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Fossil Fuel Forum 
Meeting Note 
23 March 2016 

Speakers:  
 
Chair – Rev John Howard 
 
CFB – Christophe Borysiewicz  
 
Professor David Clough - Theology 
Graham Boyd - Economics 
Mark Campanale - Scenarios 
Mark Lecher - Divestment 
 
Attendance: Appendix II 
 
Introduction 
1.1 The Chair, Rev John Howard, welcomed everyone to the meeting. He provided context for the day 

and invited full participation in the various discussions so as to help inform JACEI in thinking about 
next steps.  
 

1.2 He referenced work undertaken by CFB and JACEI so far in the context of ‘Hope in God’s Future’ and 
the commitment made by the Methodist Church to the 20 limit. The noted the interest of the Methodist 
Conference and the number of Memorials received on the subject of divestment. He then invited Mr 
Borysiewicz to introduce the work of the CFB, thus far, on climate change. 

 
1.3 Mr Borysiewicz noted that CFB policy had concluded that material exposure to thermal coal, tar sands 

and oil exploration and production are incompatible with meeting the 20 limit. This had led to several 
companies being divested or excluded (e.g. Glencore, Drax, RWE), whilst engagement had been 
identified as appropriate for others (BP, Shell, John Wood).  

 
1.4 Policy had so far looked at: 

 
• Electricity generation 
• Fuel types 
• Oil services and distributors 

 
Format: 
 
1.5  Mr Howard set out the format for the day. There would be four expert presentations: on theology, 

economics, scenarios and divestment, each followed by Q&A.  Each table would discuss the 
presentations and exchange views that would be recorded by CFB or JPIT staff. 
 

1.6  Finally, there would be a plenary session to share views, and draw conclusions from the day. A 
detailed meeting note would be prepared for JACEI to reflect on at its June meeting.  

 
Presentation #1 Theology: Professor David Clough, University of Chester  
 
Key Points: 

• Papal encyclical ‘Laudato Si’ referenced – our common home is like a sister or mother 
• This sister now cries because of the harm we have inflicted – we have acted with an entitlement to 

plunder 
• Common destiny beckons a new beginning with a new reverence for life; we should not feel our 

efforts are futile 
• We can take solace from St Francis and his love and engagement with the world  
• We must transcend hopelessness and extoll that life on Earth is worthwhile  
• Hope in God’s Future draw attention to the scientific warnings of unabated climate change 
• Neighbourliness requires us to respond in love and justice to climate impact 
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• Acting in accordance with an 80% cut in emissions is a response to our neighbour’s cry 
• Reviewing church investment is consistent with this ‘hearing the cry’ 
• Draws attention to the Darwinian obsession with struggle in place of alliance and co-operation  
• Climate inaction can also be viewed a part of the theology of co-operation with evil 

o Formal co-operation – sharing the evil intention 
o Material co-operation enabling the evil intention (standing by/inaction) 
o Investment counts as material co-operation with evil i.e. providing capital that causes 

harm 
o Investment is therefore morally weighted  

• Climate change is urgent and novel and requires the church to respond to the charge of enabling 
evil 

• The precautionary principle fits well with the theology of Laudato Si, Hope in God’s Future and not 
co-operating with evil  

 
Session #1 Q&A 

i. There was a reference to combatting climate change as restoring a sense of self esteem. Some 
things are just about making us feel better some are about actually making a change. In terms of 
theological virtues – where does self-esteem fit in? 

 
o This comment is really in response to an attitude of ‘we can’t do anything, so what’s the 

point?’, and is meant to highlight that that there is a spirituality that says faithful action is 
possible – we can know that our action has meaning. 

 
ii. Can we distinguish between actions which are more about self-esteem and those which are not? 

o The point really is that we need to give people a sense that there are meaningful actions 
that people can do – we need to find a middle ground. 

 
iii. On the issue of co-operation with evil – aren’t we also co-operating with good? The industry 

provides jobs and income, and energy has helped to lift many millions out of poverty.  
o Of course. It is not the intention to suggest that investment in fossil fuels is simply co-

operation with evil, but to highlight that there is a moral aspect which the CFB needs to be 
concerned with.  

 
iv. What are your thoughts on eco-theology and its relevance to this issue? 

o There are two basic views, anthropocentric theology which says that all of creation is just 
a backdrop to God’s redemption plan, and eco-theology which says that this is not so and 
humans aren’t the pinnacle of creation.  

 
v. How do we approach a company which has a neutral position on climate change?  

o Christian theology denies there is a morally neutral position if God is good and creation is 
good. So any claim of moral neutrality is false. Most CEOs see that they have a moral 
responsibility, but they need to see too that climate change is a moral issue as well as it 
being an economic, geographic or socio-political one. 

