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concurrence. Please vote now. [Yes,
845; No, 23; Abstain, 3]

MERRICK: Thank you bishop that
concludes our work for this visit,
Thank you. 

BISHOP KAMMERER: Alright you
have sustained the committee’s recom-
mendation. Now friends let’s just hold
in place for a few minutes. The good
news is you will not consider any more
petitions this evening. Our brains are
tired, so are our bodies; however, I do
want to call on Committee on Calendar
and Agenda, we’ll hear from them.
Committee on Presiding Officers, we
will turn to our conference secretary for
announcements. And following that,
we will be led in a dismissal prayer by
Bishop Woodie White. Calendar and
Agenda, when Mary Alice gets up here.
Thank you. 

Let me express my deep appreciation
to my two colleagues who have sat
with me and been so helpful this
evening and to all of you for your won-
derful patience and help as we’ve
moved through the calendar items. 

(applause)

MASSEY (Florida): And to you,
Bishop. It’s been a long day, and tomor-
row we’re going to take a vacation—I
wish! Tomorrow we will start with our
usual worship service, and then we will
continue on with the financial items that
we have left. I believe there are just two
or three left to go, and we hope to have
that done in time for the GCFA to meet
and get their work done. In the after-
noon, we will take other conference
business. We have many, many petitions
to move through, and so our day will also
be very busy tomorrow. I will see you in
the morning. 

BISHOP KAMMERER: Alright,
thank you. And Committee on
Presiding Officers…

EXTRUM-FERNANDEZ: Good
evening. Presiding tomorrow morning
from the Arkansas Area, Bishop Janice
Huie; in the afternoon session from the
Iowa Area, Bishop Gregory Palmer;
and finally in the evening from the
New York Area, Bishop Ernest Lyght.

BISHOP KAMMERER: Thank you
very much. Announcements please.

CAROLYN M. MARSHALL: Just
one. There will not be a 7:00 A.M.
GCFA meeting. Instead, it will be held
immediately following the morning
session. And this has become kind of a
lost and found up here. I do have a case
for a Palm Pilot™ if someone wants it,
needs it, belongs to it—whatever.

BISHOP KAMMERER: You might
have to identify that first. Alright.

Thursday Morning,
May 6, 2004

(morning worship)

BISHOP JANICE RIGGLE HUIE
(Arkansas Area): Thank you, Bishop
Fannin, and thank you choir. Now, dear
friends, we’re called to order. And as
you know in your hearts from our pre-
vious times together, we have a great
deal to do. One of the hymns that I
learned growing up that my father used
to sing at home sometimes was called,
“Work, for the Night Is Coming.” We
might paraphrase that here to say some-
thing like “Work, for the End of
General Conference Is Coming.” And
to that end, let me call on the
Calendar—Committee on Agenda and
Calendar to help us get a sense of what
our day is like today. 

MARY ALICE MASSEY (Florida):
Council of Bishops and delegates, after
a good night’s sleep, we will move on
to our order of business this morning.
We will continue our work on the mat-
ters that have financial implications,
and we hope to complete those this
morning. In the afternoon, we will have
the multicultural petition, and then we
will move to the pension plan. And
after that, we will take up all the items,
all the petitions, that have minority
reports. Should we get through all of
that, we will go to the committee
reports.  

At some point today you will be
asked to—we will have an offering for
the marshals and the pages, and that
will be announced a little bit later.  

To expedite business, we have
placed the pension plan first in the
afternoon because it… and then, right
after, the financial matters—should we
get to the financial matters—all this
morning. Also to expedite business and
to clear up, perhaps, a misunderstand-
ing, I move—I make this following
motion: that those petitions, which had
ten or fewer dissenting votes but were
removed from the consent calendar, be
returned to the consent calendar. This
comes as a recommendation from the
committee and needs no second.  

BISHOP HUIE: Is there discussion?
Are you ready to vote? You’ve heard
the recommendation from the Calendar
and Agenda Committee. Are you ready
to vote? Please vote now. [Yes, 703; No,
95; Abstain, 2]

Alright, thank you. You have sus-
tained the committee on this item,
regarding the consent calendar.

MASSEY: We’ll move on to the con-
sent calendar now, Bishop.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
L. FITZGERALD REIST: If I may

have your indulgence for just a
moment. We met this morning—we
finished meeting at about 8:30—and
my pages are not yet all in order. Could
we go to the—where we are in terms of
process and if the… there we go. 

You see the petition completion
chart? You notice we got a lot of white,
but we still have a lot of green. Next
slide, please. Ten minority reports out-
standing; 42 finance-related items,
which we must get completed in order
for GCFA to deal with them; 21 items
without two-thirds support in legisla-
tive committee; 5 recommended consti-
tutional amendments. Next slide,
please. Twenty-five removed by dele-
gates from consent calendars. We’re
putting them back; and I will not have
that complete list to present to you, but
I will ask you to look at that as you go
through the process. 73 items not qual-
ified for the consent calendar. What do
we have left? 176 calendar items to
deal with between today and tomorrow. 

Because of the action we have just



2180 Thursday Morning Proceedings Saturday, May 8, 2004

taken, Consent Calendar A06, on p.
1915, p. 1915, of your DCA. Calendar
A06 is before you. I know of no cor-
rections to that calendar.

MASSEY: I move approval of
Consent Calendar A06.  

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, is there dis-
cussion? I see a card. The sister who’s
standing, please, to mic 7, I believe.  

PEGGY I. SEWELL (Rocky
Mountain): I would rise—Peggy
Sewell, Rocky Mountain Conference,
and I also serve on GCFA. And I would
rise to a point of order on this Consent
Calendar A91, p. 2016; Paragraph
1098. This…

BISHOP HUIE: I’m sorry, we’re not
on that consent. We’re on p. 1915,
Consent Calendar A06. That’s the item
we’re on. If you want to raise a ques-
tion about another one; if you would
just hold that, let’s try to deal with the
item in front of us.

SEWELL: OK, I’m sorry.
BISHOP HUIE: Thank you. What

page, Gere? Alright, so this item, this
Calendar Item A06, Consent Calendar
A06, on p. 1915 is what’s before us. Is
there discussion? If you are ready to
vote, please vote now. [Yes, 823; No,
19; Abstain, 5]

Thank you. You have approved this
consent calendar. The items… 

REIST: Page 1917 of Consent
Calendar is Consent Calendar B06.
Page 1917, Consent Calendar B06. I
know of no corrections to this calendar.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, it is proper-
ly before you. 

MASSEY: I’m sorry…
BISHOP HUIE: I’m sorry, it’s not

properly before you. Thank you, Mary
Alice. 

MASSEY: I move the approval of
Consent Calendar B06. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Now it’s
before you. Is there discussion? If you
are ready to vote, please vote now.
[Yes, 842; No, 9; Abstain, 2]

Thank you. This consent calendar is
approved. 

REIST: On p. 1918, p. 1918;
Consent Calendar C06, Consent
Calendar C06. Please note the follow-
ing correction: Calendar Item 1505,
Calendar Item 1505, has been with-
drawn by the Commission on Central
Conference Affairs. Calendar Item
1505 has been withdrawn by the
Commission on Central Conference
Affairs. 

MASSEY: I move the approval of
Calendar C0… Consent Calendar C06
with the exception of 1505, which has
been withdrawn.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. This
Consent Calendar is before you as it
has been amended with the single item
withdrawn. Is there discussion?
Alright, if you would approve this con-
sent calendar, well, please… if you are
ready to vote, please vote now. [Yes,
814; No, 35; Abstain, 3]

Thank you. It is so approved. 
REIST: If you would turn in your

D… today’s DCA to p. 2012, 2012, I
draw to your attention a proposed reso-
lution that has been presented to the
Committee on Agenda and Calendar. If
you turn to p. 2014, 2014, you will see
printed there the items from Calendar
Items 1307, 1307, and 1308, 1308, that
we agreed last night to have printed for
your consideration today. On p. 2015
there is a resolution that is necessary
for the implementation of the work that
we were dealing with. That resolution
is presented to you for your informa-
tion today. May I suggest... that I know
there is a concern related to Consent
Calendar A91 that appears on p. 2016,
p. 2016.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright.
REIST: While we have no action to

take on that, I do know there is a con-
cern; and I draw that to your attention.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright.
MASSEY: This completes our

report, Bishop.
BISHOP HUIE: Alright. This com-

pletes the report of the Agenda and
Calendar Committee. Now, I would be
glad to call again on the sister who’s
tried to come to the microphone a
while ago, mic. No. 7.

SEWELL: Thank you. This is—I am
Peggy Sewell, Rocky Mountain
Conference. I chair Episcopal Services
of the GCFA, and I would rise to a
point of order on Consent Calendar
A91, p. 2016; No. 1098. This was pub-
lished on p. 29 of the DCA as having no
financial implications, and it should
have had a financial implication; so it
needs to be pulled. If I could have a
second on that, I will speak to it.

BISHOP HUIE: It is really a point of
order that you ask, but if you want to
make a motion on this, I think the
motion is in order…

SEWELL: OK.
BISHOP HUIE: …to pull this partic-

ular item from this consent calendar.
SEWELL: OK. I would so move,

then.
BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Could you

give me the calendar item once more so
that the body and I can be clear?

SEWELL: OK. It is Consent
Calendar A91; p. 2016; Calendar Item
1098.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Alright.
And her motion is to withdraw this
item from the consent calendar. It was
properly seconded. It’s up to the body.
Do we need to discuss this? I think you
are ready to vote. If you would remove
this item from the consent calendar
because it does have a financial impli-
cation, if you are ready to vote, please
vote now. [Yes, 759; No, 98; Abstain,
11]

Alright, thank you very much. It is
removed from the consent calendar. 

Special Instructions

Now. Let me… let me say a little, a
brief word, about how we are going to
proceed this morning. Ordinarily, in
order to be fair, the presiding officer
allows each person who’s raising a card
an opportunity to speak and be satis-
fied. And your presiding officers have
been wonderfully generous with all of
us during these last few days. However,
we are in a special situation—you like
that language—special situation at this
time, particularly with the items that
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have financial implications, because in
order for GCF&A to meet and then to
have the items printed and distributed
to you in advance so you can care for
them, we do need to finish these items
with financial implications this morn-
ing. 

Now, I think we can do this. There
are two things. One item I would
request, I would make of you, and one
I will share with you. I would ask of
you that if it’s important to ask a ques-
tion—I don’t want to cut that off—or to
have debate, then certainly we want to
do what is appropriate. However,
beyond that, I would hope that you
would exercise some self-discipline so
that we—there is still a lot of these
items, as you know, in front of you.
What I will do is that I, as the chair…
the presiding officer is not required to
see every card. I’m going to try to do
the best I can to get speeches for and
against; but I am going to try to move
as expeditiously as we can on behalf of
being able to complete the whole of our
financial implications agenda.

(applause)

Alright, thank you. I’ll take that as a
yes and a yes. Let’s move now to
Conferences, and Bill Barney will
offer. He has three items.

Episcopacy Study

BILL BARNEY (Troy): Thank you,
Bishop. Bill Barney, Troy Conference,
chair of Conferences. We have three
items. We’re going to get you off to a
nice gentle start this morning. We’re
going to talk about our bishops. And
I’m so happy we didn’t have to do this
last night! 

Our first item is DCA p. 1745, 1745;
Calendar Item 1012; Petition 41219;
and it comes from the item on Advance
DCA p. 335. This is now entitled, “A
Study…” it has the… “Study of the
Episcopacy.” I’m please to have with
us this morning Becky Haase from Cal-
Pac Conference, who led us through
this process of developing and substi-
tuting this petition. I am going to ask
her to do the presentation for us on it,
Bishop.

BECKY HAASE (California-
Pacific): Thank you, Bishop, members
of the conference. As Bill has said, we
are dealing with Item 1012 on p. 1745.
He referred you to the original petition,
but, in fact, everything we are dealing
with is on p. 1745. The other page ref-
erence is simply if you want to look at
the original petition. Our committee
was asked to deal with several issues
relating to the episcopacy, both in terms
of boundaries of the jurisdictions, as in
this particular petition as it was origi-
nally stated; but, also, the numbers of
bishops in our jurisdictions. I do want
to make clear that this substitution is
not dealing with the number of bishops.
That will be dealt with in another peti-
tion. But this is substitution for a peti-
tion that originally asked for us to study
jurisdictional boundaries. 

As we went through our discussion
in our committee we did feel, however,
that we need to do much more in terms
of studying the episcopacy rather than
just deal with numbers and boundaries.
And so this substitute petition devel-
oped out of our discussions. And there
was strong collaboration among our
committee members, indicated by our
final vote of 71 to 2, coming out of the
committee. During our discussion, we
did learn also that, in fact, the Council
of Bishops have also been discussing
this and have themselves expressed a
need for study. 

To clarify the fact that this is really a
broader study that we are looking at, I
want to just refer you in the third col-
umn of p. 1745 to these words: “The
scope of the task force will include, but
not be limited to, the theological and
missional nature of episcopal leader-
ship; General Church responsibilities
of bishops; deployment of bishops,
including the use of retired bishops;
workload of episcopal offices; unique
needs throughout the church; Jurisdic-
tional and Central Conference bound-
aries; compensation of bishops,
including pensions; the determination
process for the number of bishops; and
the rising demand on the Episcopal
Fund, including the cost of operating
episcopal offices.”

We feel this is a real need in our
church at this time. There was a strong
sense of cooperation as we developed
the guidelines for this study, and we
urge your support. I do want to refer to
p. 1936, which, as of yesterday at least,
was the most recent report from the
GCFA indicating the items, which were
included in the budget and which were
not yet included. And, working with the
GCFA, they do estimate that this will
increase our Episcopal Fund by
$174,000 to cover meeting expenses,
although we are trying to spread this
cost by asking that all of those agencies
represented in the study membership to
cover travel expenses for their repre-
sentatives. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. You’ve
heard the recommendation of the com-
mittee. This is properly before you. The
rules call for two speeches for, two
speeches against. Is there anyone who
wishes to speak? The brother who is
holding the card right there, right in the
front? Mic 1.

BRIAN K. JARMAN (South
Indiana): Brian Jarman, South Indiana.
If it’s in order, I would move to amend
by insertion.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. It’s in order.

Episcopal Term Limits

JARMAN: I would move to amend
by inserting “determine the possibility
of benefits and issues associated with
implementing episcopal term limits.”

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, would you
read that once more, please?

JARMAN: Sure. Amend by inser-
tion. “determine…

BISHOP HUIE: And tell me where it
gets inserted.

JARMAN: This would be inserted
into the list of items that would be
under the taskforce responsibilities. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright.
JARMAN: “Determine possible ben-

efits and issues associated with the pos-
sible implementation of episcopal term
limits.”

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, is there a
second? This is an amendment by
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insertion. Is there a second? Alright, I
hear a second. You may speak to it, sir.

