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1. Objective of the Review  
In furtherance of the flourishing of all, especially those from UK minority ethnic communities, review 

the current appointment process for ordained clergy from curacy to episcopacy, for Readers and 

other lay ministers, and for staff at Holywell Lodge; to review the current process for encouraging 

and nurturing minority ethnic vocations; to highlight lessons that must be learnt; and to make 

recommendations. 

This includes reviewing: 

1.1   A comparison of the experience of those of UK majority ethnic heritage and those of UK 

Minority Ethnic Heritage. 

1.2  The particular issues arising from the recent lamentable experience of an Ordinand rejected by 

the Diocese. 

1.3  The most recent senior staff appointments. 

1.4  A sample of current and recent appointments across the Diocese and Holywell Lodge. 

1.5  The discernment and appointment of readers.  

1.6  The discernment and appointment of curates. 

1.7 The contribution of parish reps and others on appointment panels. 

1.8  The training of those involved in appointments. 

1.9  Other key issues identified by the reviewer. 

2. Introduction 
2.1 A reference group was created to support the work of this review and provide a useful steer. 

The group comprised Bishop Richard, The Diocesan Minority Ethnic Anglican Concerns 

(DMEAC) Advisor to the Bishop and two other people of UK Minority Ethnic Heritage. At our 

initial meeting, the scope of the brief for the review was clarified as follows: 

• lessons learnt from point 1.2 above and    

• to increase understanding of the discernment and appointment processes for both 

Clergy and Laity within the diocese and determine whether it enabled the flourishing of 

all, especially those from a UK minority ethnic background. 

 

2.2 In order to help increase understanding, the review was to include examination of the 

experiences of both laity and clergy who are currently part of, or who have recently 

experienced, the discernment and appointment processes. This was to involve comparing 

the experiences of those from a UK Minority Ethnic Heritage and those from a UK majority 

ethnic heritage. Additionally, the review was to include those who are involved in the 

process as key decision makers. 

 

2.3 From the outset it was acknowledged that it was important for the review to ensure there 

was contribution from a wide range of people from different ethnic heritages, from different 

parts of the diocese and representing a mix of gender and age. The review should also look 
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at what training those involved in supporting the discernment and appointment processes 

had undertaken in relation to Diversity and Inclusion and unconscious bias.  

2.4 I was asked to check how individuals had experienced the processes, starting from a 

recognition of their calling to actual appointment. 

3. Methodology 
3.1 I was given access to various documents for review. In summary, the apparently 

comprehensive sets of documents included processes, procedures, time frames, guidance 

for a range of people, application materials, information about training and the 

requirements for people involved in supporting and making decisions within each process.   

For a detailed list of documents reviewed please see annex A 

3.2 In total I spoke with 26 individuals from the diocese, some of whom fell in to more than one 

of the categories listed below.  

3.2.1  2 involved in the incident that preceded this review (point 1.2). 

3.2.2 3 people involved in the most recent senior staff appointments. 

3.2.3 4 people involved in current and recent appointments across the diocese 

and Holywell Lodge. 

3.2.4 5 People involved in or who have been through the discernment and 

appointment of Readers. 

3.2.5 5 people involved in the discernment and appointment of Curates. 

3.2.6 A Parish Rep who had served on an appointment panel. 

3.2.7 3 people involved in training of those who participate in appointments . 

3.2.8 3 people involved in the Diocesan Minority Ethnic Anglican Concerns 

Committee (DMEAC). 

3.2.9 5 people involved in the deployment group. 

The people I met were from both UK majority ethnic communities and from UK minority 

ethnic communities. 

Ten people in total were of a UK Minority Ethnic Heritage.  

All individuals were met via zoom or phone call. The majority were met via zoom. I was in 

contact with one person via email, who responded to a number of queries for clarification of 

processes. I was also ably supported by the Bishop of Bedford and his PA. 

Each person was asked to share their understanding of the processes in which they had 

been/are involved, and to share anything they particularly noted about their experiences of 

those processes. They were also asked to think about any aspects that could be changed 

and, if so, why it would make a difference. 

4. Findings: 
Critical to undertaking this review was an overview of the process and understanding of the role 

that was played by individuals in this process. Listed below are the findings. 
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4.1 Process documentation and guidance  
For each area of Clergy/Laity, as listed in the brief, in relation to discernment and 

appointment, I found that there were clear processes to be followed, but there is still room 

for improvement. 

Documents detailing the processes were available. No one person had overall responsibility 

for all the various documents, flow charts and grids but they were all available, the majority 

being held with the Diocesan Secretary, some with the DDO and some with The Director for 

Ministry and Mission and the Vocations Director.  

In reviewing these documents to assess if there were any obviously different processes for 

people of UK Minority Ethnic Heritage compared to people of UK Majority Ethnic Heritage, I 

did not detect any differences in the processes. 

I reviewed the documents and processes with a Diversity & Inclusion (D&I) lens to see if 

there was mention of D&I, and particularly race, in any shape or form.  Therefore, please 

note the following: 

4.1.1  Documents in relation to the discernment process up to BAP  
4.1.1 (a) The toolkit which is provided to support the Vocations Advisors, and the associated 

guidance, included a video created by the National Committee for Minority Ethnic 

Anglican Concerns (CMEAC) in 2015, entitled ‘I too am C of E’. This is a useful video 

which seeks to highlight perspectives on representation, participation, and inclusion 

from Anglicans of UK Minority Ethnic Heritage.   In the images of Christ with his 

disciples, and in the iconography of Christ, the video consciously portrayed Christ as 

a brown person.  

 4.1.1 (b) The documents providing information for potential Ordinands (candidates) 

illustrated the process from initial discernment initiation to BAP, including, meeting 

with the DDO, the Deputy DDO or the ADDO (which also includes a visit to the 

candidate’s home). In addition, a letter from the Bishop is included, which explains 

to candidates that the process rarely takes less than a year and can take 

considerably longer. The information provided outlines the BAP process and the 

report required from the DDO and Bishop, which is submitted to the BAP prior to 

interviews at both stage 1 and 2.  At Stage 1, a BAP may determine that a candidate 

is not yet ready for, or should not proceed to, Stage 2 and at Stage 2 a candidate 

may still be rejected.   

 Also included in this pack for potential ordinands are:  

• An ethnicity monitoring form that everyone needs to be filled out.  

• A covering email.  

