
Page 1 
 

 

A new approach to MMF 

Introduction 

We all know the old saying, “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it”. Well, I think we also all know that our existing 
approach to MMF is indeed broke, and needs fixing. 

I meet with my fellow South West chairs of Diocesan Boards of Finance, and other chairs at national 
conferences. Each diocese has a different approach to determining “parish share”, and it is clear that 
there is no magic formula. If there were, we would all be using it! 

The Executive and the Bishop’s Diocesan Council (BDC) have been considering what a new approach 
to MMF might look like in our diocese. It is not the purpose of this paper to describe a finished 
proposal. Our ideas have been through many stages, and each time we discuss it, the proposal is 
amended and improved slightly. I have no doubt that our current thinking will not be the finished 
model, as it continues to be honed through wider discussions and consultations. So, I will simply 
describe in this paper the principles behind our current thinking.  

What we are seeking from Synod is a broad indication that we are on the right track, and whilst not 
everyone will agree with all the principles, we are seeking approval to take this forward through wider 
consultation. 

Proposed timetable 

The proposed timetable for consultation and implementation is: 

Date Activity 

9 – 11 Jan 18 One or more meetings with Rural Deans, Lay Chairs, Deanery Treasurers 
and other key people to discuss the proposals. 

7 Mar 18 Rural Deans’ meeting to discuss feedback from January meeting. 

Jan - Mar 18 Allow time for feedback from Deaneries on proposed way forward, and 
modify the proposed system where appropriate.  

5 May 18 Presentation to Diocesan Synod on the proposal on the new way of 
allocating the MMF and seeking approval to put in place effective 1 Jan 19. 

May – Jul 18 Explanatory sessions with Deaneries and PCC representatives. Meetings 
to cover all 12 deaneries, provide an explanation of the new approach and 
determine what additional support will be needed for its implementation. 

16 and 27 Jun 18 PCC Officers’ Training days. 

29 Sep 18 Diocesan Synod: approval of 2019 budget, incorporating the new 
approach, and update on progress towards implementation. 

1 Jan 19 Implementation of new MMF approach. 

Theological background 

It is important that decisions about our life as a Church are guided by what we believe about God and 

about ourselves.  Five key areas of Christian belief have formed the foundation of our work on this 

review, and are currently being explored more widely across the Diocese.  These key areas all relate 

to our response to God’s grace.  

 Abundance – God expresses himself in and through abundant love.  By God’s grace we receive 

more than we can possibly need, in order to allow us to respond wholeheartedly to God.  



Page 2 
 

 Worship – is our natural response to the grace of God, and is our purpose as human beings.  This 

is ‘whole-life’ worship, which is lived out every day of our lives.  

 Witness – as we live each day focussed on God, so our lives (and our words) bear witness to 

God’s grace.  

 One body – as individual followers of Jesus, as churches, as deaneries and as the diocese, we 

are completely interrelated and interdependent - because we are all part of the body of Christ 

together.  

 Hope – we have a sure and certain hope of God’s re-creation of all things through Jesus’ death 

and resurrection.  

These ideas have already been discussed at Synod, and at the road shows, so we will not drill further 
into them in this paper, other than to reflect back on them occasionally when considering some of the 
principles behind the proposed system. Perhaps the point that stands out most clearly in these 
principles is that of “one body”; together we are part of Christ’s body, together we are called to worship 
and bear witness to God, together we seek to rejoice in God’s abundant nature and to find signs of 
resurrection promises where we are.  Equally we could say: together we seek to find the resources 
needed to enable the mission and ministry of Christ’s church here in Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly. 

The options considered 

Before deciding on the basis of a new approach to MMF, we considered and assessed a range of 
factors which might be used in the approach. It is easy to come up with a complicated approach, trying 
to include ministry costs, ability to pay and other factors. However, in addition to trying to establish a 
“fairer” approach to MMF, one of the key considerations was the diocesan resources. We are a small 
diocese with limited resources, and we need a system that can be administered by the existing team, 
and not require employing more staff to deal with MMF. 

Factor Considerations 

Income-
based 
approach 

Our current approach is an income-based approach, although we have not updated 
the income figures for many years. It is time consuming to operate, which is why we 
stopped updating the information. The information is also incomplete, as we only 
get about 85% of parishes returning their Return of Parish Finances forms (even 
though it is a legal obligation to submit this information). Finally, it is easy for 
parishes to manipulate if they wish, or to misunderstand! Before we could rely on 
the information supplied it would need considerable time reviewing and cleaning it. 

IMD statistics 
(Index of 
Multiple 
Deprivation) 

Whilst this had some merit as an indication of ability to pay, and statistics are 
available at local level, there are several problems with it. The index comprises 
seven drivers, including health, crime and living environment, which have little to do 
with MMF. The index is also only updated every three to five years. The latest, 
which was issued in September 2015, is based on information from around 2012. 
As such, it is no more up to date than our existing use of historical income. 