JARMAN: Thank you. While evalu-
ating the possibility of our shrinking
financial basis, I think it’s important to
look at giving term limits towards bish-
ops and the episcopal group from the
standpoint that currently in the central
conferences we have term limits.
Historically, the EUB had term limits
on their bishops. The health of our
bishops, I think, it would be helped by
giving them some break after many
years of service. I think it would add to
the possibility of making stronger
churches by bringing new youth and a
fresh perspective to the leadership of
the church from the role and perspec-
tive of the bishop. Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
That’s a speech now, one speech in
favor of the amendment. I need a
speech opposed to the amendment. I
don’t see any cards. I’m thinking that
means—oh, I do see a card. Yes, sir.
Right over here, the brother, I believe,
mic 3—no, maybe 4 is your closest
microphone.

SAMUEL PURUSHOTHAM (New
England): Bishop, this is Sam
Purushotham from the New England
Conference. It is my understanding that
if you cut short the period of a bishop,
there’ll be more bishops getting into
the list of those who will be retired, and
therefore, more expenses. So if—

BISHOP HUIE: All—
PURUSHOTHAM: …the argument

is to reduce costs, that’s not going to
help.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you,
that’s a speech against the amendment.
Are you ready to vote? I think you are.
Please vote now. [Yes, 514; No, 374;
Abstain, 12]  

Alright, the amendment does—is—
sustained, and so it will be added into
the list of the items that are in this task
force and under the list of things they
will consider. 

Now are you ready to vote on the
entire petition? I see—I’m sorry, I see a
hand. You do have the possibility for

speeches for or against, so let me rec-
ognize the brother right by mic 1.

MELVIN R. BOWDAN JR.
(Kentucky): Mel Bowdan, Kentucky
Conference. Bishop, I have a question
for the presenter. I think either she mis-
spoke or there needs to be a correction
in our DCA. Where you read, where
you have, “rising demand on Episcopal
Fund, including the cost of operating
episcopal areas,” you said “offices.” I
assume you mean “areas.” That’s
what’s printed. 

HAASE: Bishop, I would actually
refer to the original language on the
document that we turned in. It was my
recollection, “offices,” and I guess
that’s why I read it that way. I see here
it is printed “areas”; and I think the
implications are very similar, but I
would have to refer to the original doc-
umentation to be sure.

BOWDAN: Could we get a reading
on that, Bishop, because I think there
are—for clarity’s sake, there could be
some confusion between “offices” and
“areas.”

BISHOP HUIE: Let me try this. Is
there someone who can speak to this?
Let me try this and to see if—no, we’ve
got someone who can speak to it. That
would be better. Do we have anybody
here, no? Does not the expense of the
“areas” include “offices”?

HAASE: Right.
BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Is that satis-

factory? Alright, it appears to be satis-
factory. Now, I believe the body’s
ready to vote. If you are ready to vote
on the entire petition as it has been
amended, please vote now. [Yes, 817;
No, 79; Abstain, 3]  

Thank you. This petition has been
approved as amended.  

Number of Bishops

BARNEY: Bishop, our next item is
found on p. 1635, having to do with
provisions for determining the number
of bishops. Page 1635; Calendar Item
444, 444; Petition No. 40939; Advance
DCA 315. And Hal Brady from South
Georgia was the chair, the vice chair of

this committee. He’s going to present
for the committee, and there is a minor-
ity report presented by Ron Bretsch of
North Central New York.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you. 
HAL N. BRADY III (South

Georgia): My name’s Hal Brady, South
Georgia Conference. I’m reporting for
the majority opinion. This petition,
found on pp. 315 and 316, seeks to
replace Paragraph 405 in the 2000
Book of Discipline. As you can imag-
ine, this petition resulted in much dis-
cussion and concern. There was great
appreciation expressed for our bishops.
There was much sensitivity to the seri-
ous financial condition of our church,
especially the Episcopal Fund. Another
concern expressed was equal reduction
of bishops in terms of membership
growth and financial stewardship in the
jurisdictions. And still another concern
was how to govern large geographic
areas effectively, etc. 

But after much discussion and con-
cern, our committee voted concur-
rence, while adding the following two
amendments. First, we amended 405.6
by adding the following sentence at the
end: “The number of bishops shall not
be reduced in two consecutive qua-
drennia in any jurisdiction.” I’d like to
repeat that: “The number of bishops
shall not be reduced in two consecutive
quadrennia in any jurisdiction.” The
rationale: One of our jurisdictions was
led to believe that if their numbers
were down in 2004—this is out of 2000
legislation—they would lose one bish-
op, and they would have four years to
work it out, starting with 2004. Then,
when this current petition was offered,
the concern was that the same jurisdic-
tion might lose two bishops. 

And then, second, we amended
Paragraph 405.9 by changing the year
2004 to 2008 for this legislation to take
effect. Rationale: It was the commit-
tee’s feeling that three months simply
is not enough time to make the adjust-
ment in the jurisdictions. Jurisdictional
boundaries will probably need to be
studied and possibly changed. We have
the annual and jurisdictional confer-
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ences ahead, etc. Again the committee
recommends concurrence as amended. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
Now we’ll hear the minority report. 

RONALD BRETSCH (North
Central New York): Thank you,
Bishop. The minority report is found on
p.1636, at the very top of the left col-
umn, and is only the second paragraph;
it is in bold. This minority report
addresses the Western Jurisdiction in
matters of mission, fairness or equity,
and geography. 

First, mission: Of the five U.S. juris-
dictions, only the West increased its
percentage of apportionments paid in
the year ending 2003. The West is small
in membership, much smaller that any
of the other four jurisdictions. But, let
us celebrate the west’s financial sup-
port of the church’s mission; and at
the same time, let us aid in increasing
its membership. Its faithfulness in
financial giving can be expanded by
increases in membership and other
fields of discipleship. To do so requires
episcopal leadership. 

Second, fairness or equity: To reduce
by one the number of bishops in each
jurisdiction is unfair or inequitous as it
affects the West. Reducing six bishops
by one is a far greater consequence
than is reducing 10, 11, or 13 by 1. It
would be as if the Southeast, Northeast,
South Central, and North Central were
each to lose two bishops each. For the
Northeast, Southeast, North Central
and South Central, the loss of one bish-
op will be of consequence. For the West
to lose one of their six bishops would
border on hopelessness for the design
and delivery of ministry. 

Third, geography: The land size of
the West, about 1.6 million square
miles, is four times that of the
Southeast, eight times that of the
Northeast. That enormous size makes
travel in the West a matter of conse-
quence for its bishops, its clergy, and its
laity. Even with the greater use of tech-
nology, it is necessary for some meet-
ings within an area and for some
jurisdictional meetings, to be face to
face. Do travel in the West. Appreciate

the vastness of its distances. My friends
in Christ, the West is part of our body;
it is part of our connection. The reduc-
tion of bishops in the West will not, as
I have heard, quote “motivate the West
to do better” unquote. Penalizing does
not contribute to growth. Rather let us
empower the West for the expansion of
God’s reign in the fulfillment of our
shared calling in Christ.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
You have heard the minority report.
Now we come back to the majority
report and ask if there’s any need for
amendments. This would be perfecting
the majority report. Is there any need
here? I… I do see a card. I’ll take this
brother right here in front. If you’ll
come to mic 2, I guess. Or mic 1, go
right ahead, where you’re going, you’re
in the middle. 

Perfecting Majority Report

JAMES E. GENTRY (South
Indiana): Jim Gentry, South Indiana. I
have an amendment I’d like to offer.
This is in regard to the number of bish-
ops in a jurisdiction and the language
around that. On p. 1635, Calendar Item
444, Petition No. 40939. I propose an
editorial change for clarification to the
additional sentence previously amend-
ed by the legislative committee on
Conferences to Paragraph 405.6. I
move the insertion of the word “single”
before the word “jurisdiction” to make
it clear that this refers to reductions in
the same jurisdiction. The sentence
would then read “The number of bish-
ops shall not be reduced in two consec-
utive quadrennia in any single
jurisdiction.”

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, that’s in
order. Is there a second? Alright, I hear
a second. Do we need to have speeches
for or against this amendment? We’ve
heard one for—by the maker of the
motion. Alright, does someone wish to
speak against it? Let me go to the back.
I’m trying to recognize people in the
back. Yes, the brother way in the back.
I think mic 8 is your best mic. Yes.

CHARLES S. G. BOAYUE (Detroit):
Bishop, Charles Boayue, Detroit

Conference. I’d like to offer an amend-
ment to the amendment, which would
add at the end of the amendment “or
central conference.” I believe if I can
get a second, I’ll speak to it.

BISHOP HUIE: “Or central confer-
ence” is that, is that what you’re
adding? 

BOAYUE: That’s correct, Bishop.
BISHOP HUIE: Alright, is there a

second? Alright, it’s seconded. Please
speak to this. We’re on the amendment
to the amendment.

BOAYUE: Bishop, this paragraph in
the Discipline addresses jurisdictions
and central conferences. And to amend
it in such a way without including the
central conference could imply a differ-
ent standard, which will not be desir-
able. Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Now
you’ve heard the speech for. Is there a
speech against?

BRADY: Bishop, Bishop.
BISHOP HUIE: Oh, yes sir, Dr.

Brady.
BRADY: We can accept both of

those amendments.
BISHOP HUIE: Alright. The com-

mittee is saying that it could accept
that. Now these belong to the house.
So, I must allow you to vote on them.
But we don’t have to have a lot of
speeches since the committee’s willing
to accept. I do see this card. I’ll take
this speech right here, and then I’m
going to see of the body’s ready to vote.

ALAN D. GROSECLOSE (Holston):
Alan Groseclose, Holston. I have an
inquiry, which would be like a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright.
GROSECLOSE: It seems to me that

this provision here tends, or seems to,
bind the next General Conference. And
as I understand it, a legislative body
may not bind the next legislative body
to do as it wishes.

BISHOP HUIE: This simply
would—this is a point of… It simply
goes to the Discipline and the next
General Conference could make the
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decisions that it chose. Alright, now I
think the body’s ready to vote. What
we’re voting on is the amendment to
the amendment. And that’s to add at the
close of the sentence “or Central
Conferences.” If you’re ready to vote,
please vote now. [Yes, 837; No, 81;
Abstain, 7] Thank you. You have
accepted the amendment to the amend-
ment.  

Now the amendment is in front of
you, which is to insert the word in
between “any” and “jurisdiction” to
insert the word “single.” I think you’re
ready to vote. Please vote now. [Yes,
849; No, 47; Abstain, 8] Alright,
you’ve approved this amendment. 

Are there any other? The majority
report is before us if there’s need for
any other amendment. That’s, we’re
perfecting the majority report. Let me
go way to the back here. Yes, this gen-
tle… this brother coming up. Sorry,
right there, the one walking forward. 

Change Date of Effect?

D. GIB WALTON (Texas): Bishop,
excuse me, Gib Walton, Texas
Conference. I would move a further
amendment to the majority report. I
would move to delete “2008” and re-
insert “2004.” If I have a second, I’ll
speak to it briefly.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, there’s a
second. We’ll ask the brother to make,
this will be the first speech in favor of
the amendment.

WALTON: I believe that this church
can, can accomplish this if it sets its
mind to doing it. It’s only April—it
seems like we’ve been here a lot longer
than that—but we’ve gotten to….
what?

It’s May, I guess. It is May! That
shows how long I’ve been here. It is
May; it was April when I got here. But
much, much more important than that,
this is a $5 million issue as I understand
it. There are others that served on the
Conference Legislative Committee, I
did not, who can speak to that more
directly. There are others on GCF&A
who can speak to that more directly.
But I think this is something that the

body believes needs to be done, and I
think this is a savings of $5 million that
it would be foolish for us to leave here
and not accomplish. Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you,
that’s a speech in favor of the amend-
ment to change ‘08 to ‘04. Does some-
one wish to speak against the
amendment? Let me, let me try right
over, oh, let me go to my far right. I
don’t think I’ve called on—and how
about the sister in the—thank you.
Now what we need here is a speech
against the amendment. Is that the
speech you’re making?

RUTH DAUGHERTY (Eastern
Pennsylvania): That’s correct.

BISHOP HUIE: Thank you.
DAUGHERTY: Ruth Daugherty,

Eastern Pennsylvania Conference.
Bishop, I would speak against this and,
and remind us that we have voted just
recently to have a study. And it seems
to me we have to have a lot of informa-
tion before us before making a move
like this that has drastic implications.
When we talk about bishops, we’re
talking about very significant leader-
ship in our whole church, and to do this
based on the savings for the present
time, does not help us with the future
problems that we’re going to have with
finances. I urge us not to do something
on a temporary basis, but to look at the
long range and the problems that we
really have. Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE: Thank you, that’s a
speech against. Now we can have one
more speech for if you so desire. Yes,
the brother right there in the middle,
thank you. Mic 3.

WILLIAM H. SADLER (Alabama-
West Florida): Herb Sadler, Alabama-
West Florida, clergy. I served on the
Conferences Legislative Committee
and on the subcommittee that dealt
with this petition. We had representa-
tives from GCFA, from Episcopal
Services of GCFA. They shared with us
information that helped us understand
the crisis. The Episcopal Fund is in cri-
sis. Money will have to be borrowed as
early as 2005 to keep this fund afloat.
We need to make these reductions now.

The Episcopal Fund, currently, will
be asking for a 27 percent increase. I
remind you, zero increase for Africa
University, zero increase for Black
Colleges, zero increase for Ministerial
Education Fund. The crisis is now; the
time to make the change is now.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
That’s the second speech in favor of the
amendment. I can take one speech
opposed to the amendment. Let me turn
right here to, yes, sister right here. Yes,
please. Mic 1.

BEVERLY L. WILKES (Illinois
Great Rivers): Beverly Wilkes, Illinois
Great Rivers Conference. I rise in
opposition to the amendment. As
United Methodists, I think we have a
tradition of not putting money before
missions. We heard a wonderful ser-
mon by Bishop Blake on giving ‘til it
heals. GCFA has done a wonderful job
at telling us what we lack, but I don’t
recall GCF&A sharing with us the need
for stewardship. We as United
Methodists are some of the richest
Christians in the world. We drive
BMWs, we drive Mercedes, we drive
what we want to drive and live—most
of us—where we choose, specifically
speaking in the U.S. context. That’s
different as a global church. 

We have at this time a need to make
changes; but, as my grandmother used
to say, “haste makes waste.” This is a
very serious situation that we’re in; but
we didn’t get in this mess overnight;
and we’re not gonna get out of it in
2004. I believe whatever the transition
is, as the will and discernment of God
leads this body, will take us more than
two or three months to make it happen.
So I’m against this amendment. I’m
against this church thinking in terms of
scarcity rather than abundance. I’m
against us putting our money before
our mission. I’m against us forgetting
that as when we put our minds and
hearts together—

BISHOP HUIE: You need to sum up.
WILKES: —we can do more than

we can do by ourselves. So I would ask
this body to vote this amendment down
and allow our United Methodist leaders
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to do what is necessary over the next
few years. Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE: Thank you. That
concludes the debate on the amend-
ments. I think the—on the amend-
ment—I believe the body is ready to
vote. The amendment is to change ‘08
to ‘04. Let me call on the chair.

BARNEY: Let me just make three
quick comments. Number 1, we’ve just
approved a serious study of the
Episcopacy. It seems like we ought to
take time to study it. Number 2, we’re
not talking about new money. The
money’s already in the budget. And
Number 3, it’s still a question of fairness,
giving jurisdictions the opportunity to
study and make boundary decisions in
other matters. Thank you very much.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you. I
believe you’re—the—if you’re ready
to vote on the amendment, please vote
now. [Yes, 354; No, 561; Abstain, 8]

Alright. You have defeated the
amendment. 