• Data and privacy documents.  

• The diocesan registration form which asks for a photo of the candidate.  

• A reading list for the candidates. 

4.1.1 (c) The ‘Information for the Incumbent’ documentation includes information from the 

DDO containing much more detail than that provided to candidates.  For example, 

it explains the number of meetings a candidate is likely to have, and with whom, 

and also refers to the group meetings candidates are likely to attend, and the 

placement they will need to undertake.  This information gave me a clearer sense 
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of the process and how it worked. The information for candidates had identified 

the stages to be followed but lacked detail as to what each stage would entail.  The 

experience for candidates, from their point of view, seems to depend very much on 

those who are supporting them. From my interviews with candidates, the 

experience was one of trying to work out for themselves why they were being 

asked to do certain things.  

4.1.1 (d)  It is during the group meetings that candidates are able to meet others who are 

going through the discernment process.  Candidates may arrange to continue to 

meet and support each other. However, it is here that candidates, in comparing 

notes, may find their experiences are very different from their peers.   

4.1.1 (e)  I also reviewed documents (under the title ‘Ministry DDO meetings’, relating to 

the new discernment process (effective from 2021), including the Qualities 

sought for those seeking ordination.  

The 6 Qualities, namely: Love for God; Call to Ministry; Love for people; Wisdom; 

Fruitfulness and Potential are set within the context of 4 Domains:  Christ; The 

Church; The Word and Self. 

References relating to inclusion and diversity are made at various intersections of 

the Qualities and Domains, specifically: ‘Embracing difference’, ‘enabling others 

to be witnesses’, and ‘use of more diverse imagery’. 

At Stage 2, assessment outcomes for Candidates are indicated using a ‘traffic 

light’ system, where green is ‘yes’ (Ie the candidate is accepted for theological 

training) and red is ‘no’.  There are three further possible outcomes in between.  

4.1.1 (f)  The grids outlining the new Qualities to be demonstrated by the candidate, are a 

particularly welcome introduction, especially for those who are more visual. 

However, I saw no evidence that these grids are shared with candidates.  

4.1.1 (g)  Part of the paperwork to be completed by candidates requires them to state a 

preference as to the type of setting for their ministry.  This is prefaced with the 

statement: ‘the church needs clergy who are equipped to serve in a wide variety 

of social settings…’. The types of settings described include: 

• anywhere 

▪ suburban  

▪ rural 

▪ urban  

▪ semi-rural 

▪ city centre and   

▪ inner city.  

The candidates are supported in the selection of this by a spiritual advisor.  

4.1.1(h)  In the set of documents entitled ‘Interview Process St Albans’, I found 

information relating to the criteria for selection in use from 2014-2020.  Each 

criterion is broken down with detailed descriptions of the requirements.  The 

criteria are:  
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A Vocation 

B Ministry within the church of England 

C Spirituality 

D Personality and Character 

E Relationships 

F Leadership and Collaboration 

G Faith 

H Mission and Evangelism 
I Quality of Mind.  
 

 Some of the detail within the criteria relates specifically to diversity and inclusion 
including:  

Criterion B4 is ‘show willingness to work with diversity within the Church of 
England’. However, this referred to diversity only in terms of churchmanship and 
theological emphasis.  

Criterion D3 is ‘Respond appropriately and learn from criticism’.  It is not clear how 

this corresponds with Criterion D4 ‘presenting oneself with self-confidence, 

tempered with humility and to have the strength of character to stand up for what 

he/she perceives to be right even if unpopular’ 

Criterion E3 is about being able to relate to people who are different from oneself.  

This is commendable and includes the following points, which are pertinent to 

diversity and inclusion:  

• Reflect upon what it means to be ‘one in Christ’ (cf. Galatians 3:28). 

• Reflect on his/ her behaviour, attitudes, and commitment to oppose 

discrimination and injustice. 

• Demonstrate that he/ she understands, respects, values, and engages with 

difference in others including social, cultural, gender, ethnicity, disability, age, 

and sexuality. 

• Demonstrate that he/ she is inclusive in engagement with people from diverse 

backgrounds and is able to reflect on the lessons learnt. 

4.1.1 (i)  Included within the ‘Interview questions’ folder, was a set of questions relating to 

Criterion B: Ministry in the Church of England and covering each of the sub sections 

from B1 to B4.  Under each heading is a set of further follow up questions.  For 

example, under ‘Experience of Church Life’ there are questions about the kind of 

churches the candidate has experienced and their current involvement in the 

church.  However, there are no follow-up questions in relation to the section headed 

‘Sensitive to social, cultural and racial difference’.  

4.1.1 (j) The documents provided also contained guidance on ‘sensitive matters’, which is very 

inclusive, but which lacked significant reference to issues around race.  

4.1.2  Documents relating to Clergy Appointments  
4.1.2 (a) I reviewed a draft/template letter to Churchwardens (referred to In the document 

‘Vacancy what happens next?’) to be sent when a vacancy arises.  Parishes are 

invited to ‘prayerfully discover what changes and priorities there might be for the 

parish’s future life’ and to view the vacancy as ‘an opportunity to identify and 
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celebrate where the parish is strong and what it does well and to decide if there are 

aspects of worship, of community and outreach that members would like to engage 

with or areas to change or adopt.’   

One of the Archdeacons referred to a Parish Profile from her area which was written 

purposely to attract a more diverse range of people to apply for the vacancy. I did 

not review this document, but it may be useful to consider how diversity and 

inclusion has been represented within that church/parish profile which attracted a 

diverse range of people for the appointment.  

4.1.2 (b) The document entitled ‘How to prepare a parish Profile’ provides more detail as to 

what needs to be included in a good profile, including church membership, culture 

and vision and church activities.  The Parish Profile is also to include a person profile 

for the new Priest. The guidance also emphasises that the Parish Profile should be 

visual, to include pictures and information about the church, its people and the local 

area and its amenities.   

4.1.2 (c)  The booklet entitled ‘Filling of Vacant Benefices’ is  a useful guide to the 

appointments process and covers all the stages required by law. The Section 11 

PCC meeting is the point at which the parish will decide its position concerning the 

ministry of women. The glossary of terms included in this document is helpful. 

 4.1.3 Documents related to the Application Process  
 I reviewed an example of an application pack containing a comprehensive set of 

documents that showed how the process works stage by stage, emails, diocesan and 

Bishops’ statements, an application form and a parish profile. The pack also   

included the recruitment policy, where the focus was on being inclusive but only in 

relation to ex-offenders.  

