and I am sure that they will respond. That ends
this item of business.

THE CHAIR His Honour Judge Jobn Bullimore (Wakefield) took the Chair at
10.55 a.m.
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Diocesan Synod Motion
The Church Commissioners (GS Misc 856A and B)

Mr Adrian Greenwood (Southwark): 1 beg to move:

“That this Synod request an urgent review by the Archbishops’ Council of
the status and accountability of the Church Commissioners.’

This motion gives Synod an opportunity to consider how the working relationship
between the Church Commissioners and the rest of the Church of England can be
strengthened so as better to achieve the Commissioners’ mission of supporting the
ministry of the Church of England, particularly in areas of need and opportunity. It also
gives us an immediate opportunity to reflect on the effectiveness of the exercise that we
have just been through as an exercise in increasing accountability.

We want a positive, constructive and, above all — taking a lead from the Archbishop of
York — a forward-looking debate today. I would like to say a few things by way of
introduction. First, it is and has been recognized that, over the past ten years the Church
Commissioners have done very well in the management of the portfolio, with the value
of the assets and the income generated from them rising above expectations and
benchmarked funds. That happy outcome has led to greater financial assistance to the
Church, through parish mission grants, help with the pension deficit, and help for
housing retired clergy. We are very grateful and we thank them very much. However, as
I said this morning, we want to look forward and not back.

Second, as far as I am concerned this is an Octavia Hill-free motion and debate. It is a
Southwark Diocesan Motion, chosen for debate by the Business Committee as described
on Friday evening, not a personal motion. I am proposing this as the lay chair of the
diocese of Southwark, with the full support of Bishop Tom and my colleagues.

Third, despite what the motion says, this is not urgent, and if April’s amendment is not
accepted I will seek permission from the Chairman to move that the word ‘urgent’ is
removed before the final vote.

Finally, the debate is likely to raise the issue of whether or not reviews, which are
necessary to modern life and modern government, are more effective if they are internal
or external.

If we look forward and not back, what might a review achieve? The question is not what
have the Church Commissioners done wrong or failed to do in the past, but how could
they do even better in the future? We know from Question time on Friday and the
debate on pensions on Saturday afternoon that there are some activities which the
Church Commissioners cannot presently undertake, notably on the thorny issue of
clergy pensions, the deficit in the clergy-funded pension scheme and whether or not
there should be a transfer of funds or the provision of contingent guarantees.
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This debate may highlight more such issues: perhaps in relation to pastoral
reorganization, where the Church Commissioners still operate an exclusive jurisdiction
and where they have just announced an internal review; or redundant churches; or into
the concept of mission-shaped investment, perhaps in new academies or other initiatives
for working with children and young people, as we were exhorted to do by the
Children’s Commissioner.

In moving through this debate Southwark is offering Synod a range of options. At one
end of the spectrum, a wide-ranging, open-ended review, aimed at anticipating a new
constitutional settlement between Church and State, in response to the recent Green
Paper which we shall start debating this afternoon. Alternatively, Synod could go for a
narrow, focused review on specific outcomes. This would prioritize accountability,
whereas the former would prioritize status.

Addressing the issue of status, the existence of the Church Commissioners could be said
to be anachronistic and the product of a compromise between Church and State. The
Commissioners were established by Parliament in 1948 as an independent charity. By
English charitable law, that means the trustees, the Board of Governors, have a fiduciary
duty to the charity, and yet their mission is to serve another organization, namely the
Church of England. What happens therefore when occasionally, as it does from time to
time, the duty of the trustees does not coincide with the interests of the beneficiary? We
know that we cannot serve two masters, but can the Church Commissioners serve three,
namely English charitable law, the mission of the Church of England and Parliament?

As our new Prime Minister opens up the possibility of a new constitutional settlement
between Church and State, should we ask the Archbishops’ Council to consider whether
it is still appropriate in the twenty-first century for the Church’s historic endowments to
be held by a separate and independent body, albeit one that works in close partnership
with it? That would be a long game; it would require primary legislation to see it
through; but maybe now is the right time to explore this option. I would be grateful to
hear what Synod members have to say, and whether, in that case, their review should be
widened to the governance of the other National Church Institutions, especially the
Pensions Board and the Central Board of Finance, as raised in Stephen Trott’s Private
Member’s Motion and as raised by the Church Commissioners themselves in their
response, GS Misc 856B.

