PROJECT SUB-COMMITTEE
Central Presbyterian Church

5:30 PM, Thursday July 28, 2011

  P Elder Kevin McDonald, Chair,  

_E_ Rev. Jose Gonzalez-Colon, Vice Chair

_P_Rev. Michael Lindvall
_P_ Rev. Don Shriver
_E_ Elder Adolfo Griffith  

_P_ Elder David Michel  

_P_Rev. Flora Bridges-Wilson
_E_ Elder Marcia Hall
_P_ Elder Su Yon Pak 

  _E_Rev. Agnes Blackmon
Staff:

  _P_ Tony De La Rosa, I.E.P.
Opened with Prayer 5:55 PM.  Jose
A consensus was established;   6 of 10 members present.
Minutes of the July 8th meeting were read.  There was one correction; a typo in the spelling of Wootten.  M/S/A to accept the minutes with one correction.  
The Chair reported that General Council asked the sub-committee to return their report to the GC in September and allow the GC to hold Town Hall meetings.  Recommendation that GC refer the Town Hall results to the Sub-committee for final writing. There was a consensus to accept the recommendation of the GC.
There was a concern about how Commissioners will respond in an open meeting.  It was recommended that the GC provide documentation well prior to meeting for careful consideration.  There was discussion and recognition that is important that the final report gain consensus support from the Commissioners.  
M/S/A to ask the GC to refer the results of the GC’s Town Hall back to the Sub-committee for final resolution. The MOTION was APPROVED by voice vote.  

The IEP offered to aid in this development of the future of the Presbytery.  He offered to be a consultant to guide the process.  We are to consider and integrate the three documents into our recommendation back to the GC.  He also suggested a Pew study and some other resources.  Flora Bridges-Wilson and Su Yon Park agreed to review the Pew study and other relevant materials to help guide our discussion.  A preliminary theme of both documents is that creating consensus is far more important than the specific accomplishment.  
The inclusion of Minority reports would aid in voicing alternate views and help to encourage consensus.  There was a recommendation that Town Hall meetings should be recorded in minutes to capture everyone’s viewpoints.  The IEP noted that the vote on the Belhar Confession was unanimous and it should be a theme for building consensus within the Presbytery.  

The committee engaged in a discussion of the initial Proposal’s primary goals, issues, and key Initiatives.
· The committee observed the following four goals of the original proposal:
1. To be more MISSIONAL, vs. regulatory, in the focus of the Presbytery.
2. To be more CONGREGATIONAL; the nexus of ‘mission’ is congregations; the Presbytery should be to foster congregations. 

a) Voluntary grouping of congregations organized and encouraged by Presbytery.

3. To be more FUNCTIONAL; Streamline process by empowering decisions into Commissions with authority for taking actions.
4. Fiduciary Financial Viability


a) Live within a financially viable (5%) spend rate on Presbytery assets.

b) Per-Capita expense rate of $30-40, in line with other Presbyteries. The average was $32 within the Synod.
· The powers of Commissions appear to be the most significant issue in the Proposal;
· Committees have limited power to complete actions.

· Formation of Commissions will enable decisions and final actions.
· The proposed 2/3 override would limit Presbytery’s oversight of the Commissions’ actions.

· A Commission of 12 would have a quorum requirement of seven, with a simply majority of as few as five votes that could make important decisions.

· Other objectives and concerns with the initial Proposal:
· Independence of the Presbytery.
· General Council is eliminated, replaced by Coordinating committee.
· Delegation of Presbytery’s power to the Commission.
· It voiced the desire to take action on missions rather than delay it. 

· It enables leadership to organize coalitions of congregations into action.  The Commission on Congregations should encourage and organize and administer.  The Commission requires skills and personality and vision to lead, surface and encourage communal vision.
· There is a suspicion of the intent, and fears of harm to small churches,including;
· There have been rumors that Presbytery will close small churches.
· Money is viewed as a level of ‘control’ in some of the congregations.
· There is a suspicion of the unspoken goals.
· Is the funding in support of a proposal that is locally generated?
· Fear of strings attached and controls in place. 
· There is an impression of the “Imperialism of Charity”.

· A Commission has the potential to help churches develop positive plans, such as;

· Perhaps a coalition of churches be served by a single minister; INTER-Congregational?

· Create mission funding pools with independent oversight?

· Local congregation-based initiatives, with management and expertise contributed by interested congregations and coordinated by Presbytery. 
· Discussion of MISSION and MINISTRY – this needs more definition.
· Some congregations feel their ability to impact lives to advance Christ is minimal.  They see the Presbytery as a means to be more meaningful.  As an example, the Youth Council, a model similar to “Home Schooling” for congregations that could organize structure and create a ‘critical mass’.  Voluntarism and independence is important.  A Catalyst, or outside motivation and guidance, would be helpful.
· A ‘Ministry faire’ Presbytery meeting could be organized to surface ‘needs’, precipitate interest and encourage involvement and investment. A model of ‘Plenty’ and ‘sufficiency’, ‘gifts’, could focus on goals and the resources to execute on them. 
· Workshops could be organized to surface interest and desire among congregations and focus these groups towards specific mission goals.

· A ‘Think-tank’, ‘incubator’ organization could foster creativity and enable development and implementation as ministry goals are identified. 
· Presbytery’s primary role is to strengthen congregations and build cooperation within them based upon common interests and goals. 

For the next meeting we will read the Strategic Mission and be prepared to discuss how it effects the terms of the Proposal.  The Lombard report will be discussed at the following meeting.
M/S/A to close the meeting. 

The meeting was closed at 8:15 PM with prayer by the Sun yp PAk.