The pack does include a statement regarding non-discrimination, but this did not link 

back to protected characteristics, particularly race/ethnicity.  The Diocesan 

Statement from the Bishop includes the statement that ‘…The Diocese takes 

seriously the call on the Church of England to serve all the people of his land and in 

particular to be there for any who may need us….’ Although extracted from a 

broader statement, it is this kind of statement that helps people to know that this 

could apply to me and that ultimately the church wants to serve all people.  

The pack also includes a request to the applicant to declare whether they are 

Promoting Racial equality where the applicant is asked if they are linked in any way 

with activities incompatible with promoting racial equality, specifically mentioning 

the BNP. 

 

4.1.4 Documentation of processes for staff of Holywell Lodge  
  The documents provided relating to Holywell Lodge staff appointments showed that 

there is a clear and straightforward process for the recruitment and selection of staff 

up to a particular level.  The Offer of Employment Checklist was clear and easy to 

follow. However, there is no obvious reference to a diversity and inclusion policy or 

mention of inclusion as part of the checklist.   
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Senior staff appointments are managed under a separate process by Abbey Gate 

House. There was very little information seen to review this area for non-clergy staff 

appointments. 

4.2 Policies/Statements linked to UK Minority Ethnic Heritage  
Key documents reviewed were as follows: 

4.2.1 A diversity Statement or A diversity and Inclusion Strategy for the diocese has 

recently been drafted in the form of an ‘Ethnic Minorities Charter’. Among other 

things, it pledges to 

• Set targets for vocations to lay and ordained ministry, develop a mentoring 

scheme for people of UK Minority Ethnic Heritage, to strengthen the 

diversity of diocesan councils and committees  

• Work with church leaders to advance the diversity of PCCs, working groups 

and other parish structures. 

• Continue the roll out of Unconscious bias training  

• Develop a clear process for addressing allegations of racism. 

The Charter is reviewed annually.  

4.2.2   A Race Equality policy, still available on the St Albans Website, dated 2005, 

presumably in addition to the Charter.  This policy covers a lot of areas that are key 

considerations for Race. 

4.2.3 A statement made/circulated to parishes/clergy from the Bishop in the light of the 

‘lamentable incident’, although not all clergy and readers from a UK minority ethnic 

heritage were aware of it, and it was not circulated more widely across the diocese.  

4.2.4 The Recruitment Policy, which has a clear focus on ex-offenders and safeguarding. 

4.2.5 I did not see any statements or policies relating to:  

• Black Lives Matter (in the light of George Floyd’s murder) 

• The disproportionate outcomes of the pandemic on people of UK Minority 

Ethnic Heritage 

• How to deal with incidences of racism or a clear indication of who should be 

contacted in such instances.  

4.3 Training 
4.3.1 The diocese offers unconscious bias training which includes elements of diversity 

and inclusion. However, it is not clear from the information I reviewed who 

undertakes unconscious bias training, when must it be done and whether, or for 

whom, it is compulsory  

4.3.2 I understand that there has been discussion regarding proposed training on 

whiteness. 

4.3.3 I saw no evidence of any training related to ‘cultural competence’.   

4.3.4 Likewise, I saw no evidence of other training related to, race awareness, equality or 

racial justice and equalities law 
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4.3.5 Most of the Readers that I interviewed when asked whether D&I Training was part 

of their preparation for ministry, needed to think about this before commenting that 

it was not a part of the programme.  

4.3.6 Parish reps are provided with advice regarding the legal aspects of discrimination as 

part of the guidance relating to vacancies.  

4.4 Practices 

The areas of main concern are those that require the discretion of individuals and have an 
element of gatekeeping.  

Many of the practices I reviewed depend on the subjective opinion of an assessor, which is and 
often based in Western/Eurocentric values, beliefs, and ideas.  I was not made aware that any 
monitoring of the competence of these assessors was taking place, or that they were required to 
demonstrate their own sensitivity to and understanding of cultural differences.  

4.4.1 Discernment and initial training  

An individual who comes forward will expect the following to happen:  

• The appointment of a spiritual/vocations adviser 

• A discernment process requiring a series of meetings over a 9-18 month period with 

a DDO (ordinands); OR a Selection Day (Readers).  (To go to a Selection Day, 

potential Readers will first need to attend a one year Foundations or Lay Pioneer 

course) 

• Attendance at a range of courses  

• Guidance from their spiritual adviser and their local Vicar 

• Completion of a range of paperwork 

• Completion of assignments 

• Completion of placements   

When they are discerned to be ready, they will attend Stage 1 and Stage 2 BAP interviews.  If 

successful at Stage 2, they will proceed to their theological training.   

Throughout this process, there are people making decisions with and/or for the candidate 

about their vocational path and future prospects.  Not all candidates will be selected for 

ordained or lay ministry  

 

4.5 People  

I spoke with 26 people in total, 10 of whom were of UK Minority Heritage.  

The people I spoke with can be categorised as follows: 

• Those responsible for the senior staff appointment process. 

• Recently appointed senior staff.  

• Those responsible for the appointment process across the diocese and at Holywell Lodge  

• People who have been recently appointed to clergy posts across the diocese  

• Those responsible for the discernment and appointment process for Readers  

• People who are Readers, or who are being prepared to become Readers. 

• Those responsible for the process of supporting and appointing Curates  

• Recently appointed Curates 
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• Parish representatives who have sat on recent appointment panels 

• People responsible for the training given to those involved in the appointment process 

• Members of DMEAC, who may also have been involved in some of the above 

• Members of the deployment group, who may also have been involved in some of the above.   

4.5.1  General 
4.5.1 (a)  The people involved in the discernment and appointment process vary in terms of 

their ages and stages in life, e.g., church wardens, parish representatives (who may 

hold a variety of roles outside of the church), different levels of clergy, lay readers, 

incumbents, rural deans, Archdeacons and Bishops 

4.5.1 (b)  In many ways, people from UK Minority Ethnic Heritage experienced processes 

differently.  White people going through these processes have the luxury of not 

having to think about their race in everyday situations (White privilege). Conversely, 

this places an additional burden on those from UK Minority Ethnic Heritages, and 

may be compounded by other attributes which may also be seen as contributors to 

marginalisation (intersectionality). These are a key consideration that should be 

taken on board by any decision maker.   