Taking the alternative approach, April Alexander is proposing an amendment which
would narrow the scope of the review to two specific outcomes. First, the proposal for a
select committee regime, based on the parliamentary model, to scrutinize the Church
Commissioners and hold them to account for their actions; secondly, for the Ethical
Investment Advisory Group to offer written guidance on the ethical implications of the
purchase, sale and management of land and real estate, which, according to their latest
annual report (see inside the back cover), the EIAG have not yet done. This is relevant,
because 25 to 30 per cent of the Commissioners’ portfolio is held in property.
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If Synod is minded for a shorter, narrower review with specific outcomes, then this
option should be followed. In any event, however, I think that Synod should
wholeheartedly welcome the initiative of the Church Commissioners to submit
themselves to a select committee regime on a parliamentary model, as proposed by the
First Estates Commissioner a year ago and repeated in GS Misc 858. The question-and-
answer session that we have just enjoyed is a start. A proper select committee regime
would require the appointment of a committee from amongst Synod, including an
independent chair, with clear terms of reference, powers to ask for documentation and
to summon witnesses. If we can make it work for the scrutiny of the Church
Commissioners, it could be extended to other Church activity.

A third possible area of activity relates to the non-asset management functions of the
Church Commissioners, namely cathedrals and bishops, pastoral reorganization, and
the future of redundant churches. While there is already much co-operation and
partnership in most of these areas, a review may identify opportunities for extending or
varying these by transferring some of those responsibilities altogether to another body.
Again, I would be interested to hear what members have to say.

The fourth area relates to the thorny issue of clergy pensions and the role of the Church
Commissioners in the current difficulties as ‘last man standing’. We have heard of the
close partnership working relationship between the Archbishops’ Council, the Pensions
Board and the Church Commissioners. I ask the question, could that partnership work
more effectively by making some structural changes to the three bodies?

A fifth area is in relation to the intractable but, nevertheless, important issue of the role
of the Assets Committee. Is it good governance in the twenty-first century that just nine
people, one-third of the Board of Governors, should have exclusive power in matters of
investment and disinvestment, with no right of appeal, no second opinion, no reference
to the Board, no time to stop and think?

I therefore commend this debate to Synod: it is an opportunity to shape the future.
Please look forward and not back, and ask yourself this question: how can the working
relationship between the Church Commissioners and the Church of England be
strengthened, so as better to achieve the Commissioners’ mission of supporting the
ministry of the Church of England, especially in areas of need and opportunity?

The Bishop of Worcester (Rt Revd Peter Selby): I am a Church Commissioner, a member
of the Assets Committee, Vice-chairman of the Ethical Investment Advisory Group - a
person with a few conflicting interests in this matter. Not the ‘last man standing’, but the
‘next man out’!

First of all, I want to salute the tone, breadth and generosity of Mr Greenwood’s
proposition and his speech, because I well recognize, and many other people here will
recognize, that he could have made a very different kind of speech: one that would have
been much less helpful and one that focused very much more on the particular grievance
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which must still linger in the diocese of Southwark over recent decisions that the
Commissioners have made. I therefore want to salute that and to refer to a couple of
items within it, and in particular which appear more specifically in April Alexander’s
later amendment to be moved in due course.

I want to say something about the select committee model and refer to Gavin Oldham’s
earlier comment. In any decisions that are made about this we need to pay some
attention to making the existing links work properly. We do have elected members from
the Synod in the Commissioners. If we resort to other structures, some questions
perhaps need to be asked about the accountability of those elected members and how
those specific accountabilities are witnessed to in the life of the Synod, before thinking
that we need to add something on to it.

Secondly, I want to say something about property, landholdings and the issue of the
Ethical Investment Advisory Group conducting some kind of review of its processes in
that regard. I think that we have to take very seriously the remarks of the First Estates
Commissioner about what happens when particular purchases and sales come into view.
It is not the case that there is no procedure at the moment that allows the wider Church
to express an opinion. We have a standing protocol that requires the diocesan bishop,
and therefore through that person others within the diocese, to be notified and to have
the opportunity of expressing an opinion. Most recently, we did that in relation to the
purchase of a property in an overseas jurisdiction, where the diocese concerned was
consulted.