 
Session #1 Table Discussion 
 
Table 1 

• The presentation posed some important questions about how Christians investing and/or working 
in fossil fuels industries should act, with the notion of cooperation with evil. 

 
• The concepts were not always easy to comprehend at first hearing but a good presentation. 
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• We were all complicit, all engaged, in this society.  The Paris COP2 1.5C target was significant. 

 
• The claim that we cannot sit on the fence was good and challenging; we could be more 

provocative in calling people out. 
 

• To what extent was engagement with fossil fuel companies a cooperation with evil?  There was 
still very much a role for engagement. 

 
• Engagement could be successful.  But it could be delusional; time was a key factor. 

 
• The Paris agreement was successful also in terms of what it communicated, compared to the 

actual substance. 
 
Table 2 

• There was some discussion of the merits of nuclear power. 
 

• People felt questions about actions on climate change being more about self-esteem than 
changing the world to be a good one, and an issue worth considering. 

 
• There was a clear sense from all that businesses should have a moral/social purpose. 

 
• There was also a sense that we are all (including the church) complicit in the problem. 

 
• Discussion around whether positive investment was more important than negative divestment, as 

divestment would be just washing our hands of the problem. 
 

• Can actions still make sense in the ‘messy middle’ where we are trying to reduce footprints but 
are still complicit in problems? 

 
• What would not materially cooperating with climate change look like? 

 
Table 3 

• We need not only consider the ethics of the causes of climate change abut also the ethical value 
of many of the proposed solutions.  Some solutions have dubious ethical value such as for 
example, production of bio-fuels that consume large quantities of water or the use of grain for 
Anaerobic Digestion.  Ethics and science go hand in hand as ethical judgements require good 
information and analysis. 

 
• Two views were expressed on engagement with fossil fuel companies – one that engagement 

does bring about positive change while another was more sceptical, proposing that companies 
give one line to concerned investors while behind the scenes they lobbying governments on the 
basis of narrow corporate interests at the expense of action on climate change. 

 
• Noting that carbon pricing was not working it was proposed that alternatives to changes in 

practice could come about through more effective legislation – the example Australian 
government legislation on the packaging of cigarettes was cited as an example of legislation that 
worried tobacco companies and was resisted but nevertheless has been implemented to good 
effect. 
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Table 4 
• There was some discussion around the extent to which investment in fossil fuel companies could 

be considered material cooperation with evil. It was argued that it would be very difficult to exist in 
our current society without being exposed to fossil fuels. A number of participants were keen to 
acknowledge the positive aspects of energy and the world’s dependency on it, and felt that it 
could not be compared with something like alcohol – a much more black and white issue in that its 
detrimental effects clearly outweigh its benefits. It was also noted that it would be impossible to 
invest in any company without in some way being exposed to fossil fuels. 

 
• One participant raised the question of whether Methodist Churches and individuals within the 

Church were approaching climate change from the same perspective and cutting out fossil fuels, 
or whether divestment campaigns were, in a sense, passing the buck to avoid taking responsibility 
and making personal sacrifices. Others around the table felt that churches were making an effort 
to become more sustainable and were encouraging members to make similar changes. 

 
• Although it was generally agreed that the CFB would not be able to divest from every company 

which was exposed to fossil fuels, some around the table still felt that a reasonable compromise 
would be to begin by divesting from the largest companies whose profits relied on the continued 
use of fossil fuels.   

 
Table 5 

• Discussion centred on the ‘prophetic voice’ and the need to shine a light in order to effect the 
change we want to see. 

 
• There was a strong sense that co-operation was the way forward and the churches have a strong 

role to play here. 
 

• This event would not have happened 20 years ago and there was appreciation from the table that 
it had gone ahead and was seeking to be inclusive. 
 

• Many felt that stranded assets was as much a moral issue as a financial one and that companies 
such as BP would never change. 
 

• In conclusion the table felt that all investment should be consistent with climate goals but there 
was huge challenge around effecting that. The ‘precautionary principle; may be useful in moving 
towards compliance with climate goals. 