BISHOP HUIE: What is before you
is the petition, the Calendar Item 444,
the majority report as it has been previ-
ously amended. I see more cards for
amendment, and so I’ll go to the sister
standing back there waving very vigor-
ously. 

Make Effective January 1

MONA MAE WAYMIRE (Okla-
homa): Bishop, Mona Waymire from
the Oklahoma Conference. And I move
to amend on p. 1635; Calendar Item
444, petition and so forth, as we have
been directed to previously. I move to
amend by substitution of Paragraph
405.9 with a new sentence. The sen-
tence will read, “This legislation shall
take effect beginning January 1, 2005.”
And if I have a second, I’ll speak to it.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, I heard a
second. Alright. And it’s to amend by
adding a sentence to—repeat that once
more so that I’m clear. January 1,
2005?

WAYMIRE: Correct. “This legisla-
tion shall take effect beginning January
1, 2005.” And the rationale for this is

that it would place the effective date for
the implementation to begin in the qua-
drennium that would be affected by the
change in the number of bishops.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Thank you
very much. Is there—and you’ve heard
the speech in favor of the amendment.
Is there a speech opposed to the amend-
ment? Alright. Is there someone—is
there one—someone who wishes to
speak opposed to this amendment? I
only see—I see this one card right here.
Yes sir? The brother right in front by
mic 1. And then I’m gonna try to see if
the body’s ready to vote.

KEVIN GOODWIN (Peninsula-
Delaware): Kevin Goodwin, Peninsula-
Delaware Conference. I do speak
opposed to this, because if my under-
standing of the amendment is correct,
when we meet in July at our jurisdic-
tional conferences, we will be able to
elect the bishop. And then come
January 1, we get to say, “Adiós” to a
bishop, meaning he served a total of
only four months, because if it’s not put
into effect until January, I would
assume the jurisdictional conferences
would still be required to elect them. So
in—that would be massive confusion,
massive costs, and total insanity. So I
speak against the amendment.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Thank you
very much. Now we’ve had one speech
in favor of the amendment, one speech
opposed. Let me go way to the back.
Mic 7, yes, the sister in the red dress.

ANNA GAIL WORKMAN (North
Carolina): Thank you, Bishop, for
looking beyond the lights to see us
back here in the rear. Anna Workman of
the North Carolina Conference. I, too,
served on the conference’s legislative
committee. We felt that by enacting
this—or some of us did—now, rather
than waiting ‘til 2008, every jurisdic-
tion will be in the same situation. As it
is currently, every jurisdiction loses a
bishop this time. We did approve the
study committee; but as some of us
have thought and talked about it, know-
ing how we are as human beings, we’re
going to be in this same situation in
2008. We’re going to back at General

Conference saying, “Oh, we were wait-
ing for the study committee to give us a
report. We haven’t done anything to
realign ourselves. We can’t possibly do
that by the end of 2008.”

The statistics show us that every sin-
gle jurisdiction is declining in the
amount of funding they are paying in
their Episcopal Fund apportionment.
Somewhere, we have got to start acting
fiscally responsible. Therefore, I sup-
port this amendment.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Thank you.
We’ve heard two speeches in favor. I
can only take a speech opposed to the
amendment. I see a number of cards.
Let me try the gentleman in the front,
right here. Thank you. Mic 3. Then this
will close our time for debate. I’ll turn
to the chair, and then I think you’re
ready to vote. Yes.

DAVID L. RICHARDSON (Califor-
nia-Pacific): David Richardson,
California-Pacific Annual Conference.
I reiterate the issue of the chaos to us
with regard to our Western Jurisdiction.
We have six conferences; and two of
those now, Bishop, serve two different
conferences. There are six bishops who
have eight conferences, and they’re
sharing; and we would have a difficult
time—enormously difficult time—in
the next three months trying to figure
out who else is gonna share in a double
conference. And we’ve already heard
the amount of distance that we have
to cover. It’s just not enough time for
us to be able to manage that at all and
consider ourselves responsible for
mission.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. We’ve
heard two speeches for, two speeches
against. I turn to the chair of the com-
mittee to speak to this amendment.

BARNEY: I still would like to say
the same three things. We’ve approved
this study. I think this study’s serious
and important and should bring a lot of
results. Secondly, it’s not new money
we’re talking about. And third, people
need time. They need time to do this.
Thank you.

BISHOP HUIEf: Alright. Thank you.
I believe the body is ready to vote. If
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you’re ready to vote, this is on the
amendment. Please vote now. [Yes,
342; No, 566; Abstain, 10]

Alright. You have not sustained the
amendment. 

Let me remind the body that we still
have the minority report to perfect, and
I’m thinking that the body is—that this
is acceptable as it has been amended so
far, the majority report. Can I turn to
the minority report now? Alright. Let’s
move to the minority report. Are there
amendments to the minority report?
We’re perfecting the minority report.
Alright. I do see a couple of cards
going up. Let me try right here. Yes, sir.
The brother right in—about the fourth
row, middle, go to mic 1.

Perfecting Minority Report

RANDALL L. ROBINSON (Illinois
Great Rivers): Randy Robinson, Illinois
Great Rivers Conference, clergy. I want
to offer the same amendments that were
offered to the majority report so that if
the minority is adopted, it will carry the
same effect. And that is on the top of p.
1636 in the second bold paragraph. I’d
like to amend it read, “The number of
bishops shall not be reduced in two con-
secutive quadrennia in any single juris-
diction or Central Conference.”

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Is there a
second? Alright, do we need to debate
this? Are you ready to—? Oh, do you
want to speak? Can we just go ahead
and vote on this? Alright. I think you’re
ready to vote. What we have here is an
amendment to make it consistent with
the majority report. You’ve heard the
amendment. I believe you’re ready to
vote on the amendment. Please vote
now. [Yes, 784; No, 97; Abstain, 12]

Alright, this amendment is sus-
tained. Now, are there other amend-
ments that need to be made to the
minority report? Are you ready to…
yes, I see. Right back there. Yes,
please. The brother’s coming forward
to, probably mic 5. 

JIM M. WELCH (Texas): Bishop,
this not an amendment—a question
that relates to the question posed earli-
er by central conferences.

BISHOP HUIE: Would you give us
your name and conference?

WELCH: I’m sorry. Jim Welch,
Texas. Related to central conferences.
In this particular report, it says “55,000
square miles.” How would that affect
episcopal leadership in the central con-
ferences? 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, we turn to
the maker of the minority report, pre-
senter. 

BRETSCH: Bishop, the wording is
“jurisdictions”; thereby, it applies only
to those jurisdictions in the United
States. Otherwise, the wording would
be “central conferences.”

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
Alright, anything else that needs…I
beg your pardon? Yes, sir. Alright, yes,
a point of order. 

DONALD R. AVERY (Louisiana):
Donald Avery, clergy, Louisiana. It just
so happens that I’m seated in—in
Timbuktu. But several persons in this
section, particularly from the break up,
have been trying to get the floor. Would
the two bishops assisting, you know,
who are assisting you kind of help to
survey the house, because we feel
mighty disenfranchised over here.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
I’ll do better and my colleagues will
help me. I’m also trying to move us
forward, too. Alright, let me take the
gentleman right here. And then I’ll
come over to you, sir.

DARREN R. CUSHMAN-WOOD
(South Indiana): Darren Cushman-
Wood from South Indiana. I want to
rise to speak against the minority
report, and you can….

BISHOP HUIE: OK, let’s—let’s see
if there are any other perfections to the
minority report and then—we’re not
ready to speak to it, yet. Let’s perfect it,
then we’ll have speeches for and
against. Let me go to the brother right
there. I think he must have an amend-
ment or a question. 

Realigning Episcopal Areas

MATHEW A. PINSON (North
Georgia): Bishop, Mathew Pinson from

the North Georgia Conference, laity,
and I serve on the Episcopal Services
committee of the General Council on
Finance this past quadrennium. I would
move an amendment on—to the sen-
tence in Paragraph 6, on p. 316 as print-
ed, as printed in the DCA; since the rest
of that report is approved in the minor-
ity report. I would move an amendment
with the sentence that begins, “The
jurisdictional or central conference
committee on Episcopacy…” that sen-
tence there. It’s on p. 316 in the
Advance DCA. My amendment would
read and propose to change…

BISHOP HUIE: Could you give the
line?

PINSON: I’m sorry?
BISHOP HUIE: Could you give us

the column and the line, please?
PINSON: It’s the second column,

excuse me. It’s in the second column.
Its point 6 and the sentence is toward
the bottom of that first paragraph, and
it begins, “The jurisdictional or central
conference committee.” Toward the
end of that paragraph, I would move
that we amend the words “annual con-
ference lines” to read “Episcopal
Areas,” and if I get a second, I’ll speak
to that.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, is there a
second? Alright, you may speak to it. 

PINSON: A change in the number of
bishops would only require the realign-
ment of the boundaries of the
Episcopal areas and would not require
any changes to the existing annual con-
ference lines. And for that reason, I
think that language is necessary, simply
for clarity.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
You’ve heard the amendment to
replace “annual conferences” with
“Episcopal Areas.” Am I correct in stat-
ing the amendment? I think I am.
Alright, if that’s the amendment, it’s
been seconded. Is there discussion? 

Alright, are you ready to vote on the
amendment? I believe you’re ready to
vote. If you’re ready to vote, please
vote now on the amendment. [Yes, 626;
No, 250; Abstain, 24]
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Thank you very much. The amend-
ment is sustained. Now where we are is
the minority report. We’re perfecting it.
Once we perfect it, we can vote on it. I
see the brother in the back. Let me go
to mic 7, and then I’m going to try the
body and see if you’re ready to debate
the substance of these two reports. 

JAY K. BRIM (Southwest Texas):
Thank you, Bishop. Jay Brim,
Southwest Texas—by the way that’s a
lovely suit you’re wearing today,
Bishop. We love you and miss you in
Southwest Texas.

Allowing for Increase
in Central Conferences

I wish to offer an amendment, which
has been agreed to by GCFA and the
Council of Bishops. It’s a perfecting
amendment only; and if it is accepted
by the body, Bishop, I would ask to sus-
pend the rules and add it also to the
majority report. We were not able to get
it to your attention before we moved to
the minority report. It has to do with
central conference missional needs on
p. 1632, Calendar Item 444; and on p.
315 of your Advance DCA. That’s p.
315.

I move expansion of the language to
add a section, to include central confer-
ences. Moving to the top of p. 316, left-
hand column, under No. 3. Right there
at the top. It’s entitled, “Number of
Bishops in Central Conferences.” Add
letter “c,” so that the language is the
same as it is for jurisdictional confer-
ences in Paragraph 2c. We’ll now have
a 3. (c), and it will read as follows, “In
very exceptional cases, the number of
bishops allocated to a central confer-
ence may be increased- if essential for
missional needs, after presenting plans
and timetables in accordance with—
and whatever the number is… it is
Paragraph 405.8, we believe—and with
the approval of General Conference.” If
I have a second, I’ll speak to it.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, is there a
second? Alright, I hear a second. 

BRIM: Very clearly, Bishop, we’ve
got emerging missional needs in the
central conferences that we’ve been

very alert to in this General
Conference, and we want to be sure the
Discipline is flexible enough to allow
us to add new bishops throughout the
world to meet these missional needs. I
would urge us to adopt this and also,
Bishop, if it is adopted, I would ask to
suspend the rules and add it to the
majority report as well.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. First, let’s
see if it’s adopted, and then—stay
close—and then I’ll recognize you.
Does anyone… we’ve heard a speech
in favor of the amendment. Does any-
one wish to speak against the amend-
ment?

BRADY: Bishop, we can accept that,
but what….

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, let me call
on the maker of the minority. 

BRETSCH: Yes, yes that is accept-
able in the minority report as well.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, so you’re
hearing from the presenter of the
minority report that this is acceptable.
We still would need to vote on it, but
does anyone wish to speak against it?
Are you ready to vote? I think you are.
Please vote now. Alright, what’s before
us is the amendment. There we go.
[Yes, 786; No, 101; Abstain, 4]

Alright, the amendment is sustained;
and if the maker could offer the motion
to suspend the rules and add it, please
go ahead.

BRIM: Jay Brim, lay delegate,
Southwest Texas. I would move to sus-
pend the rules in order to add this same
amendment to the main motion.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, is there a
second? Alright, it takes a two-thirds
vote here. I believe the body is ready to
vote. If you would suspend the rules
and add this also to the majority report,
please vote now. [Yes, 843; No, 63;
Abstain, 3]

Alright, you have so added this. Now
we—are there any other amendments
to the minority report? Are we ready?
Yes, there is. Right back here, yes sir.

BRIM: Bishop, we need a separate
vote on the amendment. That just….

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, we were
just discussing that. Yes, alright. What
we’ve done is to suspend the rules—
which we’ve done that by two-thirds.
Now the motion, if you want to make
the motion, please, to add—just make
it, I shouldn’t make it. 

BRIM: Thank you, Bishop. Jay
Brim, Southwest Texas, lay delegate. I
move the same amendment be added, a
3c, to allow the addition of a number of
bishops, using exactly the same lan-
guage added to the minority report.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, is there a
second? Alright, I believe the body’s
ready to vote. Please vote now. [Yes,
858; No, 49; Abstain, 5] Thank you,
you sustained that amendment. 

Alright, now, I believe I see a card at
mic 7. Yes, please. We’re on the minor-
ity report. Minority report. We’re per-
fecting it. Yes.

College of Bishops to Realign Areas

CHARLES D. WHITE JR. (Western
North Carolina): I thank the chair. My
name is Denny White from Western
North Carolina, and I just happen to be
for—for a few more months—the chair
of the Southeastern Jurisdictional
Committee on the Episcopacy, which is
the basis upon which I raise this con-
cern. In the right hand column on p.
316, I would move to do—essentially
at the same pattern of action that the
gentleman previous suggested—name-
ly, that we amend the minority report
and then if that’s approved, suspend the
rules to amend the majority as well.

About a moment ago, we adopted an
amendment in the right hand column to
No. 6, which spoke about the realign-
ing of the episcopal areas. In point of
fact, that is not the responsibility of the
Committee on Episcopacy. Therefore, I
move the following amendment, that
the last sentence of section 6 be amend-
ed to read, “the jurisdictional or central
conference College of Bishops, in con-
sultation with the Jurisdictional or
Central Conference Committee on
Episcopacy, whichever is appropriate,
will prepare a plan in accordance” and
so on, continuing with the language as
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it is there. If I have a second, I’ll offer
one more brief explanatory comment. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, is there a
second? 

WHITE: Article 46 of the
Constitution provides that the bishops of
each jurisdictional and central confer-
ence, as the College of Bishops shall,
quote “arrange the plan of episcopal
supervision of the annual conferences.”

The Judicial Council, as I understand
it, has ruled that what this means is that
it is up to the college to determine the
boundary lines of the episcopal areas
once the General Conference has deter-
mined how many episcopal areas there
will be by determining the number of
bishops there will be. So I think that
this is technically important language
and I would urge your support for it
here in the minority report, and then
again in the majority. Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
Sir, could you simply read that sen-
tence that you are adding once more so
the body can be clear about what it’s
being asked to vote on?