4.5.1 (c) From speaking to various decision makers, it was clear that any open racism would 

be called out. However, because the majority of candidates (certainly those 

appointed at senior levels) have been white, this has not been put to the test. 

4.5.2 Discernment and initial training 
4.5.2 a) There are varying levels of consciousness and awareness of diversity and inclusion 

and even bias, with some having little awareness and no training at all. In regard to 

the structure of the process individuals both laity and clergy wanted to see more 

and clearer documents to fully understand the process they were going through. As 

stated above these documents exist however, they need to be shared with those 

who need to see them and understand them. They also need to be monitored to 

ensure that some do not get more information than others. 

4.5.2 (b) With regard to the discernment and initial training process, each person I spoke 

with had differing views on this process although many agreed that having an 

overall structure to work from would have been useful.    

4.5.2(c) Many people that I interviewed reflected on the time frame of the process, and 

those from a Minority Ethnic Heritage questioned the length of time it took to go 

through it.  It was evident that candidates would welcome more clarity so that they 

can be fully aware of what they are taking on and how long it will take.   

4.5.2 (d) Some of those I interviewed had friends or colleagues going through the same 

process and became acutely aware of the number of assignments they had to do 

compared with others.  Often, difference was marked between someone from a 

UK Minority Ethnic Heritage background and someone from a UK Majority Ethnic 

Heritage. 

4.5.2(e) There was one person of UK Minority Ethnic Heritage who claimed that had they 

not had it so hard they would not have been prepared for their current post. 
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4.5.2 (f) On a number of occasions those interviewed commented that assumptions were 

made regarding the suitability of placements or about the individual’s ‘calling’.   

These assumptions underpinned stereotypical beliefs, based on the individual’s 

ethnic heritage, about their gifts and church tradition.  

4.5.2 (g) Unlike their UK Majority Ethnic counterparts, people from a UK Minority Ethnic 

Heritage that I interviewed talked about the process from the perspective of their 

race, and whether their particular experiences were linked to their race. For 

example, the length of time taken for the discernment process, comments that were 

made to them about aspects of their culture and assumptions made about their 

preferences for a certain type of church tradition. This extended beyond the 

discernment process into how the BAP was conducted, their training at college, the 

placements, and activities they undertook, the vacancies they were considered for 

and how they were interviewed.  

4.5.3(h) Taking time to get to know someone can make a real difference in how one behaves 

towards them or makes decisions about them.  For example, A UK minority ethnic 

person raising a question in regard to an assignment or feedback during their 

discernment process, may be judged as lacking humility or even having anger issues.  

The same points made by a person of UK majority ethnic heritage are more likely to 

be viewed positively, as arising from a desire to improve.  These stereotypical beliefs 

inform how we perceive, interpret, and respond.  In the context of decisions 

regarding an individual’s calling or the suitability of a placement, the risk of negative 

outcomes is increased.   

4.5.2 (i) On the other hand, those of UK majority ethnic heritage raised concerns which 

were more about the practicalities of the process; for example, the lack of clarity of 

structure (one Reader queried the need to be seen by two separate people before 

going to a panel), questions about housing, visits to the home and interviews with 

spouses.  There were also some concerns relating to the time frame of the 

interview process.  Those people who have been through the process during the 

pandemic also had concerns regarding having online rather than face to face 

meetings.  

4.5.2 (j) From the interviews I conducted, it would appear that assumptions are being made 

about people of UK Minority Ethnic Heritage in terms of their Church tradition. It 

was felt that these assumptions are made on the basis of the colour of a person’s 

skin and led to particular suggestions being made as to where that person would 

be more suited to be placed.  

4.5.2 (k) Assumptions about personality, disposition, behaviour, and the like are also made, 

which often stem from limited understanding of the culture.  

4.5.3 Clergy/other appointments and development opportunities. It is possible that 

issues of concern may arise at the point of writing the parish profile or deciding on 

interview questions unless these stages are guided by more experienced personnel 

on matters of race. 
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5  The ‘lamentable incident’ 
5.1 A person of UK Minority Ethnic Heritage was told, by email, that he was not a suitable 

candidate for a curacy because of his race. This was just one aspect of the feedback given to 

him, but, since this particular point was highlighted, it is not difficult o understand why it 

was perceived as a rejection based on race.  Nevertheless, it does raise the more critical 

question as to whether ethnic heritage should ever be a consideration in any context. 

5.2  An unreserved apology was made by the person who sent the email and also by the Bishop 

of St Albans.  

5.3 A statement regarding this ‘lamentable incident’ was sent to clergy in the diocese, I note 

that this refers to unconscious bias training (UBT) and the diocese’s commitment to it going 

forward, to ensure all can flourish.  

5.4 The statement was circulated to those who were known to identify themselves as being 

from UK minority ethnic heritage.  However, the message would have more powerfully 

indicated an acknowledgement of repentance and a desire to be anti-racist had it been 

circulated to everybody in the diocese, irrespective of cultural background. However, what is 

missing is the recognition that the impact of the rejection based on race, from a person who 

is effectively a ‘gatekeeper’ is not diminished by the fact that the intention was not there.  

5.5 My review of the process for filling a Curacy vacancy from outside of the diocese showed 

that the process varies slightly from ‘internal’ appointments because the candidate is more 

likely to be known to the leadership in St Albans. For an ‘unknown’ applicant, there is 

greater reliance on the application paperwork, and it is likely that this comes under greater 

scrutiny and statements from the Bishop, the Theological College (if appropriate) and others 

have greater weight.  

5.6 In these cases, it is only the paperwork that will ‘get them through the door’.  If a candidate 

is not ‘shortlisted’ from the paper-based evidence, they do not have the opportunity to 

clarify or share any further information.  

5.7 There are a number of questions which arise from this incident:  

• Who was consulted about the decision and how it was to be communicated?  

• Did those consulted have a similar background and approach to the original decision -

maker, thus leading to ‘affinity bias’? 

• Was there any consideration of the impact that the communication might have on the 

individual receiving it?  

• Would a similar email have been sent to someone who was not black?  

• Was the decision taken, and the email sent, in haste, or was there any reflection on 

what else might need to be considered?  

• Who else might have been consulted about this?  

• Could the individual have been spoken to to find out more information before the 

decision was made?  