 
Presentation #2 Economics: Graham Boyd, University of Warwick  
 
Key Points: 

• Population growth intrinsically linked to energy use scenarios  
• All households produce emissions – energy systems are the biggest source of carbon (25%) 
• Trend data on global surface temperatures is troubling – long-term trends show accelerated 

warming 
• CO2 levels now at 404.2ppm up from pre-industrial levels of c280ppm 
• Consensus that 450ppm is consistent with 20 of warming 
• The risk is real of irreversible effects to the natural environment with unknown consequences 
• Drivers of emissions:  

o Population growth – 2.5bn in 1950; 9.5bn by 2050 
o Cheap energy has substituted for subsistence economies 
o Burning cheap energy has accelerated global warning via atmospheric impacts 
o Global output and heavy industry 
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o Affluence – risk of developing world ‘emulating’ western lifestyles  
• Coal – 70% use increase between 2000 and 2010; coal emits in transit 
• Coal is cheap and abundant; fuel of choice for starter economies; power stations have 40 year life  
• Oil is less carbon intensive that coal, gas even more so  
• Ethical aspects; some access to resources is necessary for a valued life  
• Every household should have a ‘right to emit’ but this could be constrained 
• Low carbon generation will account for 45% of all power by 2030; emissions decoupled from 

demand 
• Peak oil or even peak coal will not lower emissions – policy intervention will be required 
• Renewables are viable; fossil fuel subsidies amounted to $409bn in 2010 
• Global investment in renewables c$400bn by 2020 
• Without renewables and/or nuclear the supply of energy demand looks unlikely 
• Carbon needs a price – cap and trade; social costings; realistic global pricing models (BP $100) 
• ETS has been a costly flop 

 
Session #2 Q&A 

i. Is growth in GDP always good? Why is this always the goal? Surely we should be thinking about 
the value in things which are not measured in GDP. The consumerist drive for more material 
wealth needs to be questioned and addressed. It is also important to think about reducing human 
suffering rather than purely thinking increasing GDP will achieve this? 

o There is some substance to the idea of ‘peak stuff’ especially in the West, where unlimited 
consumerism may be nearing its peak. There have been attempts to ‘value’ non-GDP 
items, but without much buy-in.  

 
ii. You mentioned that there were too many variables in renewable energy generation to make it a 

viable and affordable option. Can you tell us about the storage options? 
o Storage is currently very expensive and so drives up the cost of renewable energy. To 

use renewables it’s only really possible at the moment with a fossil fuel back-up. 
 

iii. Will CCS increase the carbon price? 
o The carbon price is a very complex issue – there are many countries involved, all with 

vested interests. The best way to introduce a carbon price would be to start low and then 
raise it as and when it becomes clear what an appropriate price is.  

 
iv. What are the subsidies for fossil fuels? 

o The presentation suggests that global fossil fuel subsidies are in the order of c$500bn 
against $66bn for renewables. The latter are obviously viable at scale if the same level of 
subsidy was on offer. The UK Government has been regressive in its attitude to 
renewables support.  

 
v. Is there any research being done (apart from CCS) to take CO2 out of the atmosphere? 

o Yes, but really we need a carbon price first to incentivise it. 
 
Table Discussion 
 
Table 1 

• We always tend to take population growth as a given.  Why? 
 

• To what extent does carbon trading work eg see the ETS?  Much depended on how the trading 
scheme was constructed and the carbon price itself. 
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• How are emissions verified? 
 

• BP’s internal carbon trading initiative saw a reduction in emissions. 
 

• It was notable that the growth in renewables had been underestimated by many/most in the 
energy sector. 

 
• The recent fall in the oil price would affect the degree of enthusiasm for change, and would have 

economic consequences.  These things were interconnected. 
 

• We need to ensure we do not forget the human consequences, and wider environmental costs 
and losses e.g. soil loss.  Is a focus on energy a bit narrow? 

 
• People are looking for a technological solution, but we have trees, which can absorb carbon. 

 
Table 2 

• Would our current standard of living applied to the global population be ultimately unsustainable?  
Are recent (post 1950) growth rates unsustainable? 

 
• Carbon pricing would represent a regressive form of taxation. 

 
• Ever increasing consumption might be incompatible with 2 degrees of global warming.  Some 

discussion about whether human nature drives us always to want more, or whether this is just us 
living against the backdrop of rapid growth. 

