
Joint Council Meeting Minutes 

November 3, 2015 

 

Attendees:  Hal Schulman (ERT), Deann Alleman (Facilities), Nancy Goodfellow (Green Sanctuary), Pat Ward (Heritage), 

Christy Hickey (Hospitality), Jenny Montgomery (LRE), Lindsay Bates (MAD Fund and Worship), Glenda Peck (WOW), Jean 

Pierce (Social Justice), Scott Talbot Lewis, Katie Phillips, Debbie Leoni, Vohny Moehling, Jan Miller 

 

No representative:  Communications; Personnel; Membership; MOM; Technology; Canvass and Stewardship; Nominating 

 

Meeting began at 7 p.m. with a 10-minute check-in. 

 

There were no comments on previous month’s Board or Council minutes. 

 

Staff and Council Reports 

 

Following are additions or corrections to submitted Team and Staff Reports (no response from Canvass, Communications, 

Fundraising, Green Sanctuary, Membership, Nominating, Personnel, Technology): 

 

Regarding attendance at Sunday services, Lindsay said that October attendance was up slightly over September, with an 

average of 182.  She said that September showed a faster decline than last year at the same time, and that October 

attendance was about the same as last year.  She asked that church leaders make an increased effort to attend services. 

 

Glenda asked whether the Membership Team has acted on the information gathered at its brainstorming session.  Katie 

said that the Team is meeting in next couple of weeks on that topic. 

 

Deann asked whether the fluctuation in RE attendance is normal; Jenny said it is. 

 

Lindsay offered a correction to the Worship Team report, under “Previous Month’s Activities,” October 4:  change “The 7 

Deadlines” to “The 7 Deadlies.”   

 

Jean Pierce added that a press release will go out this week regarding the Friday Flick which will be “Citizen Four,” at 6:30 

on November 20. 

 

 

Presentation of the FY16 Charges 

 

Commenting on the Team Charges (except for Canvass and Stewardship), which he previously emailed to everyone, Hal 

said that the Charges create a baseline view of each ministry team, their purpose, how they operate, etc.  He is looking into 

making the Charges available on the UUSG web site.  Glenda commented that lots of work went into this project, and asked 

if there was a way for each team’s Charge to be displayed when they host social hour.  Jean commented that this 

compilation should not take the place of a personal appearance by the teams to the new UUs – she said that face-to-face 

contact is invaluable when introducing new members to each team’s function. 

 

Katie asked whether the Charges need to go to the Board for approval.  Even though the Board has previously endorsed 

them, the consensus was that the Charges will be finally presented to the Board for approval. 

 

Hal reported that in the day-long session with Lisa Presley, she suggested that each entity in the church has a covenant that 

it operates by.  The congregation has one; the Board, LRE and staff are working on theirs; and so he introduced the concept 

to the Council, for comments and reactions.  He said a covenant goes hand-in-glove with the Charges, and describes how we 

want to work together.  Scott added that Lisa suggested a behavioral, rather than a philosophical, covenant. 

 

In referring to her notes from the Presley meeting, Debbie noted there is a difference between a contract (I do this; you do 

that) and a covenant (binding on everyone; no matter what anyone else does; when broken, how will we behave).  Scott 

suggested some points to be included could be:  feeling of mutual respect, assumption of good faith, treasure relationships, 

be mindful.  Hal said a covenant would be a blueprint to use when times get tough.  To construct a covenant for the Council, 

Lindsay suggested that the process could include quiet time to reflect on what members want, need and can promise. 

 

Jean questioned the need for a Council covenant, as the Council already functions effectively.  Pat suggested that a covenant 

could be a disincentive for new people (you have a set of rules before you even begin).  Lindsay said having a behavioral 



covenant could’ve been helpful in the past when sticky situations come up.  Debbie suggested a brainstorming session at a 

future meeting. 

 

 

Finalizing Definition of a “Ministry Team” 

 

Katie raised the issue of defining “Team” by using the word “team.”  After some discussion, it was agreed that the definition 

would read: 

 

“An officially Board sanctioned group of UUSG members/friends who provide time and talent on specific topics in alignment 

with UUSG’s mission and purpose.  Each Ministry Team has a respective ‘charge’ from the Board of Directors defining its 

particular mission, goals and objectives.” 

 

Deann raised the issue of whether the core team members (who make decisions for the team) ought to be official voting 

members of the congregation, at least for those teams that make decisions about UUSG property, finances and major 

programs.   Do we want people who are not official members making major decisions for the congregation?  It was noted 

that at one time there was a policy that defined this criteria. Lindsay suggested that the Board should define the structure 

and decision-making process and asked Katie to try to find any past policies about this issue. 

 

 

Relationship and Collaboration of the Ministry Teams with Congregational Goals 

 

Debbie asked whether each team has specific goals.  Some team leaders felt that there was no need for crafting specific 

goals, others said that stated goals are an important component to their team’s function.  Regarding the “Goals” section on 

“Team Reports,” some said that when completing the form, they look at what the team has done that month, and find a goal 

that it supports (the Board goals don’t drive the team’s actions); others said that they use the Board goals to guide what 

they do.  Scott commented that many of his personal goals are parallel with the Board goals, but after absorbing the Board 

goals, he may accomplish the goals differently.  The consensus was that teams are different, and each does not need a 

stated list of goals – as long as teams are directly or indirectly supporting the congregational goals. 

 

Hal commented that even though teams’ internal goals do not need to be published, there might be gaps or dominance of 

support in certain areas; he would like to see a mapping of how it’s working, and will take on that project. 

 

Pat asked if the “Goals” section could be removed from the Team Reports.  Hal suggested not removing it, but leave it to 

each team as to how they complete that section.  Jean commented that it helps her to have a cumulative record of her 

team’s progress.  Katie suggested that the “Goals” section be retained, with “as applicable” being added. 

 

 

Leadership Retreat 

 

Hal said that the Janaury 30th Leadership Retreat needs to be rescheduled, due to a conflict.  Debbie asked if Team Leaders 

felt the need for such a retreat.  The consensus was that it is an invaluable opportunity for the Board and Team Leaders to 

collaborate.  Since there is not an available Saturday in January, the suggestion was made to use the time typically slated for 

Council and Board meetings (January 5 and 12) as the retreat.  Members were asked to email Deb or Hal with other 

suggestions. 

 

 

Other Business 

 

Pat raised a concern that now that the Pioneer has gone digital, how will it be preserved for the future.  Lindsay suggested 

that Tony Gibbons may have some suggestions, and that it is a topic that needs to be researched. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 8:35 p.m. 

 

The next meeting is Tuesday, December 8, at 7:00 p.m. 