• Might a different conclusion have been reached, without assuming the worst, with 

further reflection?  
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All of these are likely to take people out of their comfort zone and, regrettably in this case, 

those concerned did not take the time to ask such questions.  The result was this 

‘lamentable incident’ and its subsequent fallout.  Rightly, the diocese is now considering 

how to ensure this does not happen again in any aspect of discernment and appointment. 

 

6 Conclusions 
6.1 Documentation and processes  

6.1.1 In summary – there are clear processes for all the different aspects of the 

discernment and appointment processes, with guidance for each stage. However, it 

seems that guidance is often given on a need-to-know basis and there are still areas 

where diversity and inclusion are not mentioned or can be overlooked unless an 

individual is mindful of them.  

6.1.2 It was good to see the CMEAC video included in the support material for Vocations 

Advisers, although it is not clear how or to what extent it is used.  There is also a 

wide range of other resources that might be helpful, such as Every Tribe by Sharon 

Prentis and everyday People produced by National CMEAC which could also be 

introduced, additionally, resources which discuss Belonging. 

6.1.3 In terms of the information, which is required from applicants at any stage, it is 

possible that decision making could be swayed by some of the information provided.  

Many organisations have opted for ‘blind recruiting’ where a candidates’ personal 

information is removed completely.  This allows for recruiters to review the 

information provided objectively.  A photograph attached to an application may be a 

significant trigger for bias, and in best practice situations this is removed during the 

selection process. However, this is more likely to happen in instances where a 

candidate is not known to the diocese (e.g., in recruitment of clergy posts).  

6.1.4 The list of ‘types of location’ for a candidate’s future ministry could, at face value, be 

perceived as code for ‘mainly white’ or ‘varying levels of membership from people of 

UK Minority Ethnic Heritage’.  It is possible that, in giving advice about this, a 

spiritual mentor may make assumptions about preference in regard to what the 

candidate should select, based on their ethnic heritage.  

6.1.5 Within the new criteria for selection at BAP, I am concerned that the assessment of 

Criterion D3 and D4 could be very subjective and could well be based on an 

assessor’s Western/Eurocentric values, beliefs and ideas.  

6.1.6 For parish vacancies, the Parish Profile presents a great opportunity for the parish to 

spell out that representation, participation, inclusion and belonging are important.  

This guidance for parishes could invite the parish to be more open to the possibility 

that the appointee may be a person from a UK Minority Ethnic Heritage.  

6.2 Policies/Statements linked to UK Minority Ethnic Heritage  
6.2.1 In and of themselves written polices and statements about particular issues can be 

useful but need to be reviewed regularly so that they are up to date. Training on the 

implementation of the policies also needs to take place in order to be fair and 

inclusive. 
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6.2.2 Use of the term ‘Ethnic Minorities Charter’ is problematic. A charter does nothing 

without accountability and action to show that the diocese is taking this matter 

seriously.  

6.2.3 In addition, mentoring for people of UK Minority Ethnic Heritage suggests that the 

approach is that they are in ‘deficit’ and need additional work to be ‘ready’. I would 

question what evidence the diocese is using to inform them that this is so?  

6.2.4 The Charter places the emphasis for attending to these concerns on DMEAC which 

must have a 40% representation from the UK Minority ethnic people on the 

committee.  However, it does not refer at all to what those of UK Majority heritage 

will also be doing to get better representation, mentoring, and addressing 

allegations of racism.  

6.2.5 The charter mentions mentoring, but it is worth mentioning here that 

Reverse/Reciprocal Mentoring is a useful tool to enable individuals to gain 

knowledge and understanding from different perspectives and ensure that practices 

are inclusive. 

6.3 Training   
6.3.1 Consideration of what training to give and to whom needs to be set within the 

wider, strategic, context of the organisation, with an understanding of the changes 

that are needed to policies, processes and systems and a rationale for why those 

changes are necessary, linking back to the overall organisational need.  This should 

be in conjunction with   action planning and a clear path of accountability, so that 

new processes, systems, and ways of thinking eventually become second nature. 

Good analogies would be health and safety or safeguarding training; both of which 

are now mandatory for employees within most organisations.  Organisations, and 

especially Christian organisations, need to take racism equally seriously. 

6.3.2 Please note that Unconscious bias training is not the sole answer to avoiding bias 

and discrimination.  It is to be viewed as one part of a series of training and other 

measures that will be necessary for all people involved in critical decision making. 

6.3.3 Cultural or racial awareness training is critical, as lack of cultural awareness may lead 
to decisions or ‘unspoken’ practices which can have an adverse effect on people 
from UK minority ethnic heritage.  It is important to reflect, in any situation, on 
whether there are, for people of UK majority ethnic heritage, cultural nuances that 
indicate acceptance and inclusion that those who are brought up in that culture 
might not be aware of.  For example, if the expectation is that people will attend 
social events where alcohol is served, then those who do not drink, and therefore do 
not attend, may miss out on new information or future opportunities that may arise.   

6.3.4 In order to gain buy-in any training needs to be agreed, supported, and 

communicated from the top of the organisation.  

6.3.5 Knowing why the training given is important, is a key part of ensuring it is not just a 

tick box exercise. 

6.4 People   
6.4.1 The fact that there are differences in the experience of people from a UK Minority Ethnic 

Heritage from those of people from the UK Majority heritage can be attributed to ‘White 
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Privilege’.  This is a term, in this instance, which I am using to describe the advantages 

that white people have because their race is not taken into consideration when 

decisions are being made about them.  For example,  

• There are noticeable differences in tone of voice/way of speaking with people of UK 

Minority Ethnic Heritage,  

• People of UK Minority Ethnic heritage are often asked questions that would be not 

asked of them if they were of UK Majority Ethnic heritage.  

These examples give underlying messages, reminding people of UK Minority Ethnic Heritage 

they are different from, or are expected to assimilate themselves into, predetermined ideas 

and perceptions of what a Church of England clergy/laity person should be.  

6.4.2 The fact that there were differing views on the process and its structure suggests 

  that the discernment process is a subjective process.  As such it is open to bias,  

  prejudices, preferences, cultural interpretation and other assumptions.  

6.5 Practices  
6.5.1 Aspects of the process which are not recorded are those conversations which may 

take place after interview, and which are likely to include discussions about an 

applicant’s ‘fit’ (whatever this means) and their suitability for a given role.  