WHITE: Yes, it’s the last sentence in
No. 6 and it’s not adding a sentence,
it’s amending the sentence that is
there: “The Jurisdictional or Central
Conference College of Bishops, in con-
sultation with the jurisdictional or
central conference committee on epis-
copacy, whichever is appropriate” and
then continuing with the sentence as is
printed.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
Now, I’ve just checked with the makers
of both the—the presenters of both the
minority and the majority report. They
don’t have any problem with this. Do
we—I’m thinking we—do we need to
debate this? Alright, then let’s get
ready—let’s vote on this amendment. If
you’re ready to vote on this amend-
ment, you’ve heard it again, please
vote now. [Yes, 844; No, 46; Abstain,
6] 

Thank you; the amendment is sus-
tained. Now, if you could make a
motion to suspend the rules, we’ll do
that first.

WHITE: Thank you, Bishop, and I
do so move.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, this is a
motion to suspend the rules to add this
now to the majority report. If you are
ready to vote to suspend the rules, two-
thirds vote, please vote now. Thank
you. [Yes, 869; No, 34; Abstain, 4] 

You suspended the rules. Now if
you’d make the motion.

WHITE: Yes, I now move that the
majority report be amended in that last
sentence of section 6, to read precisely
and exactly like we just approved in the
minority report.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
Is there a second? I hear a second. I
think you’re ready to vote. Please vote
now. [Yes, 866; No, 29; Abstain 3]

Thank you. Thank you, you have
sustained this amendment. 

Now, I’m going to try the body and
see if we’re not ready to have debate on
the minority report. Can we assume
that it’s amended correctly, that it’s
ready to come before you? I think it is.
Alright. Let’s hear the discussion on
the—and I see the card in the back, I’ll
come to you. Alright, speakers, what
we’re doing now is making a decision
on the minority report. We’re debating
the minority report. We can have two
speeches for and two speeches against;
then we will vote on the minority
report. If you vote yes for the minority
report, then that becomes the main
motion. If you vote no, we move to the
main motion. 

Alright, and I want to recognize the
brother way in the back—I’m going to
try to get these back row folks a little
better than I have—and I’ll be watch-
ing over for you, too. Alright. Yes,
please.

MATTHEW T. SINK (Western
North Carolina): Matt Sink, Western
North Carolina Conference, lay. I
would speak against the minority
report, because it states that jurisdic-
tions where the requirement would
result in there being an average of more
than 55,000 sq. miles per episcopal
area, such jurisdictions shall be entitled

to a minimum of six bishops. I would
like these people to take into consider-
ation the central conferences where
there’s much more vast areas of land
that the bishops have to cover. Take for
example, Bishop Minor, who has 11
time zones that he has to cover. And,
also, in the central conferences, the
bishops do not have the same technolo-
gy that we have in the United States, so
it’s that much harder for them. So,
therefore, we should vote down this
minority report in fairness to everyone,
including the central conferences.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you,
that’s a speech against the minority
report. I want to see cards in favor—
that’s where I’m going now. In favor—
yes, let me go way to the—over here on
the right-hand side, yes, yes, the broth-
er right there. This would be in favor of
the minority report.

RAYMOND L. HAMILL
(Wyoming): Ray Hamill, Wyoming
Annual Conference. Bishop, I have a
motion to refer, and I waited until the
reports were perfected before I make
the motion.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright.

Refer to Study Committee

HAMILL: Bishop, I move that we
refer this to the Episcopal Study
Committee which was just created ear-
lier this morning, and if I have a sec-
ond, I’ll speak to it.

BISHOP HUIE: This motion is
debatable. There is a second; we’ll let
you speak to it.

HAMILL: Bishop, this legislation
has been marketed as “drop a bishop
and save a million bucks.” If that was
the case, this legislation could be done
in three or four lines. It takes up a page
and a half in our Advance DCA. It takes
up a page and a half because there is
much, much, much more in it than just
“drop a bishop and save a million
bucks.” The numbers have been fig-
ured for entitlement to bishops based
upon a desired outcome. While the
numbers are 300,000 member inter-
vals, I want you to take a look at the
interval between 299,000 members and
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300. If you drop below 300, you lose 3
bishops. If you go above 299,000, you
gain 3 bishops. Where’s the reasoning
in that? It’s a number created to create
an outcome that GCF, that GCFA,
wanted. Ask the central conferences.

The motion made by my brother Jay
was a very important one, because they
did not have the right to appeal for mis-
sional need purposes. But understand,
we are placing upon our central confer-
ences a numerical mandate for entitle-
ment that we’ve never done before.
That’s a radical difference. And we’ve
also said, that in order to get another
bishop, they have to increase their
membership by 25 percent, no matter
what their present number is. So that’s
an inequity among the central confer-
ences and inconsistent…

BISHOP HUIE: You need to sum up.
HAMLL: Thank you. It also gives

CF&A the right to veto the process
even if you do have enough members
to be entitled. This is too much to vote
on at this time. I move we refer.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
The motion is to refer. That’s a speech
in favor, now I can have a speech
against referral. That’s the speech I
would need to have if somebody wish-
es to make it. Alright, I see a card right
over here. Yes, please. 

EWING WERLEIN JR. (Texas):
Ewing Werlein, Texas Conference.
Bishop, I would oppose moving this to
a referral at this time. You know, we are
faced with a considerable problem,
here, in terms of the finances. If you’ll
look at p. 1474, one page, what p. 1475
of the Advance DCA, you’ll see what
the apportionments are set to be,
depending upon how big we finally go.
But what they’re set to be in 2005, the
Western Jurisdiction that is arguing so
hard to retain six bishops, is expected to
provide 9.7 million in apportionments.
If you go up the column a little bit, on
that third column from the right, on p.
1475, I see two annual conferences,
Virginia and Western North Carolina,
that are providing more than that.

The Western Jurisdiction, in total, is
not providing twice as much as we are

going to have to pay by reason of our
vote to put this off from 2004 to 2008.
$5 million it’s going to cost us if we
look at the proportion of—at the per-
centages—of apportionments made,
and I commend what the minority
report said about how the Western
Jurisdiction has increased its apportion-
ments.

BISHOP HUIE: You need to sum up,
please.

WERLEIN: Very well, but that—at
that, they’re only at 77 percent as a
jurisdiction. Every other jurisdiction is
at 86 percent or more. This is the time
for action, and I hope that this proposal
to refer will be defeated.

BISHOP HUIE: Now, I can hear one
speech for referral and one against, and
then we’ll be finished. Let me go to 4,
I see the brother right there. Yes, sir,
mic. 4.

TSHIBANG KASAP ’OWAN
(North-West Katanga): Tshibang Kasap
‘owan, North-West Katanga. I would
like to speak as a pastor who travels
with the bishop in our episcopal area.

The bishops in Africa are working in
very difficult conditions. We have very
bad roads. Sometimes it takes three
days to travel 1,000 kilometers.
Sometimes there’s a derailment of the
train, and we spend two days in the
bush. In the season of rain, we are stuck
in the mud, sometimes for hours. I
would like to tell you that the bishops
in Africa are working in very difficult
conditions. If you don’t listen to them,
I know that you will have many
demands, many requests in 2008. We
need to think, also, of their health and
look for ways to help them.

The problem here is always one of
money. We say that there is not enough
money to add to the number of bishops.
It seems to me that we are trying to
hold back the missionary work of our
church. Jesus told us to make disciples
of all nations, and yet today, we’re say-
ing we don’t have enough money to
make disciples. I would like to ask our
General Conference to think of these
particular needs of our central confer-
ence bishops, and particularly those in
Africa. Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
Sir, could you help me? Was that
speech against referral or for referral?
Against referral.

Alright now we have one speech in
for referral and then I’m going to test
the body for a vote. Let me try some
folk back over here. Yes sir, right there.
Middle back, mic 8.

FRANK E. TROTTER JR.
(Baltimore-Washington): My name is
Frank Trotter from the Baltimore-
Washington Conference. I would sup-
port referral as well. I think this is a
substantial issue, and I’m concerned
about the language of the body that
might be interpreted to penalize the
areas of our church that are struggling
the hardest. I think there’s tremendous
potential for growth in the Western
Jurisdiction among Hispanic peoples,
among Latino and Latina peoples, and
to reduce the sacred presence on the
Council on Bishops or the College of
Bishops to me is a wrong decision for
the body. We need to enhance and sup-
port them. And I would urge that we
refer this issue because it’s a complex
one and a very serious one. Thank you
very much, Bishop.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
Now I’m going to turn to the presenter
for the minority report. And then I’m
going to put this to a vote.

RONALD BRETSCH (North
Central New York): Thank you,
Bishop. The effective referral and the
effect of including minority report are,
in essence, the same. Therefore, we
have nothing that we would suggest;
the referral is fine. The question that I
have is that the brother from the
Wyoming Conference—was he moving
to refer both majority and minority
reports or was he referring—was he
moving to refer only the minority
report? 

BISHOP HUIE: Sir, can you clarify?
I understood you were referring the
entire document.

HAMILL: Ray Hamill, Wyoming. I
move referral of the calendar item. 

BISHOP HUIE: Yes. That’s what I
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understood him to say. Alright now, Dr.
Brady, you also have an opportunity to
respond.

BRADY: I represent the committee,
and the committee did not do that. Yet,
nevertheless, I can understand the
importance of them, so I don’t think
my word right here has a whole lot to
do with it. So I can see the importance
of both of these issues. Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. What’s
before you now is the motion to refer
the entire calendar item. I think you’re
ready to vote. If you are, let’s get it on
the screen. We’re referring; the motion
is to refer the entire calendar item.
Please vote now. [Yes, 485; No, 423;
Abstain, 5]

Alright. You have voted to refer this
calendar item, so that concludes, at this
point, this calendar item.

We are right at our break time and so
I am going to call on Miss Carolyn
Marshall for announcements.

CAROLYN M. MARSHALL: The
Commission on Central Conference
Affairs will meet for a brief time imme-
diately—while you’re breaking, you’re
going to meet. The group will meet
behind the curtain to the left of the
chair; in other words, to your right. Got
the direction? Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. I believe
the break time is 15 or 20 minutes? It’s
20 minutes. We’ll start very promptly,
so you are in recess for 20 minutes.
Very promptly.

(break)

And let’s continue with the next
item. We still have one more from
Conferences. Please, if everyone will
come in and be seated. 

We have handled so far this morning,
you’ll be pleased to know, two calendar
items. I have confidence. I think we’ve
handled all the calendar items for this
morning that have minority reports. So,
if you would come forward, all the other
presenters. And if the delegates will take
their seats, we will be ready to begin
immediately. Alright, let me ask you
please to take your seats. We still have

one more item, financial item from
Conferences. We’re going to turn to that
financial item at this time. But, we do
need everyone in their places and ready
to hear the presenter. Thank you for
coming in, and if you could, please come
forward.

Alright, we’re now ready to hear the
presenter from Conferences. Let me
ask the body if you’re still walking;
please, walk in silence. We need to
get—this is another financial implica-
tion, you need to hear the presenter. We
need to begin. Alright, I—alright,
would you give your attention now to
the front, to the podium, to the presen-
ter.

Superintendent Report

JAMES T. SEYMOUR, (Peninsula-
Delaware): Bishop, J. T. Seymour, cler-
gy of the Peninsula-Delaware
Conference and the one that chaired the
subcommittee that dealt with this item.
I’d like to call our attention then to the
DCA p. 1746, Calendar Item 1021; in
the ADCA p. 332, Petition 40120. The
committee recommends concurrence as
amended. This pertains to the annual
conference journal and the divisions of
material in the journal. The first
amendment lifts up the possibility of
annual conferences forming a commit-
tee on journal publication. The second
amendment is simply to take the peti-
tioner’s proposed addition of the annu-
al report of the district superintendents,
if any as an item and inserting it, not as
“(n)” at the end of the divisions but as
“(g)” in the list of the divisions of the
journal, then re-lettering the remaining
divisions accordingly.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, this report
is properly before you. You see the vote
of the committee listed there on p.
1746. I don’t see any cards, debate. I
believe you are ready to vote. This is
Calendar Item 1021. Please, vote now.
[Yes, 602; No, 40; Abstain, 11]

Alright, thank you. You have sus-
tained the committee on this item, and
I believe that concludes the
Conferences Committee and their peti-
tions on financial implications. Now,

we’re going to turn to Dr. David
Beckley for Higher Education.

DAVID L. BECKLEY (Mississippi):
Thank you, Bishop. We have four items
for consideration based on the require-
ment that they have financial implica-
tions. And then we need to, Bishop,
need to deal with 1098, Calendar 1098,
based on the action of the General
Conference this morning by pulling it
from the consent calendar. Bob Stazia,
Schnase, rather, from our committee
will present that when I finish present-
ing the first four.

BISHOP HUIE: Thank you.
BECKLEY: I call the conference

attention to DCA p. 1754, Calendar
Item 1087, Petition No. 40736. It can
be found on the ADCA p. 1237. This
petition addresses support of Africa
University in the amount of $10 mil-
lion dollars, which is a part of Report
No. 4 from the General Board of
Higher Education and Ministry and
included in the GCFA report. The com-
mittee voted concurrence, Bishop.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, this calen-
dar item is before you concerning
Africa University. I don’t see any
cards. I believe the body is ready to
vote. If you are ready to vote, Calendar
Item 1087, please vote now. [Yes, 720;
No, 26; Abstain, 3]

Thank you. You have sustained the
committee in regard to Africa
University. 

Global Education Fund
BECKLEY: Bishop, the next peti-

tion is on DCA, p. 1754, Calendar Item
No. 1088, Petition number 41464;
ADCA, p. 1232. This is a petition ask-
ing the General Conference to approve
a new global education fund. It comes
from the Board of Education Ministry,
and asks for $10 million dollars over
the next 4 years to strengthen United
Methodist schools and theological
schools throughout the world. The
committee voted concurrence 83 to 0.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, this item is
before you. I see a card. Yes, sir?

H. EDDIE FOX (Holston): Bishop,
Eddie Fox, Holston. I had a question
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and then in light of that question, I
desire to make a motion. My question:
Is this $10 million dollars, is it includ-
ed in the budget or is it an off-line?

BECKLEY: It is not in the budget. It
is a new proposal, sir.

Make Eastern Europe Theological
Education Fund

FOX: Then, Bishop, I’d like to make
this motion. It is a substitute motion. To
delete the word “global” and insert the
word “Eastern Europe” and the word
“theological” so that it reads, “Eastern
Europe Theological Education Fund.”
Delete the words in the petition and
substitute the following. And I have
this written and I’ll give it to the secre-
tary in a moment.

This is the addition after the deletion
of the words in the petition: “Establish
Eastern Europe Theological Education
Fund for the purpose of providing
financial support for the operating of
theological seminaries and course of
study in former Eastern Europe;
Russia, United Methodist Theological
Seminary; Estonia, the Baltic United
Methodist Theological Seminary;
Poland, the Seminary; Czech; Slovakia,
the seminary in Banska; Bystrica;
Bulgaria; the Balkans; and Hungary.
The fund will be $4 million dollars for
2005-08. Those funds to be adminis-
tered by the General Board of Higher
Education in consultation with the sem-
inaries involved and the central confer-
ences involved. If I have a second, I’d
like to speak to it.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, is there a
second? Alright, there is a second. This
will be a speech in favor of the motion
to amend.