Cost based 
approach 

Cost has the simple advantage of being relatively easy to determine centrally, is 
difficult to manipulate, and reflects what is actually happening in a deanery or 
benefice. However, we can only allocate costs at benefice or cluster level, rather 
than at parish level, and we do not want to create a system where only those 
parishes that can afford to pay for them get stipendiary clergy. We are “one body”! 

Offer-based 
approach 

Theologically, this is probably the best system! However, those dioceses that have 
tried this approach quickly abandoned it. It is often driven by an attitude of scarcity 
or parochialism, rather than one of abundance and one body. The offer system is 
the approach adopted in Powder, Carnmarth North and Carnmarth South, where 
between them they chose not to allocate some £300,000 of MMF call in 2017, and 
many parishes took the opportunity to offer significantly less than before. Indeed, 
some are now offering less in 2017 than their call in 2014, before the 28% increase 
was approved by Synod. 
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The principles 

Given the above, we are recommending a cost-based system, but with protection for those parishes 
that cannot afford it. 

Principle 1: Given the issues with the other drivers, the new approach 
should be based on authorised ministry costs. 

An overview of the 2019 budget 

INCOME   EXPENDITURE   

MMF call £5.0m  Ministry  £5.6m 

Unpaid MMF call -£0.6m  Discipleship £0.4m  

MMF collected  £4.4m Mission £0.7m  

External Income £2.3m  Schools £0.3m  

Church Commissioners £0.8m  Other costs £1.0m  

Paid to National Church -£0.1m  Other parish support 
costs 

 £2.4m 

Other income  £3.0m    

Total income  £7.4m Total costs  £8.0m 

   Deficit  -£0.6m 

As you can see from the above, MMF does not cover total ministry costs to the tune of about £1.2 
million (i.e. £5.6M – (£5.0M - £0.6M)). However, these figures include:  

 special projects such as Transforming Mission which is part funded by Strategic Development 
Funding from the Church Commissioners (included in external income); and 

 other costs to be covered by the designated funds set aside, such as for Confidence in the 
Gospel. 

When these costs and associated income are excluded, and other income is used to cover the unpaid 
MMF call, the figures become: 

INCOME   EXPENDITURE   

MMF call  £5.0m Ministry  £5.4m 

Other income £2.8m  Discipleship £0.2m  

Unpaid MMF -£0.6m  Mission £0.4m  

Paid to National Church -£0.1m  Schools £0.2m  

Other income  £2.1m Other costs £0.9m  

Other parish support 
costs 

 £1.7m 

Total income  £7.1m Total costs  £7.1m 
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So, in summary the 2019 budget looks like this: 

MMF Call equals Ministry costs plus, other parish 

support costs 

less, other income 

£5.0m = £5.4m + £1.7m - £2.1m 

With the one-body concept in mind, we are not looking for every parish to cover its authorised ministry 
costs. Some parishes will be able to cover their authorised ministry costs fully and contribute to other 
parish support costs, whilst other parishes will not even be able to cover their share of ministry costs, 
let alone contributing to other parish support costs.  

Instead, the aim is for deaneries to move towards covering their direct authorised ministry costs. 

Principle 2: MMF will initially be determined at deanery level, and 
deaneries will work towards covering their costs. 

Where a deanery is not already covering its authorised ministry costs, there are two ways in which the 
gap can be reduced. One is to look to increase income from the deanery’s parishes through 
discipleship and stewardship programmes, whilst the other is to look at the deanery plan for providing 
ministry, and see whether a sustainable deanery plan can be developed with reduced costs.  

Principle 3: The Episcopal College will work jointly with the deaneries 
to develop sustainable deanery plans. 

Whilst there are differences, for example, in the actual maintenance costs of clergy housing, all costs 
used will be diocesan-wide averages. This is both easier to administer, and fairer. 

 Principle 4: All costs used will be averages, calculated across the 
diocese as a whole, and then applied locally. We will take no account 

of local peculiarities or variances.  
 

Similarly, we take no account of periods of transition, provided the 
deanery plan shows that the post is intended to be filled.  

Ministry costs are constantly changing, with retirements; new ordinations; new readers being licensed; 
clergy being granted “permission to officiate”; and pastoral schemes being completed. We will 
therefore determine authorised ministry costs on 31 July each year and use those fixed costs to 
determine the MMF for the following calendar year. Any changes to ministry costs after this date will 
be ignored until the next annual snapshot of costs is taken. 

Principle 5: Authorised ministry costs will be determined on a fixed 
date each year, and then included in the budget and MMF call for the 

following year. 

