PROJECT SUB-COMMITTEE
Central Presbyterian Church

5:30 PM, Thursday, September 1, 2011

  P  Elder Kevin McDonald, Chair,  

  P  Rev. Jose Gonzalez-Colon, Vice Chair

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

  E  Elder David Michel  

_E_ Rev. Flora Wilson  Bridges
_Resigned_ Elder Marcia Hall
_E_ Elder Su Yon Pak 

    P  Rev. Agnes Blackmon
Staff:

    P  Tony De La Rosa, I.E.P.
Opened with Prayer 6:55 PM.

A quorum was established;    5  of  9  members present.  
Marcia Hall has resigned due to health issues limiting her ability to participate.  
Review of the minutes of the August 11, 2011 meeting.   
M/S/A to postpone the reading of the minutes.  
Strategic Mission and the Lombard report were discussed in terms of the Proposal.

Don Shriver gave an overview of the Lombard Recommendations.  The question was raised regarding what constitutes a ‘Viable’ church?  
The IEP explained some details of the CMF’s agenda to review CM&N’s comments regarding the issue of viability.  The SPAC report on administrative use of property makes some judgments based on administrative viability. 
It was suggested that the burden of proof should lie on anyone seeking to close a church, with a focus on revitalization.  We need to build trust and look to some models of how trust has worked.  Recently, some congregations have decided to sell their buildings, with the guidance of their pastor. They came to understand the building as separate from the congregation and church.  Part of ‘viability’ should include definitions of stronger and weaker congregations.  The SPAC report focused on building and assets rather than the church congregations within it. 
There was further discussion of viability and what constitutes a church.  It was noted that the top-down, approach of the Presbytery can create some issues.  Rev. Blackmon related that research had been done on what people thought constituted a viable church.  

The question was raised, “who should have the power to make the decision in what the local churches do”, particularly regarding money for missions, closing churches, etc.? The IEP noted that only a congregation can close itself.  Several congregations in NY have merged and done other things to maintain their existence, including all four of the large ‘Avenue Churches’, to adjust to demographics and other changing factors.  

As an example, Rev. Santos’ congregation decided within themselves to close, starting their discussion in a different area and working through options to their decision.  

Perhaps the Presbytery should work to revitalize congregants’ faiths and bring people together in new groups.  It does not have a mechanism for open discussion and dialog about ideas, differences and grievances.  Will we enable this kind of communication?  
What can NYP do that can foster natural discussion and decisions and partnerships between congregations?  It was also noted that older parishioners tend to want to keep things unchanged and not embrace new people and other differences.  That challenge should be recognized and taken into consideration.  
Healthy congregations start with a common faith and shared commitment/vision for living it out.  Small churches can be missional, devoting more time and resources on people outside the congregation, where larger churches are successful in traditional congregation models.  ‘Viability’ is different from ability to support their structures and facilities.  

We are voluntary in nature, as individuals and then as congregations.  The Presbytery has functioned as if it is less voluntary.  The IEP noted the example of the recent response to the hurricane. He was a source for information and guidance, from which each church decided and took individual actions and decisions that were appropriate for each situation.
The IEP pointed out that nFOG says that the larger ‘mid-councils’ exist to serve the main group and ‘missional-units’ - the congregations. ‘Allow’, ‘control’ and other such verbs are not part of nFOG.  The old FOG did have levels of control in the Committee on Ministry.  In nFOG, there is no Committee on Ministry.  The IEP pointed out that the NY Presbytery may need to become more supportive, rather than being controlling of individual congregations’ lives. 
There was consensus that each document recommends the reduction and elimination of aspects of Presbytery that limit or imposes to free function of individual congregations.  It’s best designed for institutional and facilities expertise in support for the congregations.  
Document 1 (the Proposal) does not speak to the Presbytery as a ‘fellowship’.  It was offered that “local churches could benefit from meeting together in smaller groups and then, if needed, ask Presbytery for help and assistance”, much like the Presbyteries now meet separately but leverage each other through the guidance of the Synod.
It was noted by Rev. Blackmon and Rev. Wilson Bridges that the Presbytery functions as the church congregation for ordained Teaching Elders, particularly those not directly engaged within a specific congregation. It was suggested the Presbytery could meet at a separate time as their church for worship among the Teaching Elders, and a different time administratively as the Ruling Elders.  Likewise, there may be a similar benefit from recommendation in the Proposal document that all ordained ministers become attached to a specific congregation and make them part of that church’s life.  The IEP noted that the July meeting was intended along such lines, being primarily for worship, and secondarily for limited administrative functions.  Ruling Elders, who have a church home, often feel the worship service is an additional time burden during their normal work day.  They contribute their time to do the administrative work of the Presbytery.  This involves the additional sacrifice of time for the worship service that is meant primarily to serve the at-large minister members. 
For some people, the Presbytery is their forum to be heard.  However the exercise of their voice overcomes the meeting by consuming large amounts of time.  The meeting time is often used for their own needs.  

The question was further raised, ‘how can the Presbytery be designed to accommodate and deal with the tendency to misuse the limited meeting time available?   Perhaps we could meet in smaller groups, in advance of the Presbytery meeting, to share thoughts, ideas and issues?  Can NYP foster smaller groups of churches that can meet and interact together?
As a recap, the IEP summarized the three elements of Presbytery life that came up in this discussion and should be addressed in this process:

1 – Worship – for the worship-leaders
2 – Nurture #1 - congregations and their identities, (missional, traditional, other) and to facilitate their efforts.
3 – Nurture #2 - need for worship leaders (ruling or teaching) to have direct fellowship, and pastoral care for ministers and others that are not part of a specific congregation.  

In a congregation, this would be a function of the Deacons.  There is no such office of Deacon serving the Presbytery body.  There exist some informal relationships that exist currently but more could be fostered.  This may further enforce the benefit of aligning Teaching Elders with specific congregations.
NEXT TOPICS:

Prepare for Town Hall meetings.

Get a current Book of Order to begin to address the new directions of the nFOG.

Focus upon congregation-centric, rather than NYP-centric, control and authority. How can Presbytery serve the congregations in fulfilling their individual missions?
M/S/A to close the meeting. 

The meeting was closed at 8:40 PM with prayer.