FOX: A substitute for all that is
before.

BISHOP HUIE: It’s a substitute.
Thank you.

FOX: This past quadrennium, we
have had a fund that was called Fund
for Theological Education in Post-com-
munist Europe. That fund was at the
amount of $3 million. We are about to
pull the plug of a critical support for
these new and small seminaries in this

part of the world. This money is not
included in the budget; but I’m grateful
that we will understand the missional
needs, especially at this part of the
world. During these past four years,
this allocation of $3 million has gone to
support these new seminaries in
Russian, in the Baltics, in the Balkans.
It is a small amount that we are asking,
$4 million, less than .005 percent of the
total budget. In 1990, we did not have
an ordained—1992 we only had one
ordained elder in Bulgaria. Today, there
are six. In 1990, we only had one
ordained elder in Slovakia; and today,
by the grace of God, there are 13 stu-
dents studying for the Methodist min-
istry in Banska, Bystrica. To pull this
plug—

BISHOP HUIE: You need to sum up
please.

FOX: To pull this plug—
BISHOP HUIE: You need to sum up.
FOX: —would be to pull the life

support for these seminaries, and I urge
this body to approve this for the specif-
ic purpose of support to these seminar-
ies in Eastern Europe. I ask that you
vote yes for this substitute amendment.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, what we
have is an amendment by substitution.
We’ve had one speech in favor, and
now I would take a speech against the
amendment by substitution. Let me go
to the woman right behind mic 3, right
on the aisle. Yes, please.

VICKI L. WOODS (New England):
Vicki Woods, New England. I would
like to speak against the motion. I think
the Board of Higher Education and
Ministry has attempted to look at a
holistic approach. The word “global”
doesn’t necessarily exclude what Eddie
Fox was talking about; but once again,
when we try to exclude, limit, and just
very much focusing on one area, I real-
ly trust and I think I urge us to trust the
General Board of Higher Education
and Ministry, that they are not going to
pull the plug on anything that is hap-
pening. I trust them more than that. So
I urge us to vote against this amend-
ment.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
We have had a speech for, a speech
against. I need a speech for the amend-
ment by substitution. It’s an amend-
ment by substitution. I don’t believe I
called—right back there, the brother
holding up, right there. Come to mic 2. 

OLAV PARNAMETS (Estonia):
Olav Parnamets, clergy delegate from
Estonia Annual. Bishop and highly
esteemed General Conference, I want
to express my deepest gratitude for the
financial support what was designated
by the previous General Conference for
the Methodist theological seminaries in
Russia and East European countries,
which were dominated recently by the
Soviet Union. This support was—has
been vitally important for the work,
development, and growth of these sem-
inaries. What concerns the theological
seminary in Estonia, I can say that it
has grown since its birth ten years ago.
Currently, it has about 150 students. I
am glad to report that about 50 percent
of students are female; and I believe
that rest of students are men. About 35
percent of the students are Russian-
speaking people. We have also students
from Russia, Ukraine, Latvia,
Lithuania, and even from Finland.

BISHOP HUIE: Sir, you need to sum
up.

PARNAMETS: So, I humbly ask
General Conference to approve support
for theological education in these coun-
tries above mentioned. Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
Now what we need is a speech and only
a speech, only against the amendment.
I’m going to go back there to mic 8
where I see the brother waving the
card.

CHARLES L. JOHNSON (South
Carolina): Bishop and members of the
General Conference, Charles Johnson,
clergy member, the South Carolina
Conference. This quadrennium, in
response requests for assistance, the
General Board of Higher Education and
Ministry made grants to strengthen the
theological schools in Europe related to
our church where many of our pastors
are educated. We are grateful and very
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pleased that we were able to provide
this needed assistance. How-ever, we
now move toward another three years
in our attempting to maximize the tech-
nical expertise of the General Board of
Higher Education and Ministry and the
global network of Methodist-related
institutions of higher education as we
continue to prepare clergy and laity for
leadership in the church and society
outside of the United States.

The technical assistance which will
be provided to these institutions
include such things as the improvement
of the quality of the faculty in the insti-
tution, the improvement in academic
programs, and extreme scholar pro-
gram with institution outside of the
United States, improvement in gover-
nance and administration. Funds from
the Global Education Fund will be pro-
vided for core improvements in these
institutions, which will have a positive
long-term impact in the development
of leaders for the church and the socie-
ty.

BISHOP HUIE: You need to sum up,
sir.

JOHNSON: OK. The strengthening
of these institutions is of vital impor-
tance to the growth and development of
the church. I would urge us to defeat the
substitute motion and vote for the Global
Education Fund in that we are attempt-
ing to provide assistance in the education
of both clergy and laity. Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
Now we have had two speeches for,
two speeches against. By our rules, we
have had all the speeches. I am coming
back to Dr. Beckley to speak on behalf
of the legislative committee, and then I
am going to put this to the vote.

BECKLEY: Bishop, just briefly, the
committee would ask you to vote
against the Fox proposal. We think it is
important that we support the (unintel-
ligible) ministry on the global portion
of this issue. I would urge fellow dele-
gates to vote against the Fox amend-
ment.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
What is before us is this amendment by
substitution. I think if you are ready to

vote, let’s get it on the screen. Please
vote now. [Yes, 342; No, 551; Abstain,
11]

Alright, the amendment by substitu-
tion is defeated. 

We are back to Calendar Item 1088,
as it has been presented by the commit-
tee. Is there more debate on this com-
mittee? On this calendar item? Sorry.
Alright, not on the committee, alright.
Let me try some cards for some people
that maybe haven’t—let me go right
back here for mic 5, the gentleman in
the far back.

From $10 to $4 Million

JAMES A. HARNISH (Florida): Jim
Harnish, Florida. A question and then
perhaps an amendment. Am I to under-
stand correctly that this is an additional
$10 million beyond the proposed bud-
getsthat GCF&A had presented to us?

BECKLEY: Yes.
HARNISH: Then I’ll move to

amend to make the amount $4 million,
rather than the $10 million.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Is there a
second? I heard the second. So this is
an amendment to change the amount
from $10 million to $4 million. That’s
before us. What is now—we will
debate the amendment. Would you like
to make a speech in favor of your
amendment please?

HARNISH: Yes, Bishop. When a
church has no priorities, everything
becomes important. Unfortunately,
since we have, apparently, no financial
priorities, we simply have to look at the
way the dollars are piling up and mil-
lion after million, sooner or later, it’s
going to cost more across the board.
And until we have some clarity about
priorities, I personally would give this
item a very high priority; but in light of
the financial situation that we face, it
would seem to me that, frankly, even
the $4 million is challenging in the
kind of financial crisis that awaits us
when the GCFA report comes in.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
Now I am looking for a speech against

the amendment, and I’ll go right back
there. Yes, yes, the brother right here.

D. BENJAMIN ADAMS (North
Carolina): Bishop, Ben Adams, North
Carolina Conference. I’d like to make a
motion, if that’s OK.

BISHOP HUIE: Is it an amendment?
ADAMS: It is a motion to refer.
BISHOP HUIE: Alright, try it.
ADAMS: I’d like to make a motion

to refer this to the Connectional Table
so that a holistic strategy can be devel-
oped within the budget for 2008. Then
if I get a second, I can speak to that.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, you can
make that motion later but it can’t be—
that motion can’t be applied to a sub-
sidiary motion, which is what’s before us
right now. So I’ll recognize you again
when we come back to the main motion,
because we are on the amendment now;
and that doesn’t hold for the amendment. 

ADAMS: OK, just let me know. I
appreciate it.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you
now, what we’ve had one speech in
favor of the amendment. I need a speech
against the amendment. I see, yes, the
sister standing up waving the card in the
back. I’m trying—OK and then I’ll come
over here to the right-hand side, because
I think I need to call on some people on
this section over here. No, I’m—yes, I’m
sorry, please, mic 8. 

KHEN SU KIM (Central Russia):
My name is Khen Su Kim. I am from
Russia, Central Russia. I would like to
speak in Russia. I need translation. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, we need a
translator.

KIM [simultaneous interpretation]: I
would like to thank once—

Interruption by Guests

BISHOP HUIE: I apologize for
interrupting the speaker and the trans-
lator. If you would simply hold there
for just a moment. We hear the sound
of the drum. I believe that means that
we have guests among us. I see them
here at the back. Sir, if you’ll just hold,
I will come back to you in just a
moment. I want you to join me if you
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will please in extending hospitality to
these guests who are coming among us,
some whom we know, some who are
strangers. And they come in peace, and
they wish to make a witness among us.

So what I am inviting you to do at
this time is to embody God’s love for
both the stranger and the friend of these
persons in our midst. I also want the
body to know that several persons
within the General Conference leader-
ship have been in conversation with
friends and colleagues in this group of
witnesses, and so parliamentary we are
going to make a brief respite from these
calendar items before us. I would ask
that you would stay in place. We will
invite our sisters and brothers to make
their witness as they move in and
among us like streams of water calling
to mind our baptism and theirs. I invite
you to pray silently or perhaps quietly
aloud with one another. They will make
their witness, and then after a time they
will be departing.

(prayer)

(song)

I want to thank the body for your
graciousness and hospitality. I want to
thank the witnesses for their meditative
and prayerful witness. And at this time,
I would like to turn to Barbara.
Barbara, help us move now—make the
transition, if you will, and prayerfully
sing together, as a whole. 

BARBARA DAY MILLER: What
can separate us from the love of Christ?
For God has so joined the body, that the
members might have the same care for
one another. If one member suffers, all
suffer together with it. Now, you are the
body of Christ, baptized in Christ
Jesus. Will we sing again the song from
this morning’s worship, and we ask if
you sing it quietly in your own heart,
seeking to understand what it means to
be a part of this great sacramental mys-
tery.

(song)

Return to Business

BISHOP HUIE: Thank you very
much. Thank you again. Now, let me

say to the body where we are, and
we’re going back to the delegate from
Russia. Where we are at this moment is
that we have an amendment that’s
before us, and we are hearing speeches
on the amendment. And the amend-
ment amends by changing the dollar
amount from $10 million to $4 million.
So if I could call the body back to the
calendar item—it’s Item 1088. We have
heard one speech for the amendment,
and the delegate from Russia is at the
mic. We are going to start the clock
over. This will be translated, and so you
remember that we—it takes longer, so
that’s accounted for in the time that he
has. Alright, now, let’s hear the dele-
gate; and we’ll hear the translation as
well.

KIM: [simultaneous interpretation]
Thank you very much. I would like to
thank again for all the help which was
given to the post-communist countries.
And I have some more words in regard
to the statement. First of all, I would
like to say, for the amendment, which
was by the brother who mentioned $4
million; but I would like also to offer an
amendment to the amendment.

I perfectly understand that we are in
great need of funds, not only in post-
communist countries, but also all over
the Europe; and also, basically, all over
the world, we are in need of more
funds. But I would like to mention that
first of all, our priority is that we need
theological education funds. And if we
are talking about raising leaders, we
need to be, first of all, talking about
raising leaders who will lead our
church and our societies. And I move,
with the amendment to the amendment,
and it will sound like this—it should
state, “Global Theological Education
Fund.” Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE:  Sir, it’s my under-
standing that we’ve—that that is the
way that this calendar item now reads.
There was a previous motion to change
this calendar item, but that was defeat-
ed; and so the calendar item is current-
ly titled “Global Education Fund,”
which is, as I understand it, your
amendment. And therefore, it’s already

accomplished. So the amendment’s out
of order. Let me allow for the transla-
tors to check this with him, and then we
can proceed. Alright—alright, so I’m
ruling this out of order because it cur-
rently reads, “Global Education Fund.”

(pause)

Oh, you want to add “theological” to
it, is that what I’m missing? Oh—the
chair of the—I beg your pardon, I beg
your pardon, I misunderstood. I think
that the chair of the legislative commit-
tee would be pleased to receive this as
a friendly amendment, so that your
amendment would say, “Global
Theological Education Fund.” Am I
correct?

Alright. Now, we still need to vote
on this because it belongs to the house.
Alright, that would come before us,
then. The motion is in order, I was inac-
curate because I misunderstood. So—is
there a second to the motion. Alright,
so the motion is to amend—this is an
amendment to the amendment; and it’s
to add in the title “Global Theological
Education Fund.” And now we’re
speaking to this, and I recognize the
brother right here on the front row. I
think mic 3.

MATTHEW G. JOHNSON (Western
Pennsylvania): Bishop, Matthew
Johnson, Western Pennsylvania Annual
Conference. I would like to speak
against the amendment. Not necessari-
ly the amendment to the amendment
that our brother from Russia made, but
against the amendment itself. Is this the
time to do that or should I wait?

BISHOP HUIE: No, you need to
hold that one.

JOHNSON: Sure.
BISHOP HUIE: We’re on the

amendment to the amendment, and
these speeches must be on the amend-
ment to the amendment; and we’ve
heard one speech for, made by the
maker of the motion. And now I can
hear a speech against, and then I’ll try
the body to see if you’re ready to vote.
Alright, let me try to the brother that’s
waving the card back by mic 8.
Oh, well. See it confuses me when two
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people are doing it. Alright, let’s have
the sister right here.

CAROLYN BRISCOE (South
Carolina): We apologize for that,
Bishop Huie. Carolyn Briscoe, South
Carolina Conference, a member of the
committee that dealt with this, and we
voted, as I believe, with no dissenting
vote, one abstention, for this to be the
Global Education Fund. The intent is
that it be much—that it be broader than
theological education, that it extend to
schools, colleges, universities, and be
designed to help people in great areas
of need in all of those schools, col-
leges, universities.  

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
Do we need more speeches here? Oh,
yes we do. Alright, you can—yes,
yes—the brother right over here to my
right, who’s coming forward, right.
This gentleman. Thank you, mic 8. Is a
speech for or against?

MANDE MUTOMBO (North
Katanga): For.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, this is for
the amendment to the amendment.  

MUTOMBO: No, excuse me, bish-
op. It’s against the amendment.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, it’s against
the amendment, alright.

MUTOMBO: Raymond Mande
Mutombo, North Katanga Conference.
Bishop, I’m against the amendment to
the amendment, because when we read
the petition, it focuses the education,
not only of the clergy members, but
also laypeople. So, it’s education cov-
ering all areas, not only theology; so I
think we should support the first
amendment as it stands and we oppose
the amendment to the amendment.  

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
Now, the only speech remaining would
be one in favor of the amendment to the
amendment, which is adding—alright,
I’m going to go to the sister right back
there in the white. Let’s hear from this
sister right here in the mic 5, and I’ll
come to you.

JILL HICKS (North Alabama): Jill
Hicks, North Alabama. This is a ques-
tion. Is that in order? 

BISHOP HUIE: Yes.
HICKS: Two days ago, we passed a

motion for anyone who is presenting a
petition asking for funding outside of
the original GCFA budget to notify us
why it was not included in that original
budget. We continue to have to ask the
presenters to tell us why, so could we
ask that and it be done from here on
out. Thank you.    