6.5.2 The absence of black and brown people during these deliberations may mean that, 

for applicants of UK minority ethnic heritage, race is a consideration – which would 

not enter into discussion for a white applicant.  

6.5.3 In conclusion, even though there may be many processes, policies and training 

sessions in place, things will not change unless the impact of these are monitored, 

through engagement surveys or listening to the lived experiences of people in the 

diocese.  People will continue to do things the way they have always done and will 

wonder why the data shows disproportionate outcomes.  A recognition that systems 

and processes are broken means nothing without the will, the commitment, and the 

resource to do the work (ref. ‘Ghost Ship’, Fr. Azariah France).  

6.5.4 Furthermore, every person involved in critical decision making in relation to 

discernment, appointment and training should have race awareness training and, as 

a minimum, identify actions they will take to be proactively antiracist. These should 

be reviewed and monitored in order to make progress towards eradicating racism in 

any form within the diocese.  

6.5.5 Even those who have completed the discernment process and progress to 

ordination are faced with hurdles owing to decision makers lacking self-awareness 

regarding bias.  This includes an inability on their part to recognise the impact of 

systems and ways of working which still exclude people from UK Minority Ethnic 

Heritage. 

6.5.6 For those who are already ordained, there are important questions to be considered in 

relation to the opportunities open to them:  

• Who has had opportunity to be seen or heard?  What are the pathways that enable 

people to advance themselves, and are they transparent?  
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• Who has had opportunities for development and growth? – are development 

opportunities and promotion only available to those who have the ‘ear’ of the 

Bishop?   

• Who are the decision makers?  

In considering these key areas, it is important to ensure that practices are inclusive.  

 

6.6 The ‘lamentable incident’ 
6.6.1 Recent changes in the diocese in response to the incident, such as the re- launch of 

DMEAC, the role description for the Adviser to the Bishop and the agreed Charter, 

are positive steps towards acknowledging some accountability on the part of the 

diocese in respect of race and towards becoming a place where someone can find 

support in such matters.  

6.6.2 In the light of the incident and given that people from a UK minority heritage are 

saying that they have faced racism in its various forms, and have had more hurdles 

to jump in order to get to become an ordinand or reader every opportunity should 

be open to them to be heard.  

6.6.3  Training on unconscious bias is not a solution to eradicate bias and discrimination 

because the work of being anti-racist is a proactive and an ongoing one.  

6.6.4 There is a defensiveness around race which can be identified as ‘white fragility’.  

This can be identified as a discomfort and defensiveness when confronted with 

information about racism and injustice. Rather than reflect and even listen to the 

other perspective there is a tendency to deny the issue and become defensive, or 

even blame the victim.  When bias plays out, it is often easier to justify and excuse 

people who are ‘like us’ than it is for those who are not part of our ‘in groups’, with 

whom we do not have an affinity.   

6.6.5 Processes relating to discernment and appointment need to be followed in a 

measured way.  Doors will be closed to people, unfairly, if decisions are made when 

decision makers are tired or when thinking is shared only with, or confirmed by, 

others who have the same outlook (affinity bias) as themselves.   

6.7 General  
6.7.1 There are a number of questions which need to be raised when thinking about race: 

• Have there been conversations within the diocese to help everyone understand 

what is meant by racist/racism, the issues around whiteness and the social and 

historical context in which these issues have arisen?  

• How informed are people about the legacy and impact that racism has had on 

generational wealth, access to education and opportunities in various areas, 

including the church of Healthcare, and work?  

• Has there been recognition of the fact that, almost 200 years since the abolition 

of slavery, internalised racism can affect thinking to the extent that words 

linked to being black have negative connotations? 

6.7.2 It is tempting to focus on the direct and blatant type of race discrimination, which 

we like to believe is not prevalent in the 21st century. However, racist comments 
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and actions are frequently and openly shared on social media (although 

perpetrator’s’ identities are often withheld).  

6.7.3 Having been introduced to the idea of Unconscious Bias, the diocese must seek the 

commitment of everyone to   take personal responsibility for reflecting on, and 

unpicking, how their socialisation and experiences linked to race have impacted their 

thinking, attitudes, and behaviour and whether these are informing their decision 

making, as well as the impact of those decisions on others.  

6.7.4 The need to stop and reflect in situations where action is second nature, this 

relearning, takes ongoing, continuous work.  Many may feel that it is unnecessary 

and that the work is already done.   It will make people feel a little uncomfortable 

about what they are thinking and will lead them to ask more questions than they 

might usually. Without this, however, stereotyping, assumptions and prejudgments 

will continue.   

6.7.5 Finally, institutional, or systemic racism, needs to be considered. Long established 

systems, processes and practices need to be reviewed to ensure that people’s 

experience of them is not impacted by inbuilt bias or prejudice.   

7 Recommendations  
7.1. Processes and Paperwork   

7.1.1 In relation to BAP  
Recommendation #1:  

Ref. 4.1.1(a): More information should be sought about how the CMEAC video is and could be 

used positively and help people’s thinking about the issue of race. Also, consider 

other resources, such as ‘Every Tribe’, by Sharon Prentis and ‘Everyday People’ 

produced by the National CMEAC, along with other resources which discuss 

‘Belonging’  

Recommendation #2:  

Ref. 4.1.1 (b) and 4.1.3:  The diocese should monitor the extent to which applicants are 

completing the ethnicity monitoring form.  

 

Recommendation #3:  

Undertake a trial of blind recruiting where possible, to be monitored and reviewed 

in relation to outcomes  

 

Recommendation #4  

Ref. 4.1.1(b):  Remove the requirement for a photograph. 

 

Recommendation #5 :  

Ref.4.1.1 (c):  Ensure the transparency and openness of the discernment and initial training 

processes by sharing detailed, consistent, information about them with candidates 

at the outset.  
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Recommendation #6:   

Ensure all of the information relating to the discernment and initial training processes are 

available and easily accessible on the diocesan website for those who might be interested in the 

process.  

 

Recommendation #7:  

Ref. 4.1.1 (d):  Provide clear guidance to explain why the process of discernment varies in length 

from candidate to candidate and that no two candidates will experience exactly 

the same journey.  It should be understood why one candidate may be expected to 

do more, or less, during this process than another.  