 
• Long term consequences of our way of life for our grandchildren and wanting them to have a 

better life than us.   
 

• We should be focussed on making a difference.  Would disinvestment make a difference? 
 
Table 3 

• We should be able to have a serious debate as to whether climate change really is the worst crisis 
facing us today.  Some would say that the risk of new infectious diseases is a greater threat to 
human life.  Species may become extinct through climate change but in the history of our planet 
there have been other crises that have led to widespread loss of species and yet we are still here.   
 

• A Whig interpretation of history would deny that we would be incapable of adaptation.  On the 
other hand even if you are able to accept this thesis a critically important facet of climate change 
is the power dynamics involved.  Those most likely to be impacted are those who have thus far 
have contributed least to its causes.  The Christian gospel will cause us to seek justice for all 
God’s people and therefore we must be acutely aware of those for whom adaptation is difficult or 
impossible. 

 
• Yet UK responses are most focused on adaptation.  Storm Desmond resulted in costs of around 

£500 million in Cumbria.  Estimates for cost of future adaptation for the UK are likely to be 
understated and this may also be true for similar estimates being made for adaptation costs in 
less resource rich countries.  There was general agreement that society is too relaxed in the view 
that we can master the earth and the forces of nature.  We therefore build on flood plains when 
we should be paying far more attention to the changes in land use and the environment of upland 
areas. 
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Table 4 
• There seemed to be a general agreement that the best option in terms of reducing impact would 

be to remove coal first and that this could be reflected in the CFB’s portfolios (as indeed was 
already the case).  

 
• The group was encouraged by the decline that had been seen in China’s use of fossil fuels and it 

was noted that growing concerns over wellbeing and health, particularly as most families in China 
have only one child, had led to this change.  Society ends up paying the cost of treating ill-health 
and it is this kind of cost that carbon pricing would help to address. One participant questioned 
whether pricing was an ethical concept and wondered why growth in GDP was always considered 
as the measure of success. She argued that the western culture of consumerism was 
unsustainable and the constant drive to acquire more material possessions should be challenged. 
It was argued by another participant that introducing a carbon price would in many ways be a 
catalyst to addressing problems such as this.  

 
• There was some discussion around the feasibility of transitioning to renewable energy, and 

whether the environmental impacts from renewable energy and the difficulties in storing energy 
would hold this back. 

 
Table 5 

• Most cost-benefit analysis is unrealistic; no-one really trusted economic scenarios; carbon pricing 
is poorly understood and unrealistic.  

 
• The idea of Russia being a beneficiary of climate change was thought to be an interesting point.  

 
• International agreement around carbon pricing was felt to be unrealistic. 

 
• Oil industry scenarios suggested they still didn’t correlate around transition to a low carbon world 

and they (and shareholders) would ultimately be the biggest losers. 
 
Presentation #3 Scenarios: Mark Campanale, Carbon Tracker Initiative  
 
Key Points: 

• Incompatibility of burning all fossil fuel reserves and remaining within 20 
• Distribution of ‘carbon bubble’ risk is unequal – US, UK and Russia most affected 
• Less than 900gt can be burned to keep global warming below 20 
• If production continues at the same rate listed companies will exceed the carbon budget soon 
• Demand for oil set to peak in 2020 but scenarios unrealistically promote onward growth 
• COP21 sends a clear signal for constraint – zero GHG goal post 2050 
• Companies broadly overstating growth in their energy outlooks; BP 24% increase by 2035 
• Severe cutback in CAPEX is a wake-up call that low prices may be the new normal 
• Arctic and oil sands are uneconomic at current prices 
• The highest proportion of projects requiring above $80 are owned by listed companies 
• Most of BP’s breakeven projects are between $20 and over $100; the more invested the lower 

return 
• $69bn of Arctic projects are currently stranded 
• 1.6gt of carbon could be avoided by not developing unneeded oil and coal projects 
• Shell is second highest exposed to unneeded CAPEX ($76bn) on a 450ppm scenario 
• $2trn of assets are therefore stranded under a 450ppm scenario  
• Investors need to be ‘on-board’ about orderly wind-down of fossil fuel projects  
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Session #3 Q&A 
i. Can a large oil and gas company realistically transition? 