I therefore think that the question which needs to be asked is whether a body like the
EIAG, which meets four times a year, could possibly undertake the required flexibility
and depth of knowledge of a particular deal. Synod should know, however, that, in the
purchase and sale of property, those responsible in the Commissioners pay very great
attention to whether the uses of that property are in accordance with the ethical
investment policy that we apply in the case of equity investments.

I would therefore give a guarded welcome to this debate. I feel somewhat wearied,
frankly, at the thought of massive, in-depth reviews.

I will conclude with a reference to what I suspect was the, gently put, sting in the tail of
Mr Greenwood’s proposals, when he referred to whether the exclusive right and duty
that is vested by statute in the Assets Committee is appropriate for this day and age.

I think that most charitable organizations require trustees to act with a measure of
independence, and I want in particular to draw attention to what has been said by the
Commissioners about their responsibilities for inter-generational and inter-regional
justice. In that connection, I will say something which I hope will be taken by the
proposers of this resolution in the spirit in which it is meant.

I am on public record as believing that the Octavia Hill decision was wrongly made and
a wrong decision. I am also on public record as believing that the pensions decision was

273



Diocesan Synod Motion: The Church Commissioners Monday 9 July 2007

wrongly taken and wrongly made; and that was taken and made right here and with
Mrs Alexander’s strong support. I was against it.

We must not assume that changing the governance procedures will obviate the fact that
there is deep and serious disagreement in issues connected with money — and there
should be — in any vibrant and live Church. In fact, I believe that those areas of values
and disagreements are far too little debated, not too much. I do not think you can
assume that if you bring them here you will have a quieter life.

Revd Andrew Watson (London): On reading the background note GS Misc 856A this
morning, I was struck by the weakness of one particular section, section 2, which asks
the crucial question, “Why a review now?’ The primary answer to that question, we have
been told, does not lie in the deep concern of the Southwark diocese over the sale of the
Octavia Hill Estates.

The reasons that are given, however, seem peculiarly weak. We should have a formal
review now, we are told, because the Commissioners are already looking at ways of
developing their engagement with General Synod. We should have a formal review now
because they are already giving fresh thought to the delivery of their responsibilities vis-
a-vis the Charities Act. We should have a formal review now because they are already
reviewing the audit arrangements. We should have a formal review now because they
have already moved into Church House.

This is strange reasoning indeed. There is no question that, despite the forward-looking
tone of Mr Greenwood’s speech, the relationship between Southwark diocese and the
Church Commissioners has gone through a stormy patch. There is no question that, for
many of us outsiders to that particular scrap, there were strongly held and justly held
views on both sides. However, where a relationship goes through a stormy patch and,
crucially, where one partner in that relationship starts to take serious and significant
steps to respond to the particular weaknesses that that scrap has exposed, the last thing
that is needed is for some third party, that is, General Synod, to ask some fourth party,
that is, the Archbishops’ Council, to conduct an urgent review into the matter,
consuming massive amounts of time, money and energy and, worse still, feeding an
atmosphere of suspicion and mistrust rather than seeking to dispel it.

I have some sympathy for the Southwark diocesan synod and understand their distress
over the Octavia Hill controversy, but I suggest that quiet meetings behind closed doors
between the offended parties might achieve rather more than some clumsy, public,
synodical process. I urge Synod to reject the unamended motion.

Myr Clive Scowen (London): I want to highlight the suggestion made by Mr Greenwood
that the Church Commissioners’ functions in dealing with pastoral reorganization and
redundancy might be transferred to the Archbishops’ Council. I very much hope that, in
any review, this suggestion will be given serious consideration.
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The Archbishop of York reminded us this morning of the Church’s tendency to move
forward by looking backwards. It is true that the Church Commissioners have served
the settled Church well in the past, in operating the procedures under the Pastoral
Measure. However, this Synod, in embracing the Mission-shaped Church report and in
passing the Dioceses, Pastoral and Mission Measure, has decided to try to change the
culture of the Church of England away from a settled mode to a mission footing.

We have committed ourselves to making our Church mission-shaped and to require that
those exercising pastoral reorganization functions have due regard to furthering the
mission of the Church. To that end the Dioceses, Pastoral and Mission Measure, when it
comes into force, will lighten and make more flexible the procedures for pastoral
reorganization and redundancy.