 

Recommendation #8:  

Ref. 4.1.1 (f):  Make all relevant criteria – qualities, domains etc., available to candidates  

 

Recommendation #9:  

Ref. 4.1.1 (g):  Review whether the question regarding preference for setting should be included 

and how the information is used 

 

Recommendation #10:  

Monitor the advice given to candidates re. preference for setting to ensure a consistent and 

unbiased approach 

 

Recommendation #11:  

Ref. 4.1.1 (h)  Review the criteria in use for the interview process in the light of the introduction 

of the new ‘Qualities’.   

 

Recommendation #12:   

Include more areas of diversity, beyond Churchmanship and theological emphasis under Criterion 

B4.  

 

Recommendation #13:  

Provide clear guidance relating to the assessment of Criteria D3 and D4 to ensure objectivity. 

 

Recommendation #14:   

Require each person involved in the discernment process to reflect on Criterion E3 on a regular 

basis.  

 

Recommendation #15:  

Include follow up questions for the section on ‘sensitivity to social, cultural and racial difference’ 

as  done for other questions in the interview process. 

 

Recommendation #16:  

Ref 4.1.1 (j) .  Under ‘sensitive matters’, add the subject of Race and include areas such as racial 

trauma, racial abuse, and the kind everyday racism that UK Minority Ethnic 

Heritage experience, and provide training in this for those who are responsible for 

supporting candidates through the discernment process.   
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7.1.2 Documents in relation to Appointments 
Recommendation #17:   

Include Diversity and inclusion in the ‘Vacancy what happens next?’ document 

 

Recommendation #18:   

In the guidance given re. preparing a parish profile, include the opportunity to spell out 

within the vision that representation, participation, inclusion, and belonging are important 

to the Parish  

 

 

7.1.3 Documentation relating to the Application Process 
Recommendation # 19:   

Include a statement in regard to not discriminating linked to protected characteristics, 

namely race/ethnicity in the application pack 

 

Recommendation #20:  

Broaden the statement re. links to ‘activities incompatible with promoting racial equality’ 

to include all far right and extremist groups.  

 

7.1.4  Documentation relating to staff appointments at Holywell Lodge 
Recommendation #21:  

Include reference to the Diversity and Inclusion Policy, or mention of inclusion, in the 

checklist provided for appointments.  

 

7.2  Policies / Statements linked to those from UK Minority Ethnic Heritage  
Recommendation #22:  

Update the Race Equality Policy (current version dated 2005) 

 

Recommendation #23:  

Produce and publish diocesan statements in relation to: 

▪ Black Lives Matter (in the light of the George Floyd murder) 

▪ The disproportionate outcomes of the pandemic on those from UK Minority Ethnic heritage 

▪ Institutional racism 

▪ How to deal with incidences of racism, including who within the diocese can provide advice, 

support, and guidance 

▪ The ‘lamentable incident’  

 

Recommendation #24:  

Produce an action plan linked to the Ethnic Minorities Charter 

 

Recommendation #25:   

Reword the section in the Ethnic Minorities Charter relating to mentoring for people of UK 

Minority Ethnic Heritage to reflect the deficit within the diocese 

 

Recommendation #26:   
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Include a statement indicating what those of UK Majority Ethnic heritage will be doing to get 

better representation and mentoring and addressing allegations of racism.  

 

7.3 Practices, Training and support  
Recommendation #27:   

Ensure Unconscious Bias training is provided at every point where ‘people critical’ decisions are 

being made 

 

Recommendation #28:   

In conjunction with wide provision of Unconscious Bias training, review systems, processes, 

policies and practice within the diocese. 

 

Recommendation #29:   

Make race awareness/cultural competence training mandatory 

 

Recommendation #30:   

Follow up on introducing a ‘whiteness’ workshop,  

 

Recommendation #31:  

Ensure that all clergy at every level, Licensed laity, and those involved in key decision making such 

as Parish Reps, Church Wardens Vocational Advisors, and those on the PCC, undertake basic 

training and awareness raising of unconscious bias and discrimination in general.  

 

Recommendation #32:   

Senior staff should undertake a range of training and ensure that there are identified actions 

linked to their role. This should include intersectionality, cultural competency and racial justice 

 

Recommendation #33:  

Key strategic decision makers for the diocese should undertake the full range of training above 

and ensure that they have an overview of all policies, practices, systems, processes and guidance 

to ensure they are free from discrimination.  

 

Recommendation #34:  

Undertake impact assessments for new policies, procedures and training or when these are 

amended, to determine the impact they have had on race/ethnicity in the diocese.  

 

Recommendation #35:   

All training should be monitored and reviewed to ensure it is fit for purpose and leads to the 

desired outcomes, resulting in actions that make a difference on what may have previously 

excluded black and brown people within the diocese, that it no longer has that effect. 

 

Recommendation #36:  

Consider implementing reverse/reciprocal mentoring.  

 

Recommendation #37:  

Assessors should have competence in, and demonstrate their sensitivity to, the implications and 

impact of Western/Eurocentric values, beliefs and ideas on their decisions.  
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Recommendation #38:  

Practice at each stage of the discernment, training and appointment processes must be monitored 

for bias, with patterns linked to race identified and issues to be addressed.  

 

Recommendation #39:  
Reflect on how the diocese can be anti-racist rather than ‘not racist’; move from being colour blind 

to colour brave, from being a bystander to being an upstander and from being neutral or passive 

on this issue to being active.  

 

Recommendation #40:   

Rectify the fact that the apology re. the ‘lamentable incident’ sent out at the time did not reach a 

wider audience in the diocese (see recommendation # 22)  

 

Recommendation #41:   

Take time to reflect on the ‘lamentable incident’ what was done without seeking to justify it in any 

way or excuse it. Ideally to acknowledge it, learn from it and ensure that things are put in place so 

that this never happens again. 

 

Recommendation #42:   

Ensure individuals, following Unconscious bias training, continue to reflect on their practice 

 

Recommendation #43:  

The diocese should pledge to ensure that individuals are held to account for their behaviour and 

should ensure that learning is taken from mistakes.  

 

Recommendation #44:   

Take steps to understand the everyday racism experienced by Black and Brown people and resolve 

to take action on it, refusing to accept complicity, neutrality or passivity on matters which lead to 

unfairness and injustice.   

 

Recommendation #45:   

Reflect on the ‘lamentable incident’ with the following questions:  

• Who was consulted in terms of the decision taken to reject the candidate and the email sent 

to him?  