o Companies need to focus on cash pay outs from existing projects and not on investing in 
new projects. These companies are worth more in run-off than in growth. We recommend 
investors place these assets into run-off, taking dividends as projects come to the end of 
their life.  

 
ii. What scenarios can we use to engage with companies? 

o We should be using the 20 degree rise scenario however, companies don’t want to admit 
that they are better off in wind-down given the self-perpetuating nature of capitalism. The 
best scenario would be to see the most expensive producers winding down their business 
and only the cheapest producers (i.e. private) continuing. 

 
iii. What are the economics of using gas as a transition fuel? 

o We would need to see high gas prices for this to work, more realistically things will move 
straight to renewables.  

 
iv. How should we address bank lending to fund stranded assets? 

o Investors need to analyse banks to see whether they are doing it! Banks will often use the 
excuse that they plan to offload this risk if and when it becomes a problem. This is an 
important area for investor engagement and one that is hugely undeveloped. The 
stranded asset arguments become concrete if you take away wholesale finance. Banks 
are actually investing in bankrupt projects that will see no return so there is long-term 
systemic risk to the sector and to investors.  

 
Table Discussion  
 
Table 1 

• How effective was engagement to persuade companies to wind down likely to be? 
 

• There were two possible areas for engagement: election of new directors to the boards; and 
getting companies to plan for a +2C limit world. 
The speaker comments in our group: 
 

• A group of pension funds had already met to push for board changes – the 50/50 group. 
 

• A focus on carbon prices requires government to take action, which they showed no sign of doing. 
 

• Gearing for larger oil companies was relatively low but debt formed a large proportion of some 
bank balance sheets potentially. 
 

• The link to the disinvestment case: if it is a bad company, it can just be sold.  Otherwise, we would 
engage with it all the way to bankruptcy.  Wind downs in oil companies have to be planned. 
 

• There might be an argument for selling companies with high coal exposure on investment grounds 
alone. 

 
Table 2  

• Engagement with banks about lending policies is key. 
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• Not everyone thinks that we will get to a two degree world, and so carbon tracker work does not 
persuade everyone. 

 
• Is it better to invest on the old economy or the new economy? 

 
• People are too obsessed with baseload and the problem of intermittency. 

 
• If people don’t believe that two degrees will be achieved and act accordingly, then this will prevent 

it from being achieved. 
 
Table 3 

• Why is it that when there is so much investment tied up in coal, gas and oil reserves that the 
strategies of major companies and financial institutions are not changing faster?  It may be that 
companies and investors are betting that national government policies and global agreements on 
climate change will not be implemented.  One participant (who engages with fossil fuel 
companies) takes the view that most major fossil fuel companies are incapable of transition and 
that this leads them to lobby against legislation that is required to avoid a warming in excess of 2 
degrees.  Two views were expressed on lobbying by companies: – one that standards for greater 
transparency of company lobbying are developing and that companies are responding accordingly 
and the second that we can never know the degree of influence that major corporations can have 
behind closed doors, not just through formal lobbying groups but also in private meetings that are 
never reported. 
 

• There was recognition that the Methodist Church and Christian Aid also have Parliamentary 
liaison functions and seek to influence in favour of our public policy positions, which is a form of 
lobbying although we may not describe it as such.  On occasions the Methodist Church and 
Christian Aid have off-the-record discussions but it is likely that our Parliamentary work is openly 
reported as this usually conforms to the interests of our campaign strategy. 
 

• National energy strategies are often at odds with intentions on climate change.  It is the intention 
of most governments to maximise the use of national fossil fuels reserves in order to achieve 
domestic energy security.  Fossil fuel majors naturally encourage a political focus on ‘energy 
security’ and too often (as is the case in the UK) the disconnect between achieving energy 
security through further development of fossil fuel reserves and national pledges on climate 
change mitigation is not acknowledged. 

 
Table 4 

• A representative of the Central Finance Board explained that the issue of stranded assets had to 
be considered separately to the ethical issues, and that ethical decisions could not be based on 
balance sheets!   

 
• It was generally agreed that the biggest changes needed to be made at government level to 

introduce policies which would set clear lines for companies to follow and reduce emissions.  
Currently, government policies were not robust enough to encourage any real change from 
companies. There was some discussion about whether the winding down of oil and gas 
companies was really a current possibility as it did not seem to make political sense even if the 
economical case stacked up.  