With the move to a cost-based system, it is vital that support is provided to those parishes that need it 
most. With the best will in the world, the team at Church House is not in a position to assess this. The 
needs of local parishes are best known at local level. 

To date, five of the twelve deaneries have elected to allocate their MMF between parishes 
themselves. Whilst the overall deanery MMF call will be determined by Church House, each deanery 
will be responsible for determining how to allocate that call across its parishes. 
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Principle 6: All deaneries will have a role to play in determining MMF. 
There will no longer be a choice of approach.  

 
Deaneries will be accountable, and must allocate MMF fully between 

parishes. 

We are very aware that this is an additional burden for deaneries, and additional support will be 
available to help deaneries with this role.  

Principle 7: Church House will provide support both in terms of 
resources and tools to understand and implement the new allocation 

method.  
 

Assistance with facilitating agreement is important, and will be 
provided. 

If this is to work, then the deaneries must have access to all the relevant information. Parishes that are 
not registered charities are excepted charities. All parishes are required to submit accounts and other 
information to Church House (including parishes that are excepted charities, which is why they are 
excepted from having to register with the Charity Commission) and they must also display a copy of 
the parish accounts for public inspection. The church notice board is the normal place for such a copy 
of the accounts. The relevant financial information is therefore “public knowledge” for every parish, 
and there is therefore no reason for any concerns about providing such information to the deaneries. 

Principle 8: Transparency is vital, and deaneries will be provided with 
full information about costs, allocations of resources, and parish 

MMF call and payment records. Deaneries will also be provided with 
summary information from parishes’ Returns of Parish Finance. 

The range of cover of authorised ministry costs across deaneries varies considerably, with some 
deaneries already paying more than just authorised ministry costs (ignoring any contribution to other 
parish support costs), whilst others are covering about two thirds of their authorised ministry costs. It 
would be unreasonable to expect deaneries to complete the journey to full cost cover in a single year. 

Principle 9: There should be transitional provisions to prevent a 
deanery’s overall MMF call increasing or decreasing by more than a 

fixed percentage. 

That fixed percentage will be agreed each year, as part of the budget process. Whilst we have 
deliberately not used many numbers to illustrate these principles, it may be useful to do so to explain 
the idea of transitional provisions. Consider two imaginary deaneries, and a transitional provision set 
at 5%. 

 Deanery A Deanery B 

2018 MMF call £400,000 £400,000 

2019 authorised ministry costs £500,000 £300,000 

Maximum change in MMF due to 5% transitional provision £20,000 -£20,000 

2019 MMF call after transitional provision £420,000 £380,000 
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It should also be noted that it is the deanery’s overall MMF call that will be controlled by these 
transitional provisions. Individual parishes within a deanery do not automatically have a similar limiting 
percentage change, unless the deanery decides to implement one. 

We are not proposing a maximum number of years by which a deanery must cover its costs. If the 
transitional provision was set at 5% and remained at that level, it would take roughly five years for the 
MMF call in Deanery A to increase to £500,000, or for Deanery B to reduce to £300,000. 

However, imagine that Deanery A reduces its authorised ministry cost for 2020 from £500,000 to say 
£460,000. Rather than reduce the 2020 MMF call, that reduction in costs would instead reduce the 
number of years to covering authorised ministry costs. As a result, 2020 would again see an increase 
in MMF call.  

Principle 10: Where a deanery reduces its costs, the full amount of 
that reduction will go into reducing the period until the MMF call 

equates to authorised ministry costs. 

Conversely, where a deanery increases its costs, the increase will 
result in an increase in the period until the MMF call equates to 

authorised ministry costs. 

Church House can accurately determine authorised ministry costs at benefice or cluster level, and the 
deanery call would equate to the total costs for those benefices or clusters in the deanery. What 
Church House cannot do is decide how to allocate those costs to individual parishes. Parishes within a 
benefice or cluster will need to decide how best to allocate those costs between them, and notify the 
deanery and Church House accordingly. The same level of information supplied to deaneries will be 
available to parishes as well, along with any other resources and support that they may need. There 
are further support mechanisms in place, so this initial allocation need not be the final MMF call for a 
parish – read on! 

Where a benefice or cluster is split across two deaneries, the relevant agreed proportion of the total 
benefice or cluster cost will then go into each deanery to determine the deanery’s total MMF call. 
Initially, Church House may allocate the benefice or cluster costs equally between the parishes in such 
circumstances, to give an initial deanery MMF call, subject to any change in the split of costs the 
benefice may subsequently agree. 

Principle 11: Authorised ministry costs will be allocated at the 
benefice or cluster level by Church House. Parishes within a benefice 
or cluster must decide how to split those costs between them. They 

too must allocate 100% of the costs. 