As a result of this change of culture in the Church, we trust God that we will see
increasing quantities of the new wine of effective mission. That is small ‘n’ and small
‘w’, you understand. That will require new wineskins. Even with the changes that we
have heard about this morning in the Church Commissioners’ Pastoral Committee, I
believe that the Church Commissioners remain an old wineskin. Old wineskins are
good; they are essential for holding old wine. However, if our pastoral organization and
redundancy procedures are truly to meet the needs of a mission-shaped Church, a new
wineskin, where the focus is on the promotion of mission and which will give priority to
missional considerations, will be needed.

At diocesan level we will have the newish wineskin of the Mission and Pastoral
Committees. Let us look at the possibility of having a new wineskin at national level,
maybe an Archbishops’ Council panel on mission and pastoral matters or something of
that sort, which will give this priority to mission in a new way, to suit the new conditions
into which we are moving. I urge that this be given active consideration, along with all
the other matters that have been mentioned by Mr Greenwood in his speech.

Revd Mark Ireland (Lichfield): 1 want to urge members of Synod to vote against this
Diocesan Synod Motion for the simple reason that I do not believe it will further the
mission of the Church at this time, but rather tie up a lot of people in a cumbersome and
expensive process of looking over other people’s shoulders and contribute to something
of the climate of suspicion that I think our Primate was urging us to move away from in
his Presidential Address.

The Church Commissioners have served us well over the past ten years and are clearly
seeking to listen to the views of this Synod and to take every opportunity to enable that
to happen. In setting up this cumbersome review, although we are told it is an Octavia
Hill-free debate, I cannot help feeling that if Southwark had got their way, as it were,
last year we would not be having this debate now.

Surely our job this morning is to congratulate the Church Commissioners on their
financial stewardship of resources, because it is that excellent financial performance that
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has enabled the Commissioners to lift the threat to the future of the Parish Mission Fund
to which I drew attention in our last group of sessions. I warmly affirm the commitment
to GS Misc 860 to continue the three major grant categories of support for poor
dioceses, parish mission funding and cathedral grants, in line with earnings growth.

However, our job is also something else at Synod; it is to make sure that we give them a
good steer on our financial priorities. Our job is to live within our means so that we do
not put pressure on the Church Commissioners to spend money that they do not have
and so repeat the mistakes of 20 years ago.

This week we have made good but difficult decisions in the area of pensions, but there
are still difficult decisions to be made about spending priorities in other areas; one of
those is the burgeoning cost in the current financial year of maintaining expensive see
houses. As a Church we cannot walk away from our responsibility to maintain a
significant part of the nation’s built heritage in terms of our places of worship, our
parish churches, but being the Church of England does not mean that we have a
particular responsibility to maintain historic houses for some of our members to live in.
We are not called to be the National Trust at prayer but a missionary agency
proclaiming afresh the gospel of Jesus Christ.

We cannot walk away from our parish churches but we can decide not to continue to
maintain these large houses, particularly because we have a responsibility to make sure
that the Church Commissioners in their spending keep the right balance in faithfulness
to their overall responsibility, which is for the additional provision for the cure of souls
in parishes where such assistance is most required. Yet in this financial year the
Commissioners are spending more on support for episcopal ministry than on ministry
support for poorer dioceses and parishes. I have to declare an interest: Lichfield diocese
is a significant recipient of those grants for the support of poor dioceses; we have very
few historic assets. That is the Commissioners’ particular statutory responsibility.

I want to ask Synod to reject this Diocesan Synod Motion, congratulate the Church
Commissioners on their financial performance, and encourage them to keep their eye on
the main task when they look ahead at their financial priorities for the next triennium,
which is for the additional provision for the cure of souls in parishes where such
assistance is most required.
Mrs April Alexander (Southwark): 1 beg to move as an amendment:

‘Delete all words after “That this Synod” and insert:

“request:

(a) the Archbishops’ Council to prepare an independent report to the

Synod on the Church Commissioners’ own proposal that there

should be a General Synod Select Committee on the Parliamentary

276



Monday 9 July 2007 Diocesan Synod Motion: The Church Commissioners

model to facilitate their further accountability to the Synod, having
due regard to:

i.  representation of the House of Laity on the Select Committee;
and

ii. the interest of the Synod in the major investment and
disinvestment decisions of the Assets Committee;

E

the Ethical Investment Advisory Group to prepare a report to the
Synod on the feasibility of advising the Church Commissioners on
the ethical implications of their major de