 
Table 5 

• The table doubted that renewables would ever be as profitable as MC suggested 
 

• There was considerable scepticism around much of the modelling assumed by Carbon Tracker 
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• The table felt that there was strong potential in non-OECD countries shifting straight to low 
energy, renewable technology much as they had skipped a generation in telecommunication 
technology. There was more in-built scepticism of OECD countries moving swiftly to decarbonise 
 

• The table was exercised by a financial crisis type scenario – would there be an orderly transition 
or chaos? 

 
Presentation #4 Disinvestment: Mark Letcher, Operation Noah  
 
Key Points: 

• Divestment is the only rational response to climate change 
• The fossil fuel era is drawing to a close 
• Similarity drawn to analogue vs. digital e.g. Kodak and landlines 
• Oil companies maintain oil price is cyclical but current falls may be the new norm 
• Economic commentators such as BoE beginning to agree 
• Energy companies are in denial – BP scenarios do not reference climate change at all 
• Renewables accelerating more quickly than oil companies realise 
• Second generation renewables (including storage) suggest great potential for new supply 
• Leadership of current energy majors incapable of visionary leap to a transition economy 
• As there is no evidence of change or willingness to change – divestment is the only option 

 
Session #4 Q&A 

i. If we divest from companies we cannot have any impact through engagement – how do you 
respond to this? 

o Engagement has manifestly failed to change either business models or behaviours. Even 
if engagement has some impact, will it happen fast enough? Unless the people at the top 
are on-board (and they generally aren’t) engagement is unlikely to make any difference. 
Our view is that the current generation of energy leaders are wedded to old models in 
which fossil fuels continue to be the predominant energy source.   

 
ii. If management essentially carry on with ‘business as usual’ divestment will have no impact either? 

o It might not, but it does seem to be helping to raise the profile of climate change risk and it 
means that as investors we are not profiting from it (co-operating with evil). It also shields 
investors from potential value downgrades when it comes to the companies themselves.  

 
iii. Is momentum for divestment growing?  

o Yes momentum is growing. Investors are also transitioning to clean energy. 
 

iv. Is there any evidence that divestment has changed anything, or is it just gesture-politics? 
o We accept there is no clear evidence that divestment has changed company scenarios or 

business models, and it would be difficult to tell. Collective action mustn’t be seen as a 
negative thing – it does make a difference.  

 
v. If large companies really are incapable of change as you suggest, then surely divestment will 

have no impact either? 
o If companies are not willing to listen to investors and change I would question the wisdom 

of being invested in such a company. 
 

vi. Is there any evidence that there’s a point at which Oil and Gas companies will realise they need to 
change their business plans? 



 
 

11 
 

Fossil Fuel Forum 
Meeting Note 
23 March 2016 

o It doesn’t seem that there is any indication that they are even considering this at present 
which is why we reject engagement as an investor tool in favour of complete divestment.  

 
vii. Do you think BP and Shell have been leading us up the garden path – i.e. they know there is a 

problem but are not addressing it with investors? 
o Yes. Other companies are honest and clear in their reports to investors, but climate 

change isn’t even on the agenda for many of these fossil fuel companies. It is completely 
absent from their annual reports. Both BP and Shell acknowledge and accept the 
scientific consensus of climate change and yet their energy scenarios present the case for 
‘business as usual’ out to 2030 and beyond.  

 
viii. We have focused on energy, but oil and gas are vital to a whole swathe of industrial processes 

where there is little or no alternative such as pharmaceuticals and plastics? 
o That’s a tricky issue, but we do need to draw a line somewhere!  

 
Table Discussion 
 
Table 1 

• Oil companies are good at what they do, not good at what they do not do. 
 

• e.g. 1990s diversification moves were not successful.  Oil companies are also in some cases 
pulling out of renewables.  In any event, while the absolute size of renewables exposure of oil 
companies could be large, in would be a small proportion of the overall business and therefore 
would receive relatively little attention. 

 
• We needed to be clearer upon what we were engaging.  Otherwise, we would be simply reacting 

to companies with respect to climate change issues. 
 

• It might mean working where companies were situated within a transition scale. 
 

• The churches had been catalytic in engagement on climate change.  Now, there was a need to be 
more specific, otherwise we risked being played off as not being clear enough about what we 
wanted 

 
Table 2 

• Are there companies actually making the transition, or are we looking for some companies to 
shrink and others to replace them in the energy chain? 

 
• The absence of any reference to climate change in BP’s medium term outlook is damning. 