• Is it possible that those consulted were of a similar background and that affinity bias was 

present?  

 

Recommendation # 46:   
Enable discussion around the concept of ‘white fragility’, ensure that it is called out and 

challenged when it is identified, particularly amongst those who are making critical decisions.  

8. Actions 
8.1 Actions for all 

8.1.1 Acknowledge, call out and challenge racism when it occurs consciously or 

unconsciously: demonstrate anti-racism. 

8.1.2  Be aware of bias blind spots. 
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8.2 Actions for the diocese 
8.2.1 Ensure Race is a priority area and there is a clear understanding of issues arising 

from race, the legacy of racism, how it is internalized and how bias manifests 

through our micro behaviours.  

8.2.2 Add a Statement within a Diversity, Inclusion and Belonging strategy, based on race 

about zero tolerance on any expression of racism and on pro-actively becoming an 

anti-racist organisation. 

8.2.3 Develop and publish A fully accessible and supported grievance process for those 

who experience racism. 

8.2.4 Recognise and provide non-judgmental support to people from UK Minority ethnic 

backgrounds who have experienced racial trauma.  

8.2.5 Monitor and evaluate how opportunities are offered to determine whether there 

are trends or patterns in outcomes for different groups of people.  

8.2.6 Introduce monitoring and evaluation wherever there is potential for bias and 

subjectivity to influence decisions.  

8.2.7 Ensure consistency of training for anyone involved in critical people decisions – 

Diversity, Inclusion and Belonging and unconscious bias. 

8.2.8 Ensure there is a strong focus on race awareness in the context of in terms of 

training and in communications about  

• the murder of George Floyd, the court case and the run up to the 

anniversary of his death and the worldwide response 

• the disproportionate effect the COVID pandemic has had on Black and 

brown people.  

8.2.9 Ensure that training and communications include a real understanding of Race and 

racism as social and historical constructs and the role of the church in this. 

 

8.3 Actions particularly  
8.3.1 Seek education, particularly on whiteness and what this really means in the 21st 

century. 

8.3.2 To acknowledge, call out and challenge racism when it occurs consciously or 

unconsciously. 

8.3.3 Be proactively anti-racist.  Demonstrate anti-racism by example.  

8.3.4 Take responsibility and be accountable for issues of racial equality. 

8.3.5 Seek feedback, specifically relating to behaviours and decisions.  

8.3.6  Learn about concepts linked to racism such as, white privilege, white fragility, racial 

micro aggressions, intersectionality, cultural competence, performative allyship, 

emotional tax, to name a few. 

8.3.7 Consider the following questions in relation to the discernment process:  

• Are we assessing if a candidate can ‘Fit’ into the way in which we work and do 

things, or do we genuinely think about the uniqueness of each individual and what 

gifts they may offer or bring based on who they are? 

• What does ‘fit’ really mean and how is it defined or explained? 

• What does ‘being able to take criticism’ mean? Does it mean having opinions 

challenged in the light of a world/theological view, or does it mean being challenged 

because your view does not ‘fit’.  
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• Why does it take some people so much longer to go through the process than 

others?  What monitoring has been done to see if there are any patterns emerging?  

• Are all ordinands put forward for BAP indeed ‘ready’?  

• Proportionally, how many UK minority ethnic heritage people, compared with 

people of UK majority heritage, succeed?  

• Are there differences and can these be reasonably understood/explained?  

• Has there been a review of the reasons given for those who succeed and those who 

do not?  

• How do we each respond to an allegation of racism at times when the whole story is 

not fully told? Do we hold on to those bits that justify what we have done, or are we 

able to recognise the part that we have played?  

• Do we ensure that the diocese is proactive in supporting all potential ordinands to 

succeed? 

8.4 Actions arising from the questions in 8.3.7 
8.4.1 Consistently review and update our policies and processes. 

8.4.2 Look out for risk areas or hotspots for bias. 

8.4.3 Have measurable requirements of the gate keepers and decision makers with regard 

to applying fair, equitable processes and practices and the need to attend refresher 

training in this area. This could be through having a supervision programme so that 

those involved are continually reviewing/discussing the decisions they make. 

8.4.4 Reduce the vagueness and complexity of the process by clearer communication, 

openness, and transparency. 

8.4.5 Support DMEAC by ensuring they are well resourced, have autonomy and authority 

and can participate in and contribute to the diocesan planning and decision-making 

processes, and thus enabled to further the work of the diocese on race and fulfilling 

the covenant /Charter specifications. 

8.4.6 Talk and listen more openly about race and be available and present to hear about 

others’ lived experience, without judgment or defensiveness. 

8.4.7 Review policies, procedures, processes, and practice with an inclusion and belonging 

lens.  

8.4.8 Set up monitoring systems to identify who gets access to what opportunities and the 

process falls short, in both how people are treated and the experiences they have. 

8.4.9 Assess the outcomes of reviews and apply the necessary mitigation to lessen the 

negative impact and enhance the positive impact, especially on people of UK 

Minority Ethnic Heritage. 

8.4.10 Reflect on and include the actions identified by the latest report on racial justice 

within the Church of England ‘From Lament to Action’. 

8.4.11 Link this directly to the heart of who you are in St Albans in both word and deed. 

8.4.12 Be willing to do what is necessary to make the changes. 
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Annex A 
Documents reviewed were contained in the following folders: 

• 2020 Criteria – containing Bap paperwork, Canon C4 information, Group work sessions, 

Interviews and tasks, placements information and feedback, document’s checklist, 

safeguarding disclosure protocol. 

• AD Recruitment - including the application pack 

• Bishop Recruitment   

• DDO information re processes 

• DMEAC membership document 2020 

• Ethnic minorities charter 2020 

• Flowcharts 

• Grids – for deacons and priests 

• HL Staff – appointment Procedure and employment checklist 

• Letter of Apology for Curate in question 

• Letter to BME Clergy 2020 

• Ministry Division (Mini Div DDO mailing) – including new Qualities  

• Paperwork – including pre first DDO meeting for candidate and incumbent 

• Race Equality Policy 2005 

• Readers – DAP selection procedure 2017 and criteria 

• Sample application pack for a new priest (to work one day a week) 

• Vacancy processes and guidance – including ‘Filling of Vacant Benefices Booklet 2019’ and 

‘Vacancy what happens next checklist’ 

• Vocation’s adviser’s information 

 

 