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, let’s ask the
presenter. This is not actually apropos
to this amendment to the amendment,
but it’s an appropriate question; so let
me turn to the presenter of the commit-
tee.

DAVID BECKLEY (Mississippi):
Bishop, we would recommend a vote
against the amendment to the amend-
ment and support of the recommenda-
tion from—

BISHOP HUIE: I’m sorry. She’s
asking a question about the dollars.
We’ll come back.

BECKLEY: Oh. OK. Bishop, we
dealt with what we received. The per-
son who submitted the petition did not
include any financial information in the
petition.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Alright
now. Someone was raising a point of
order. Yes. Let me call on the brother
here at mic 1. 

Closing Debate

JOE M. WHITTEMORE (North
Georgia): Bishop, is a motion to sus-
pend the rules and vote on all that is
before us in order?

BISHOP HUIE: I have to have one
more speech opposed to the amend-
ment to the amendment, and then I’ll
call on you to make that motion
because I’m uneven right now.

WHITTEMORE: I believe that the
ruling yesterday was that except under
the main motion on our new rules this
was an acceptable procedure. 

BISHOP HUIE: Ok. My colleagues
tell me that, that you are correct and I
am in error, so that means you are in
order.

WHITTEMORE: May I make the

motion that we suspend the rules and
vote on all that is before us?

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Is there a
second? Alright. That motion is before
you. Are you ready to vote? It takes
two-thirds vote to suspend the rules. If
you’re ready to vote—this is a motion
to suspend the rules in order to vote on
all that is before us, please vote now.
[Yes, 801; No, 93; Abstain, 4]

Alright.You have voted to suspend
the rules.

I’m consulting back here. I believe
that Dr. Beckley has the privilege as the
presenter to make the closing state-
ment, and then we’ll move forward
with the voting. 

BECKLEY: Bishop and members of
the General Conference, the committee
still urges you to support the original
motion and the request made by the
General Board of Higher Education
ministry that we establish a Globaliza-
tion Fund.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Thank you.
Now we will begin the voting process.
The first item on which we will vote is
the amendment to the amendment and
that would add the word “theological”
in the title, Global Theological. That’s
what’s, is before us. Are you ready to
vote? That’s the amendment. Please
vote now. [Yes, 382; No, 515; Abstain,
7]

Alright, you have not sustained the
amendment to the amendment. 

Now we’re moving back to the first
amendment, which was an amendment
regarding the dollar amount. The peti-
tion originally called for $10 million. I
believe the Harnish amendment was $4
million. That’s what’s, is before us. Dr.
Beckley you have the last word.

BECKLEY: Again we would encour-
age the conference to support the origi-
nal request of $10 million to support the
work that the General Board of Higher
Education ministry  proposes to carry
out under this petition.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. This
amendment is before us. Are you ready
to vote? Please vote now. [Yes, 542;
No, 340; Abstain, 17]
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Alright. The amendment is adopted.
It is sustained. 

And what is before us now is the
entire calendar item as amended. If you
are ready to vote, please vote now. [Yes,
731; No, 170; Abstain,6] 

Thank you. You have approved this
calendar item as you have amended it.

Alright. We go to the next calendar
item.

BECKLEY: Bishop, the next calen-
dar item can be found on p. 1754 of the
DCA; it is Calendar No. 1094, Petition
No. 41240 and can be found on ADCA
p. 1223. The committee voted 75-6
non-concurrence. This petition pro-
posed to add additional  amendments to
the University Senate. It is the feeling
of the committee that this is not neces-
sary, and we recommend non-concur-
rence.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Do we need
to discuss this? I don’t think so. The
body’s ready to vote. You’ve heard the
recommendation from the committee
for non-concurrence. Please vote now.
[Yes, 838; No, 58; Abstain, 4]  

Thank you. You sustained the com-
mittee. The next calendar item.

BECKLEY: The next calendar item
can be found in DCA, p. 1754,
Calendar No. 1090, Petition 40847 can
be found on p. 1225 of the ADCA. The
committee voted concurrence. This
petition provide for the General
Conference to mail to each of these the-
ological schools approved by the
University Senate a complete set of the
DCAs at the conclusion of the General
Conference. The committee voted 64
for and 23 against this petition for con-
currence. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. You’ve
heard the recommendation. Any dis-
cussion? I see none. I think you’re
ready to vote. The committee is recom-
mending concurrence. Please vote now.
[Yes, 749; No, 143; Abstain, 4] 

Alright. You sustained the commit-
tee. Thank you. Next calendar item.

Full-time Executive of Bishops

BECKLEY: Bishop, at this time

we’d like to call Rev. Robert Schnase
to come and to deal with the petition,
Calendar 1098, that was removed from
the consent calendar this morning.
He’ll come and make a statement to
present the next item.

BISHOP HUIE: Thank you.
ROBERT SCHNASE (Southwest

Texas): Thank you, Bishop. I would
draw the attention of the General
Conference to p. 1754 and 1755 in the
DCA. What was done this morning is
we took Item 1098 off the Consent
Calendar and brought it before us
because it has financial implications.
Actually, what I would point out there
is that this is connected to Item 1097.
1097 refers to a constitutional amend-
ment, and these are two petitions that
support one idea. And so I really think,
Bishop, that it would be better for us to
discuss the constitutional amendment
because that has a, requires a two-thirds
vote; and if we don’t get that there’s no
use spending much time with the other
petition.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Thank you.
Let’s go there.

SCHNASE: So I would draw your
attention to p. 1754 on the bottom, Item
No. 1097; this is Petition No. 40230,
and it’s found in the Advanced DCA,
p. 1143. I really would ask that you
look on p. 1143 because there is some-
thing I need to draw to your attention
there. On p. 1143, it introduces this
notion of the full-time executive for the
Council of Bishops and has that all as
one petition. But it is misprinted there
because it is really two petitions. And
those are the two that are before us
here. So, one deals with Paragraph 47,
and that’s the one I’d like us to discuss
first; and its Petition No. 40230. But as
you look on p. 1143 and follow down
that left column to where it says about
mid-way on the left column where it
says Paragraph 407, that marks the
beginning of Petition 41605, which is
Item 1198.

Now, now if everybody is following
that, what I’d really like us to draw our
attention to then is Petition No. 40230;
and it only covers that material in

Paragraph 47 of the Discipline. This,
these two petitions would give the
Council of Bishops the flexibility of
electing a four-year, full-time executive
officer from among the active bishops.
The question has been raised about the
financial implications of this. As we
consulted with representatives from
GCFA and from the Council of
Bishops, we learned there would be no
new money, that all of this would be
within the bishop—within the budget
of the Council of Bishops and that this
would only come into play at a time
that the Council of Bishops exercised
this right that was given them by this
paragraph.

So there are no financial implica-
tions until such a time that the bishop—
that the Council of Bishops selected
someone and that’s when it would fall
under that budget. This, we had consid-
erable conversation; one of the issues
was the issue of constitutionality that
had been raised initially when the
Council of Bishops presented this study
because of the residential and presiden-
tial supervision requirements that tie
that to an area in Paragraph 47. This
petition has, as I understand it, the rea-
son it’s in the amendment is that it was
the judgment of the Judicial Council
that it would require this kind of con-
stitutional amendment to enact this. I
simply would take a moment to speak
to why our committee concurred with a
vote of 77 to 12 to bring this before
you. It is because this would provide a
continuity of leadership without dimin-
ishing the episcopal oversight of any
area.

This, this position of a fulltime, four-
year executive officer from among the
Council of Bishops would give a kind
of consistent voice and face to the
Council of Bishops and for The United
Methodist Church during a four-year
period. It allows for a greater steadiness
in that representative role of the
Council of Bishops in relationship to
ecumenical groups and to central con-
ferences. And for these various reasons,
we bring this before you with a motion
for concurrence.
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BISHOP HUIE: Alright, the matter’s
now before you. We can have conver-
sation about this, speeches for and
against. Let me go back to the brother
right back. Yes, sir, you, right there.
Right there. Thank you. Mic 5.

Refer to Study Committee

ANDREW WOLFE (North
Alabama): Andy Wolfe, North
Alabama, clergy. I move that we refer
this to the episcopal study committee
that’s already been approved by this
General Conference. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. It’s been
moved and seconded that we refer this
to the episcopal study committee that’s
already been created. That’s a debat-
able motion. Does anyone wish to
debate this motion? It looks like I see a
card right here. 

SCOTT CARNES (Illinois Great
Rivers): Scott Carnes, Illinois Great
Rivers Annual Conference. Could I
amend that?

BISHOP HUIE: It’s like I see a card
right here. 

CARNES: . . . that amendment to
ask for a job description to be present-
ed should they decide, or should they
have findings for this position, because
one of my concerns is that we don’t
know enough about—

BISHOP HUIE: Let me stop you and
say that kind of amendment is not in
order. What we have here is a motion to
refer, and so there’s not—that amend-
ment about the content is not in order.
We’re on a procedural motion here—a
motion to refer. Alright. Do we need—
it is a debatable motion; so if someone
wants to speak for or against the
motion to refer. Let me go to front left,
over here. Yes? 

WALTER L. KIMBROUGH (North
Georgia): Bishop, Walter Kimbrough,
clergy, North Georgia. I think it would
be a sad commentary for us to refer this.
Our bishops need help. And to refer this
means we wait at least four years.
Whoever is in leadership takes away
leadership from that episcopal area. We
need to be a compassionate people.
Much is required of those whom we

elect to serve us as our episcopal lead-
ers. As a pastor of a local congregation,
it’s more work than I could ever do
alone. I need persons to help me get the
job done. Our bishops need help, have
needed help a long time. And certainly
our time, under God, is now. Let’s be
about the business.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Thank you.
I’d like to go back to the maker of the
motion to refer whom I didn’t give an
opportunity to speak in favor of the
motion that he made. So if you could
do that now, then that will give us one
speech for and one speech against.
There you are. Thank you.

ANDREW WOLFE (North
Alabama): Andrew Wolfe from North
Alabama, clergy. There is a whole mess
of issues around the episcopacy that
we’ve already had before us, and I
think in consistency to do a study all of
those need to be laid before the study
committee and not dealt with in partial-
ity as this would do.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Is there
more—yes there is. Alright. Way back
in the back on this side, come to mic 7.
Thank you.

RICK N. MANTOOTH (Southwest
Texas): Thank you, Bishop. Rick
Mantooth, Southwest Texas
Conference. I have a question. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright.
MANTOOTH: Does this add anoth-

er bishop to the College of Bishops? I
see here that the elected bishop would
be released from residential and presi-
dential supervision during the period of
holding such an office.

WOLFE: Yes, in effect it would in a
sense that during the period that a bish-
op served in this capacity, this would
not reduce the number of bishops from
the jurisdiction or central conference
where that bishop previously served.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
We’re on the motion to refer, and I’m
going to recognize the person right
down here by mic 4 Yes, on the right.
Yes, you. Yes, sir.

SHAMWANGE KYUNGU (North-
West Katanga): [unintelligible]

BISHOP HUIE: Alright.
KYUNGU: [simultaneous interpre-

tation] I want to propose—
INTERPRETER: Shamwange,

would you please begin again?
KYUNGU: [simultaneous interpre-

tation] Merci. I would like to propose
referral for more study, because we are
in danger to become into a more
Catholic system of an archbishop. We
need to study this more carefully
because I see a tendency toward a more
Catholic system. I would like for this to
be referred. Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE: Thank you. We’ve
had two speeches in favor of referral.
The only speech we can receive now is
against referral, and then I’m going to
put the matter to a vote. Alright, let me
see. Yes, I’ll try right here in the front.
Yes, sir, with the coat and tie—the
brother with the coat and tie. Right.
Right there. 

JULIUS C. TRIMBLE (East Ohio):
Julius Trimble, East Ohio Conference.
I’d like to rise to speak against the
motion to refer. Too often, as a General
Conference, we suffer from the paraly-
sis of analysis. Studying this for any
length of time will not bring us any
more relief for the Council of Bishops.
This comes from the Council of
Bishops as a request. For seven years, I
had an opportunity to work closely
with the bishop of the East Ohio
Conference. The demands upon the
Council of Bishops is overwhelming. I
think we will do an injustice to refer
this and to study this. I think now is the
time for us to take action. I would urge
us to vote against referral.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
That is a speech against referral. We’ve
had two speeches for, two speeches
against. I think the body is ready to
vote. Oh, no. Let me go back to mic 5.
Yes, Ms. Lakore.

SANDRA KELLY LAKORE:
Bishop Huie, I would request permis-
sion to speak.

BISHOP HUIE: Sandra Kelly
Lakore, the General Secretary of
GCFA, is requesting permission to
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speak. Does the body have any difficul-
ty with this? I hear none. Please go
ahead.

LAKORE: Bishop, my understanding
of the process that GCFA has to go
according to the Discipline is that if this
passes here, we would have to anticipate
that it could pass within—the constitu-
tional amendment could pass and the
bishops could implement it. So it would
be irresponsible of GCFA not to add a
million-two to the budget if in fact it did
pass. It is not currently in the budget.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. What we
have before us is a motion to refer. We
are going to vote on the motion to refer
right now. Are you ready to vote?
Please vote now the motion to refer.
[Yes, 478; No, 430; Abstain, 3]

Alright, thank you. Then, this mat-
ter—this item is referred and along
with additional items, I would think. 

ROBERT L. BURGESS
(Louisiana): Well, how would you like
to handle that, Bishop? That settles that
Petition 40230. The petition that was
actually raised with financial implica-
tions is Petition 41605.

BISHOP HUIE: What is the calendar
item again?

BURGESS: It is 1190, excuse me,
1098. I think that if the constitutional
amendment failed, it certainly would
be in order for someone to move non-
concurrence then on 1098.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Do I hear a
motion on Calendar Item 1098. I see
one, I hear—

DAVID BECKLEY (Mississippi):
So move on behalf of the committee.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Are you fol-
lowing me on Calendar Item 1098?
What we have now is a motion for non-
concurrence and there’s a second.
Alright. That’s before you. Do we need
discussion here? I don’t think so. Are
you ready to vote? Please vote now.
[Yes, 793; No, 92; Abstain, 13] Alright,
thank you. You voted non-concurrence
on this calendar item. 

BECKLEY: Bishop, that concludes
our work for today. Thank you so
much.

BISHOP HUIE: Thank you. Alright,
now we have other—thank you, yes,
we can give them, thank you.

(applause)

Now we have eight items with finan-
cial implications coming from Church
and Society, and I turn now to Rev.
Jessica Moffat.

JESSICA F. MOFFAT (Oklahoma):
Our petitions will be presented by
Mary Baldridge, Michele Bartlow,
Beverly Wilkes, Jacques Pierre, and
James Swanson.

BISHOP HUIE: Before you come
forward, let me remind all of you that
it’s imperative that we deal with all of
these financial implication items before
we go to lunch. And, so, there will need
to be a motion to extend the time.
That’s in order to be able—for GCFA to
meet and then to get to you the docu-
mentation that you need. Simply
reminding the body where we are and
the fact that it’s already ten after
eleven, eh, ten after twelve. Thank you

Stem Cell Task Force

MARY A. BALDRIDGE (Balti-
more-Washington): Hello. I’m Mary
Baldridge from the Baltimore-
Washington Conference. The first item I
bring to you is in the DCA p. 1844, 1844;
Calendar Item 1433, 1433. It is in the
Advance DCA on p. 265; Petition No.
40531. The title, or the subject is “Ethics
of Embryonic Stem Cell Research.”