 
• Climate change is not a new issue, why has so little been achieved through engagement. 

 
• Paris has changed people’s perceptions of likelihood of holding two degrees. 

 
• Disinvestment is a message which will move people and change people’s minds. 

 
Table 3 

• Can engagement with major fossil fuels companies be effective?  It can when engagement is 
carried out in collaboration with large institutional investors and we have seen recently very major 
funds engaging with oil companies on climate change (BNP Paribas was cited as an example).  
But it is suggested that our engagement (for example around ‘Aiming for A’) is not propositional 
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enough. Instead we should be asking for evidence that company investment strategies are 
consistent with a future that limits warming to within 2 degrees. 
 

• While churches could divest in order to make a statement as a church, it is questioned as to 
whether we are making an equivalent statement in terms of our own lifestyles.  Our members are 
trying to tread more lightly on the planet but it is observed that part of the reason why it is difficult 
to abstain from the use of fossil fuels is because the government does want to spend money on 
public transport or put in place other measures that would help us.   

 
Table 4 

• Some group members argued that the divestment case left an unresolved question over how to 
accommodate products related to fossil fuel such as pharmaceutical products, plastics and steel. 
These all depended on fossil fuels for their existence and it would be difficult to imagine a world 
without them.  

 
• There was a suggestion that the elephant in the room was nuclear power, and it was questioned 

as to why this had not been considered. A number of group members felt that nuclear energy was 
not a viable alternative to fossil fuels as it was dangerous to operate power stations, difficult to 
manage waste, and expensive to set up. Others felt that these arguments were not sufficient to 
rule out nuclear energy as an alternative energy source to fossil fuels. One participant commented 
that perhaps the fossil fuel companies were right in arguing that there would continue to be 
demand for fossil fuels. After all, there was currently little incentive to invest in, or profit to be 
made from, the renewables sector.  

 
Table 5 

• Operation Noah presented a black & white picture; the situation is actually more nuanced. Their 
rejection of engagement was flawed given the achievement of ‘Aiming for A’ in nudging behaviour. 

 
• There was strong agreement though that engagement needed a timeframe and a cut-off. There 

was a danger that it would be seen as self-serving and an excuse not to divest. 
 

• An understanding of what failed engagement looks like needs to be part of the decision making. 
 

• Some felt that oil companies had dinosaur tendencies and that engagement would ultimately have 
no effect.. 
 

• Overall there was strong endorsement for engagement, but with a clear timeframe and recognition 
that energy had lifted sizeable populations out of poverty 
 

• The question was left hanging whether it was n ow time to divest from oil and move capital into 
alternative technology 

 
Plenary  
 
Following the four expert presentations, the Chair led the final plenary session in which the core ideas and 
conclusions from the day were debated, and next steps discussed. The Chair also sought feedback on 
JACEI’s process and stance to date, and whether, in the light of everything delegates had heard, this 
stance appeared appropriate. Do we need a step-change or do we continue with engagement? The 
session was opened for questions and comments: 
 
Can you tell us which companies you have excluded/divested from?  
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o Drax, RWE, Tullow Oil, Premier Oil, Glencore. Several smaller oil services and distributor 
companies have been excluded but none were previously held by CFB. 

 
There was a Memorial to press companies to move to a business model which meets the 20 rise and to 
have 5% of portfolio as renewables – is this happening?  
 

o The response was of a general nature; part of engagement has focused on business transition 
and the appetite for moving into renewables.   

 
A Church of England perspective was put forward: Bank lending to companies/stranded assets represents 
a challenge. Engagement has been very catalytic – ‘Aiming for A’ for example has been very effective in 
bringing shareholder resolutions to AGMs – this work should not be overlooked. We do need to have clear 
goals for engagement and clear asks of companies if we want them to move toward the 20 rise. 
Divestment has a role but it needs to be in line with how companies are transitioning.  

 
Are you publicising the CFB’s work on this including exclusions/divestments?  
 

o Yes, we do publicise this in our Annual Report and in our quarterly SRI reports (which are all 
online), as well as in a suite of position papers and policy statements also online.  

 
How does the CFB/JACEI relationship work? 
 

o The CFB is advised (but not mandated) by JACEI on issues related to the ethics of investment, 
but cannot be advised on the financial aspects. The CFB does not have to take the advice of 
JACEI, but there has been no recent situation where the CFB has not followed JACEI advice. The 
committee is made up of members nominated by both the Methodist Council and the CFB. The 
Annual Report sets out in some detail the constitutional and organisational arrangements of 
JACEI. 
 