As well as allocating these local authorised ministry costs, we need to consider how we deal with the 
diocesan-wide “other parish support costs” (such as discipleship, mission etc). So, in addition to the 
authorised ministry costs, we propose adding at deanery level an additional amount to cover all the 
other parish support costs. In determining these other parish support costs we specifically exclude 
those “strategic” costs which are being met from reserves, such as the Confidence in the Gospel costs 
and Transforming Mission.  

Principle 12: Deaneries will be allocated their share of “other parish 
support costs”, which will cover all non-ministry costs other than 

those already specifically covered through designated or restricted 
funds. These costs will be allocated to deaneries based on the 
number of parishes in the deanery, as a percentage of the total 

number of parishes in the diocese. 

Each deanery will decide how to allocate these “other parish support costs” between its parishes, to 
give a “gross MMF call” for each parish.  

Of course, as well as other parish support costs, we have other income that can be used to reduce 
these costs. Church House will allocate this other income between deaneries as a “Deanery 
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Allowance” to achieve the transitional provisions outlined in Principle 9 above. Again, some simple 
figures will illustrate this concept, so we will return to the fictional deaneries A and B, with a 5% 
transitional provision. 

 Deanery A Deanery B 

Number of parishes in deanery 24 16 

2018 MMF call £400,000 £400,000 

2019 authorised ministry costs £500,000 £300,000 

Maximum change in MMF due to 5% transitional provision £20,000 -£20,000 

2019 MMF call after transitional provision £420,000 £380,000 

 

2019 authorised ministry costs £500,000 £300,000 

Add other parish support costs based on number of 
parishes in the deanery, as a percentage of the total 
number in the diocese 

£180,000 £120,000 

Allocate other income to deaneries to implement the 
transitional provisions (deanery allowance) 

-£260,000 -£40,000 

2019 MMF call after transitional provision £420,000 £380,000 

As with other parish support costs, each deanery will also agree how to reduce that “gross MMF call” 
by allocating the deanery allowance to parishes.  

Principle 13: Deaneries will also allocate the deanery allowance to 
parishes, with a view to providing most support to those that need it 

most. 

You may be asking yourself why these other parish support costs are allocated to deaneries based on 
the number of parishes rather than as a percentage of ministry costs. Firstly, we did not want this to be 
seen as a “tax on ministry”! Secondly, it is unlikely that a single parish benefice would use eight times 
the central resources of a small rural parish in a cluster of eight parishes, which happened to have the 
same ministry costs. Indeed, there is an argument that smaller parishes may well use more resources 
than larger parishes. However, the main reason for this approach is that it tends to increase both the 
amount of the “other parish support costs” and the “deanery allowance” for deaneries with lots of small 
parishes, especially if they are not already covering their authorised ministry costs. This maximises the 
flexibility those deaneries have in supporting those parishes most in need. 

We are one body 

Some parishes in a deanery are well able, and are already paying more than their full authorised 
ministry costs, and their share of “other parish support costs”. Other parishes will struggle to get 
anywhere near their authorised ministry costs, let alone make any contribution to other parish support 
costs. 

This double mechanism of adding other parish support costs and deducting the deanery allowance 
provides a “one-body” mechanism for the deanery. It allows deaneries to allocate their shares of both 
other costs and other income independently, giving the maximum flexibility to help parishes that need 
it most.  

Similarly, the mechanism of Church House allocating the deanery allowance for other income to 
deaneries to implement the transitional provision, also provides the “one-body” mechanism by which 
deaneries can support one another. So, in the illustration above, Deanery B is effectively helping to 
support Deanery A, as it moves towards covering its costs. 
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This proposed approach to MMF incorporates fully the theology outlined above. As individuals we 
respond to God’s amazing grace and our sure and certain hope of eternal life by our witness and our 
worship. In the spirit of abundance, we give of ourselves: our time, our God-given talents, and our 
money. As parishes we come together to worship and witness, and through our deaneries to support 
or receive support from other parishes. And as deaneries, we support our fellow deaneries, or receive 
support from them, through the Church House allocation of other income as deanery allowances. 

Can we still opt out, and use the old system? 

We are aware that some deaneries have deliberately chosen not to become involved in allocating 
MMF to their parishes, choosing instead to retain the old system. Whilst this option will no longer be 
available to them from 2019 onwards, it is up to each deanery to decide how to operate under the new 
system. If a deanery decides that the MMF call in every parish will simply mirror the overall change in 
MMF of the deanery, then it may do so, and allocate the other parish support costs and deanery 
allowance to achieve this. In effect, this would mirror the old system. 

Such an approach would, however, continue to perpetuate all the issues of the old system, whilst 
missing all the opportunities available under the new system. As such, I believe it would be a poor 
decision to take. Nevertheless, assuming these principles are ultimately accepted by Synod, it will be 
up to each deanery to determine the approach to be adopted, within the parameters of those 
principles. 

Mike Sturgess 
18 October 2017 