The funding for the task force, which
is proposed, will come from the
General Board of Church and Society.
They are not requesting additional
World Service funds. The committee
recommends concurrence, with amend-
ments, that you will find on p. 1844 and
1845.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, the item is
before you. Is there discussion? Are we
ready to vote? I think you’re ready. No,
right here in the front. 

GLENN B. KOHLHEPP (Western
Pennsylvania): Glenn Kohlhepp,
Western Pennsylvania Conference. If
this isn’t asking for any money, why is
it on the agenda now? 

BALDRIDGE: There is… it is, if
you’ll note, there is a, an item. It
requests a task force to be established.
And so we were told that it did have
financial implications until we noted
where the money was going to come
from.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, you’ve
heard the explanation here. I think the
body’s ready to vote. This is Calendar
Item 1433. If you’re ready to vote,
please vote now. The committee rec-
ommends concurrence. [Yes, 708; No,
171; Abstain, 9]

Thank you, you’ve sustained the
committee. Next calendar item.

BALDRIDGE: The second calendar
item is DCA p.1747, 174, Calendar
Item 1023. In the Advance DCA you
will find it on p. 182. It is Petition No.
40533. The amount of funds requested
for this task force is $100,000. It is new
money, and it can be found in the report
on p. 1936. The rationale is to request
the Board of Church and Society to
establish a task force to prayerfully
research the myriad of issues related to
artificial insemination, as well as other
reproductive methods. The subject is
artificial insemination.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, this is
before you. The committee is recom-
mending concurrence. Is there discus-
sion? Alright, I think the body is ready
to vote. If you’re ready, please vote
now. [Yes, 467; No, 421; Abstain, 7]

Thank you. You’ve sustained the
committee. Next Calendar Item.  

MICHELE W. BARTLOW (Eastern
Pennsylvania): Michele Wright
Bartlow from Eastern Pennsylvania.
Please turn to p. 1637 in the DCA,
1637, Calendar Item 469. The petition
is found in the Advance DCA, p.182 in
the bottom, right-hand column, p. 182,
Petition 41272, “Director of Health
Care Issues.” The committee voted
non-concurrence for two reasons: we
felt this petition and these concerns
could be covered by persons in other
positions at the Board of Church and
Society and no budget or rationale was
presented. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, this item is
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before us. The committee is recom-
mending non-concurrence. I believe
you’re ready to vote. Please vote now.
[Yes, 847; No, 44; Abstain, 3]

Alright, thank you, you’ve sustained
the committee. Next item

Taxation Task Forces in Annual
Conferences

BEVERLY L. WILKES (Illinois
Great Rivers): Bishop Huie, Beverly
Wilkes, clergy from Illinois Great
Rivers Conference. I would call your
attention to DCA p. 1637, p. 1637,
Calendar Item 466, Calendar Item 466;
Petition 41101, Petition 41101;
Advance DCA p. 290, 290; Advance
DCA p. 290; and the title is “Tax
Reform.” And our committee recom-
mends concurrence; and it does involve
new money, but did not have a budget
attached. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, now I see
the sister right on the front row, over
here waving a card. Let me ask her to
come to mic 4, I think. I think the body
is going to want to know how much
money, so you may be asked that.

SHIRLEY PARRIS (New York):
Thank you, Bishop. I am Shirley Parris
from the New York Conference. My
question was really on the petition
before; I just needed some clarification.
The DCA p. 1637, there are two peti-
tion numbers listed under article…
under Item 469, and we only took care
of one—41272. I believe it may be an
error, but I just wanted clarification for
myself.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, we need the
presenter of the committee—of the
subcommittee—to answer that ques-
tion. 

BARTLOW: Yes. That first petition
number, we were told was an error, and
it was assigned a new number, it
appears…

PARRIS: OK
BARTLOW: … been in the place.
BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Thank you.

Now where on here is—whoops, I need
the petition—the calendar item again,
please.

WILKES: OK. Calendar Item 466.
BISHOP HUIE: Thank you, thank

you. Tax Reform on p. 1637. Alright,
the committees recommendation is
concurrence. Is there discussion?
Alright, I see several cards. Let me go
over there. Yes sir, the brother way
back by mic 8.

R. WADE PASCHAL (Oklahoma):
Wade Paschal, Oklahoma. Do you have
a number of how much this would
cost?

WILKES: No, there was no budget
attached. Most of the work would be
done in local congregations and with
their annual conference, but the funds
would require that Church and Society
collect the data and then report back.
But there is no attached budget for the
work that it would require of Church
and Society.

PASCHAL: Then I would encourage
us to vote against something that don’t
know what it costs.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, it’s a
speech against the committee’s recom-
mendation. Thank you, that’s one
speech against, we’ve heard one speech
for. Let me try over… go to the other
side of the room. Yes, the brother right
here by mic 1. We’re into speeches for
and against.

BRIAN K. JARMAN (South
Indiana): Brian Jarman, South Indiana.
This is a speech against. Is that accept-
able? 

BISHOP HUIE: Yes.
JARMAN: I believe that the Board

of Church and Society, at this moment,
might be getting its hands in too
many—too many pots on the stove. If
you’ve ever had some punch that’s
been watered down too much, it’s not
too powerful and it doesn’t serve its
purpose. My fear is Church and
Society’s not serving its purpose. If
we… if Church and Society’s, one of
its primary goals, is to help people with
addictions to alcohol and drugs—and it
has stated that that is one of its priori-
ties—I am waiting to see that happen
on my campus with my friends and
classmates. To help find a relationship
in Jesus Christ to take the place of a

hole in their heart, they are filling with
drugs and alcohol. I would recommend
we vote against giving Church and
Society more things to do and let them
focus on getting some things done.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you,
that’s a speech against. Now I can only
take one speech for—that would be in
support of the committee. I’m coming
right down here to the front, and then
I’ll put this to a vote.

JUDITH A. SANDS (Central
Texas): Bishop, I have a question. Judy
Sands, clergy from Central Texas. Am I
understanding correctly that the main
funding for this petition would come
from the annual conferences? 

WILKES: Correct. What would hap-
pen here is that the petition calls for a
study, and its done via state. And since
we all have different state tax laws, it
would have to be done in the confines
of the annual conference working with
local churches, though Church and
Society would get supervision over
collective information that comes back
from that process.

SANDS: Thank you.
BISHOP HUIE: Alright. That was

close to a speech, but I’m going to take
one right over here. 4, yes sir, right
there, and then I’m going to try the
house on voting.

Make Not Mandatory

M. CREEDE HINSHAW (South
Georgia): Bishop, Creede Hinshaw,
clergy, South Georgia. I’d like to move
an amendment in the resolved part of
this resolution.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright.
HINSHAW: The amendment would

read, “each annual conference is
encouraged at its next session.” It
would replace the mandatory part of
this and simply say “each annual con-
ference is encouraged at its next ses-
sion,” and the rest of it would then
remain the same. And if I could have a
second, I would speak to it.

BISHOP HUIE: Is there a second?
Alright, thank you. You can speak to
this.
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HINSHAW: This is a very important
petition. Poor people are unfairly taxed
in many of our states because of
aggressive tax codes, but the idea of
making this mandatory runs against the
clear spirit of the last two General
Conferences. And I would believe that
if we would make this permissive leg-
islation, we could get on about it with-
out worrying about the financial
implications. And yet put before our
annual conferences a concept that truly
needs to be studied in all of the, all
across this country. Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Now this is
an amendment, and it’s to insert the
word, or replace… it’s the word
“encourage.” Instead of… it would be,
instead of being mandatory, it’s to
“encourage.” Do we need to discuss
this? Are you ready to vote on the
amendment? I think you are. The
amendment to use “encourage.” No,
we’re not ready. Alright, let me go to
the back please, thank you. Mic 7;
we’re on the amendment.

Refer to GCFA?

SHARON E. STROTHER (North
Carolina): Sharon Strother, North
Carolina. I’d like to move, if it’s in
order, to refer to GCFA for examination
of how this affects lobbying and our tax
exempt status.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, a motion to
refer is in order. Is there a second?
Alright, would you like to speak to
your motion please?

STROTHER: Under the tax code,
lobbying is, or, prohibited for tax
exempt organizations. Since we would
be asked to promote and help establish
a change in tax code, I’m afraid it
might be interpreted as lobbying.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
That’s a speech for, is there a speech
against? I… I do see one card, and then
I’m going to try the house on voting on
the, on these items before us. Yes, right
here.

JOHN W. EDGAR (West Ohio): John
Edgar, West Ohio. As a person who has
spent more than a decade working on
these issues, including, by the way, how

poor taxes have a direct impact on
addiction because we raise tax revenue
in so many of our states through gam-
bling; I can assure you that there is no
need to refer this petition. This petition
on this rationale because clearly it is
legal for us—our Board of Church and
Society, any United Methodist, any
annual conference, any local church—
to be involved in this kind of public
policy that does not involve the elec-
tion of any candidates. And it is our
duty as citizens and folks who care
about the fact the world is our parish to
do this. We don’t need to refer this; we
know that this is our right and respon-
sibility. Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, now I think
the body’s ready to vote. What is
before us first is a motion to refer. Are
you ready to vote on the motion to
refer? Please vote.

WILKES: Bishop, Bishop, I thought
I….

BISHOP HUIE: Oh, I’m sorry. I
should give… I’m in error… let me, let
the presenter have the final statement.

WILKES: Thank you, Bishop Huie.
Again, this particular petition, I, I would
encourage you to not vote referral
because poor people are already well
over-taxed. I don’t consider myself poor,
but more than 33 percent of my salary
goes for taxes. What this will do is sim-
ply get us, give us, an opportunity to give
to the poor people information. We talk
about what we’re lacking in scarcity, but
I also think this would be good steward-
ship for every local church and in refer-
ence to the amendment it simply
encourages that local churches take the
responsibility to speak on behalf of most
folks who are voiceless. So I encourage
you to defeat the amendment to refer.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, now the
amendment to refer is ready for a vote.
Please vote now. [Yes, 253; No, 644;
Abstain, 6]  

Alright, it is not referred. Now what
is before us is the amendment to use the
word “encourage” rather than the
“mandatory” language. I don’t have the
right line, but do you understand what
we’re voting on? Alright, I believe

you’re ready to vote. If you would sup-
port, or not support, but this amend-
ment to change the language to… to
“encourage,” please vote now. [Yes,
753; No, 128; Abstain, 10]

Alright, thank you, you’ve sustained
the amendment. Now we’re back on
Calendar Item 466 as amended. Are
you ready to vote? Please vote now.
[Yes, 547; No, 340; Abstain, 6] Alright,
thank you, you’ve sustained the com-
mittee as it’s been amended. Let’s go to
the next calendar item. Yes, before you
go there I see, I see a card.

Extend Time

JAMES E. GENTRY (South
Indiana): Bishop Huie, Jim Gentry,
South Indiana. We’re right at the time
of adjournment. Do you have some
instructions for the house as to how
long you might want to have extension?

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
Let me turn to someone from the
Calendar Agenda committee. I think
we probably need a motion to extend
the time. Mary Alice, where? I believe
we need a motion to extend the time.

GENTRY: I would think so, yes.
BISHOP HUIE: Alright, I’m going

to go right back here to the… to the
delegate by mic 5 and…

STEPHEN P. WENDE (Texas):
Bishop, this is Steve Wende from the
Texas Annual Conference. I move that
we extend the time without breaks until
we finish the financial items before us
in good order or it turns midnight.

GENTRY: Second.
BISHOP HUIE: Alright, it’s been

moved and seconded. Do we need to
discuss this? Alright, if you are in favor
of this motion to extend the time until
we complete the financial administra-
tion items, the items having to do with
finances, would you please vote now?
[Yes, 729; No, 161; Abstain, 10]

Alright, thank you, the time is… it’s
open. We’re going to work. Alright,
I’m sorry. Let’s keep going. Beverly?

WILKES: Yes, I call your attention
to DCA p. 1844, DCA p. 1844;
Calendar Item 1431, Calendar Item
1431; Petition No. 40911, Petition No.
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40911; Advance DCA p. 283, Advance
DCA p. 283. The committee recom-
mends concurrence as amended as fol-
lows: fourth paragraph, “whereas our
country is experiencing a new chal-
lenge with the escalation of tension”
strike “with countries like Iraq and
North Korea.” We did not think, feel
that it was necessary to name specific
places. And then it will continue, “and
the rise in worldwide terrorism” and
continue as printed on p. 283.

The rationale is that the document
that we currently have is right at 20-
years-old. It will require new money,
but a budget was not submitted by the
petitioner. It would allow the flexibility
of updating the current “In Defense of
Creation,” but we felt that it’s impor-
tant to get this before the United
Methodist people.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, you’ve
heard the recommendation of the com-
mittee for concurrence. Is there discus-
sion? I believe the body’s ready to vote.
The committee’s recommendation is
concurrence. Please vote now. [Yes,
554; No, 300; Abstain, 3] Alright,
thank you, you’ve sustained the com-
mittee. Next calendar item.

Sexual Identity and Suicide Risk

WILKES: I would call your atten-
tion to DCA p. 1925, DCA p. 1925;
Calendar Item 1510, Calendar Item
1510; Petition No. 40901, Petition No.
40901; Advance DCA 282, Advance
DCA p. 282. And Bishop Huie we do
have a minority report.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you. I
misspoke earlier. I thought there were
no items with a minority report. I think I
said that to the body about an hour and
a half ago, but here is one. So, what we
need to do with this is to deal with this.
So, first let’s go to the majority report. 

WILKES: Yes. The majority report:
the committee recommends concur-
rence. The… it will… it requires no new
funding. The proposal you will find in
your DCA. As far as the funding goes,
the funding is included on p. 1936. The
funding is included on p. 1936. And it
is currently part of the $585,688,000

budget. So it requires no new funding.
The committee voted concurrence
because we felt the need to address this
issue that is specific for those persons,
particularly teenagers, who… who are
having a crisis as relates to sexual iden-
tity and where we see an escalation in
suicide attempts. Therefore, the com-
mittee recommends concurrence.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, now you’ve
heard the presentation of the majority
report. We turn now to the minority
report.

WILKES: Jacques Pierre will be
giving to us the minority report.

JACQUES E. PIERRE (Florida):
Bishop, delegates, well, I wish I had
the eloquence of my sister; but I do not
have that gift, so I will attempt in pro-
posing this minority report to you to be
concise and precise. 

Prior to sharing with you the three
reasons why I am begging you, and
asking you to vote no to the majority
report, I would like to mention briefly
that we on the minority positions sup-
port wholeheartedly a program that
would attempt to reduce or prevent
teen suicide. We affirm that human
beings’ lives have intrinsic value and
sacred worth. We deplore the loss of
any human life, particularly the loss of
a teenager’s life due to suicide. 