Collaboration is better than individual engagement the implication for this is that we have compatible 
policies. Both divestment and engagement are viable options and should be respected by both sides.  
 

o It was agreed that collaborative work reaps results and cited the CIG engagement around CDP 
laggards as well as the Aiming for A coalition.  

 
Is engagement too woolly? Are we being seduced by companies? 
 

o The CIG engagement exercise was cited as evidence that over time, engagement can work and 
reap results whereby many companies in the survey were now performing better in terns of 
disclosure and performance.  

 
The point was enforced by another speaker - collaborative work conducted by CIG on engaging with 
companies on carbon emissions has been shown to have had a measurable impact – as verified by an 
external academic assessment. 

 
A further comment was that engagement is a continuous process, divestment ends the relationship.  

 
The engagement you have been dong with fossil fuel companies seems vague. Can you tell us more 
about how you engage and the outcomes you expect? 
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o Engagement has been very specific in some cases and is often based on the business 

case and capex spending. Often engagement begins in response to a specific ethical 
issue such as a disaster or accident, and this has grown over time to encompass issues 
such as climate change.  

 
How is the CFB responding to the actions of the global church in its move towards divestment? 
 

o We have a direct relationship with Wespath/GBOPHB and are members of the global 
Church Investors Group network so discussions are on a global level.  We are all moving 
in the same direction, just at different rates. The US church however does seem to have a 
different approach, generally we consider ethics to be a bigger element in our investment 
decision making.  

 
Should we be shifting our efforts to lobby the government rather than on asking companies to change?  
 

o Yes! But also divest as a symbolic act. 
o The Methodist Church does have a key role in lobbying the government 
o Others do a lot of public policy work on this.  
o IIGCC undertakes this on behalf of the investment community. 

 
Companies are moved by engagement, shareholder resolutions can have a particularly strong impact – 
but we must be shareholders! 
 
The Chair brought the session to a close. He noted how inspiring and thought provoking the day had 
been, and JACEI would properly reflect on the issues it had raised. Although there was not a clear 
consensus on next steps, a canvas of the room suggested that delegates appreciated the opportunity to 
debate and be consulted, and felt on balance that the CFB’s current position was an appropriate one. The 
day had not produced a clear call for divestment, although that opinion was clearly voiced. There was still 
a case for engagement, the caveat being it must have a clear objective and timeline. Engagement with 
financial service companies providing finance for fossil fuel investment may be a suitable case for 
investigation. 
 
Other comments expressed (subsequently) included: 

 
• A sense of urgency to divest comes from communities repeatedly experiencing flooding and the 

direct impact of climate change that is inversely affecting the most vulnerable and poor 
 

• We see this as a more urgent and serious issue than any other relevant business ethics issue 
 

• The Fossil Fuel Forum lacked a sense of urgency to act; JACEI members appeared unconvinced 
by the technical possibilities for energy demand reduction  
 

• This is an issue that no longer lies within the remit or expertise of JACEI alone and should be 
debated widely within Methodism and brought back to Conference.  

 
The Chair closed the session by thanking the speakers, attendees and the venue hosts.  
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Conclusions and Next Steps 
 

• There was a broad consensus that the position so far adopted by the CFB was reasonable and 
appropriate, although voices called for urgent divestment from all fossil fuels  

 
• The series of papers tackling various industries and their climate change impact was commended 

 
• An area of work that may need further exploring is the role financial services companies play in 

financing and perpetuating fossil fuel investment  
 

• There was no compelling call for divestment from fossil fuel companies in addition to those 
already excluded.  However, there were voices expressing that this was the only appropriate and 
necessary response  
 

• There was a strong call for ‘evidence based’ engagement i.e. clear objectives should be set for 
engagement around climate change and a timeline adopted to evidence change and transition 
 

• It was appropriate for the Church to lobby Government (national and international) on climate 
change  
 

• Whilst engagement was broadly supported, there were questions over its effectiveness, hence the 
need for clear objectives and an ‘endgame’ scenario if change is not forthcoming  
 

• As time goes on the approach taken, and the policies adopted may need to be reviewed to ensure 
they remain consistent with latest developments and a 20 target. 