Well, as many of you know, anyone
could present himself or herself before
you and dazzle you with statistical data,
showing that this is the cause of teen
suicide. Another one may come to you
and say that this other reason is the
main cause of teen suicide. Scholars
and interest groups could manipulate
and interpret statistical data one way or
another. But in asking you to vote no to
that majority report as it is presented,
we are not going to dazzle you with sta-
tistical data. But from a pastoral per-
spective, I would like to share with you
that teen suicide is not only caused by
sexual identity or gender identity crises.

Three years ago, I stood to preside at
the funeral service for a 17-year-old
young man. It was a tragedy in the
community, because his girlfriend of
15 months dropped him for another

young man. He felt that his life had no
more meaning and committed suicide.
As early as yesterday, at the prayer
meeting held in my local church, one
15-year-old girl attempted to commit
suicide because it—her older brother is
in jail and her father moved up north
looking for a job. She felt that she was
alone, and she attempted suicide.

I ask you to vote no to the minori-
ty—to the majority report—as it is pre-
sented because, one, of its narrow
scope. Gender identity or sexual identi-
ty crisis is not the only cause of teen
suicide. Two, the petition is exclusive
because it does not include any person
living outside of the United States and
being a part of The United Methodist
Church constituency. Three, the
request of funding could serve a larger
population, including a $25,000 video
presentation to General Conference. As
many of you know, those video presen-
tations, they are quite interesting.

So for these reasons, I ask you to
vote no to the majority report.

Minority Report Out of Order

BISHOP HUIE: All right. You’ve
heard a presentation of the majority
report, the minority report. I see cards
everywhere. Let me try right down here
first. There’s a point of order. Who’s
calling—who’s—alright, mic—alright,
is yours a point of order? Alright.
We’ve got two points of order, so let
me take this one; then I’ll come to that
one. Alright. mic 2. Wait—mic 2. 

CARL L. SCHENCK (Missouri):
I’m Carl Schenck, the Missouri
Conference. And I would appeal to the
chair for ruling on—as to whether or
not the minority report is indeed truly a
minority report or a rationale for
opposing the recommendation of the
committee. I believe it is the latter. I
appeal to the chair for ruling.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Let me con-
sult my colleagues, and we’ll get back
to you. (pause) Alright, let me call on
the makers of these two—of the two
reports to help clarify. One question I
have is, if the minority report is adopt-
ed, is there still a study?
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WILKES (Illinois Great Rivers): No.
BISHOP HUIE: There’s not a study?

Alright. Then I believe that the point of
order is correct that this would be a
rationale for voting no to the commit-
tee’s recommendation because we
don’t have a different study, we have
simply a rationale to vote no. So I’m
going to rule then that the minority
report here is out of order. It is a ration-
ale for a no vote to Calendar Item 1510.

Alright, now I’ve got lots of cards,
and let’s see what we can do. I’ll try
right here. Another point of—let me—
this point of order must have been
cared for by the previous, so let me
come over here. Yes?

JOE M. WHITTEMORE (North
Georgia): Joe Whittemore, North
Georgia. Bishop, are we now at a place
where we can suspend the rules and
vote on all that is before us?

BISHOP HUIE: We could, but you
asked for a point of order. At least that’s
what I thought I was recognizing you
for, and I need to be fair to people who
were calling point of order. Hold steady
with me. Alright. Right over here.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: 
Bishop, point of information. The budg-
et information that was submitted with
the majority report does not total the total
budget on the item. It totals $400,000,
and I would like that cleared up.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, we need
someone from the committee to answer
that question, then I’m going to come
to you for your motion.

WILKES: That may be an error in
actual math, but if you will go with me
to p. 1936, where the item is actually
listed, this would be the corrected
amount because this is the amount that
is part of the GCFA budget that they
considered. So I would ask that you
would go with the actual printed dollars
as it is printed for us on 1936, because
that is the amount that was included in
the $585 million.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Thank you.
Now let me go over here to mic 1.

WHITTEMORE: Thank you, Bishop.
Joe Whittemore. I—North Georgia. I
move that we suspend the rules and vote

on all that is before us.
BISHOP HUIE: Is there a second?

Alright. I think this is a motion to sus-
pend the rules and requires two-thirds
vote. I believe you’re ready to vote on
this. If you’re ready to vote on sus-
pending the rules for the purpose of
considering all that’s before us, please
vote now. [Yes, 758; No, 79; Abstain, 4] 

Alright. Thank you. You’ve adopted
this by more than two-thirds, so what is
before us is Calendar Item 1510. The
committee is recommending concur-
rence. I believe I have to go back to the
committee for a statement. Beverly?

WILKES: Yes. Bishop Huie, I would
simply say that over the last year or so
having opportunity to work with teens
who are struggling with sexual identity,
I would submit to this body that losing
one kid is one teenager too many. I
would encourage you to support con-
currence. We are not asking for new
dollars. These are dollars that have
been allocated for this study, and we
believe that it would be a good use of
our time to take the time to encourage
the youth to be at our table.

When we talk in terms of sexual
identity, we are not necessarily specify-
ing just one, but it includes struggling
with homosexuality, bisexuality, and
even if you’re struggling with your het-
erosexuality. The goal is to bring the
young people to the table and to give
them an opportunity to allow the
church to be in partnership with them
in the midst of their struggle.

In my own work in this area, I’ve
discovered that teenagers find that the
church is not a place they can come to
when they have such massive issues
that’s oftentimes pushed them toward
suicide. So we encourage the church to
stand with the silent majority when it
comes to those struggling with these
issues and say to them, “We may not
understand you. We may not condone
your practice, but we will be with you,
and we will study, hear, listen, and be
able to interpret to our local church
how we as pastors and laity might be in
ministry with our teenagers, for they
are not the future of tomorrow, they are
our future today—they are evangelists

today. So I encourage you to support
concurrence of the majority report.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Now
you’ve heard the response of the pre-
senter. This item is before you, 1510.
Are you ready? Yes? 

DONALD R. AVERY (Louisiana):
Procedurally—well, first of all, Donald
Avery, clergy, Louisiana. Procedurally,
Bishop, are we voting on the petition—
the information in the petition—
because the chart that is compiled by
GCFA is not the official item that we
are voting on.

BISHOP HUIE: My understanding
is that we’ve heard clarification by the
presenter of the report and that the
number that is the correct number is the
one presented in the GCFA report.

WILKES: But the only thing we
would put before you is what the pres-
ent information states and what is in the
GCFA line item.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, I think the
body is ready to vote. You’re voting on
this Calendar Item. Please vote now.
[Yes, 416; No, 397; Abstain, 6]

Alright the committee is sustained.
Next calendar item.

Final Church and Society Items

JAMES E. SWANSON (South
Georgia): Bishop and members of the
General Conference, I’m James
Swanson from the South Georgia Annual
Conference, and I would call your atten-
tion to p. 1747 in your DCA, 1747;
Calendar Item 1025, Calendar Item
1025. That is found in your Advanced
DCA on p.1106, 1106; Petition No.
40465, Petition No. 40465. It appears to
the members of the legislative commit-
tee on Church and Society that this par-
ticular petition was inadvertently pulled
from the consent calendar and that it is
our contention that it does not have any
financial implications. And it was voted
in our legislative committee concurrence
by a vote 86 for and 0 against.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
This item’s before you. I believe you’re
ready to vote, please. The committee is
recommending concurrence. Please
vote now. [Yes ,784; No,56; Abstain,3]
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Alright, thank you, you’ve sustained
the committee. Thank you very much. 

JESSICA F. MOFFAT (Oklahoma):
With gratitude to the subcommittees’
chairpersons who have presented
today, I’m pleased to tell you that that
concludes our report.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you
very much. That was a… alright, thank
you. Now we move to General
Administration. 

K. EDWARD TOMLINSON (North
Georgia): Bishop, the items we present
to you all have financial applications,
some minimal, some a little more. We
will begin with Carl Frazier who will
report on Calendar Item 1517. 

Agency Representation

R. CARL FRAZIER, JR (North
Carolina): We’re at Calendar Item 1517
which is on p. 1928, 1928 of the DCA.
It is Petition 40358; you will find it in
the ADCA on p. 910. The petition deals
with membership on boards and agen-
cies. Currently, there is no single for-
mula for selecting membership on the
various boards of agencies of the
church, and in fact, that process is iden-
tified in twenty-three different para-
graphs in the Discipline. The only
consistence is there is a base number of
membership, which comes from the
various jurisdictions—approximately
50 percent of the members of all of the
boards and agencies. The rest of the
members of the boards and agencies
are comprised of bishops or members
at large chosen by board and agencies’
nominating committees. 

The legislation proposed by the
committees suggests essentially three
principles in selection. First, that we
continue to guarantee each jurisdiction
membership on every board and
agency, so that all areas of the church
are represented. Secondly, to acknowl-
edge the importance of our central con-
ference representation, and to increase
their voices at the boards and agencies.
And third, to require that the board and
agencies choose their at large members
from the jurisdictional polls based on
proportionality to the memberships of
the various jurisdictions. 

Several annual conferences submitted
the petition that we received and worked
on and the committee made additional
changes which you will find on p. 1928.
Just a few amendments—the primary
one being adding language to ensure that
the denomination-stated goal of diversi-
ty will be met in representation. There is
another editorial change we need to
make; it’s in the second column. The
fourth line down the word “additional”
needs to be moved before the word
“expenses.” So that it will read, “GCFA
will provide the additional expenses for
the central conference members.” The
same change needs to be made at the
bottom of the column, on the next to the
last line, before the minority report so
that it reads the same there as well.

We bring this because it does have
some financial implications with the
increase central conference representa-
tion. The committee and the authors of
the petitions have consulted with
GCF&A staff, and the projection addi-
tional cost to the church would be about
$300,000 for the quadrennium to include
the additional representation from the
central conferences that was not origi-
nally included in the budget because this
was not disciplinary language at the time
of the budget preparation. 

Bishop, there is a minority report,
which is attached to this, and Minerva
Carcano will be presenting that. But
before she does, let me also say that as
a matter of procedure and process, we
submitted this to review to the
Commission on Central Conferences;
and when we’ve come to perfecting the
majority report, they have language
they would like to suggest which the
committee will welcome. 

MINERVA G. CARCANO (Oregon-
Idaho): Minerva Carcano, clergy from
Oregon-Idaho Annual Conference. In
behalf of the writers of the minority
report, let me point out that though
brother Carl has mentioned the many
places in the Book of Discipline that
would be affected. There are three par-
ticular paragraphs that would be affect-
ed most. Those paragraphs are 705,
706, and 805. They are lengthy and

complex sections of the Book of
Discipline that address the issue of
general agency membership. 

The minority report recommends
that we refer this petition, Petition
40358, to the Council of Bishops; and
now in light of the action that we took
last night, for them to work with this in
collaboration with the Connectional
Table. We have several concerns that
lead us to bring this minority report to
you. The first one is that when we have
made significant changes in the way
that we member the boards and agen-
cies in The United Methodist Church,
we have done so after extensive study.
This brings no study with it as the
majority report and that leaves us with
concerns—it leaves us with the con-
cern that we have not addressed the
issue of who we are as a body of Jesus
Christ and the importance of all the
members in the body of Jesus Christ. 

We would support the majority mem-
bers in holding up the value of propor-
tionality, but we wonder whether
proportionality is best expressed at the
general agency level. We would argue
that proportionality is best expressed on
this floor as a General Conference. The
majority report fails to consider—
because there has been no study—it
fails to consider the function and the
purpose of our general agencies; and
therefore, is lacking in what it recom-
mends. The General Conference is also
the body that must look at, at our repre-
sentation for the global church. And
while the writers of the majority report
argue that this would favor our central
conference colleagues, no intentional
conversation was held with our central
conference colleagues until yesterday
noon. And I’m aware of that conversa-
tion because I happened to serve on the
Commission on Central Conference
Affairs, conversation that was held very
rapidly without much time to clearly
address the considerations before us. 

The majority report also refers to the
cost. It is being recommended that the
GCF&A cover those costs for this qua-
drennium. The normal processes for
agencies to cover the cost of member-
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ship as agencies assume the cost of
membership. We would be addressing,
I believe, an undermining of some of
the ministry commitments that have
been made with central conference led
by central conference members. 

And finally, the Book of Discipline
allows for process in which what we now
have as a Connectional Table and gener-
al agencies have an opportunity to
address issues of connectional structures,
including general agency membership;
and our general agencies have not had an
opportunity for this conversation. As
we’ve approved a Connectional Table,
we’ve given it the responsibility of
reviewing and evaluating general agen-
cies around missional emphasis. That is
yet to be done. The wiser thing would be
to refer this to the Connectional Table of
the Council of Bishops. 

Minority is Motion to Refer

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you. I
believe, and in consultation with my
colleagues, here we would understand
what is currently called the minority
report as truly a motion to refer. That
it’s not a true minority report in the
sense that our rules specify; but it is a
motion to refer with certain instructions
for the referral, and I’m going to rule
that that’s what we have rather than a
minority report. So what we’ll—what
is before us at this point—is a motion
to refer. You’ve heard that, there’s been
a speech in favor of referral, and now
what we can hear would be a speech
not to refer. And then that will allow us
to debate this, and I believe in a simpler
manner. So is there anyone who wishes
to speak against the motion to refer?
Alright, I see someone in the back.
Thank you, mic 5… I’m sorry. 

ROBERT SPARKMAN JR. (North
Alabama): Robert Sparkman, North
Alabama. These issues have been stud-
ied at every General Conference. It is
clear the disparities in the church dis-
enfranchise many of the growing areas.
The disparities in the formulas disen-
franchise the central conferences, and
the North Central Conference, and the
Southeast. This proposal would solve
the problems that have been studied

over and over and over again, and so I
think it is important not to refer
because justice is not served when
some areas of the church are disenfran-
chised by under representation. Each
person is of equal worth in the eyes of
God, and every area should be equally
represented. We need the vision from
the central conferences. We need the
vision for growth and a passion for
souls. We need the special abilities, and
the vision of these under-represented
areas. There is a different vision of the
church, and we need to have that vision
represented in all the boards and agen-
cies from these under-represented
areas. Vote no on referral.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
I’ve had a speech for referral, against
referral. I need a speech for referral.
Alright, right back here, mic 6, the
brother who is coming forward.

SUDARSHANA DEVADHAR
(North Central New York): Sudarshana
Devadhar, clergy, North Central New
York Conference. In the last eight
years, as a member of General
Commission on Christian Unity and
Interreligious Concerns, I have person-
ally recognized the gifts and graces our
youth and young adults bring to our
global table. Our youth and young
adults think differently from the rest of
the church, and they bring a new vision
to our global table. Let our church hear
our youth and young adults no matter
where they come from. In our attempt
to make disciples for Jesus Christ, let
us be open to the movement of the
Holy Spirit. Therefore, brothers and
sisters in Christ, let not numbers or
geographical regions control us. Let us
refer this matter.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
That’s a speech for referral. Now we
can hear a speech against referral.
Alright, there is a whole group of cards
right here in… yes, yes, let’s try it. Not,
not you… I’m sorry, the woman com-
ing way back at mic 5, I think. Thank
you.

DEBORAH MCLEOD (Florida):
Debbie McLeod, clergy, Florida. I rise
to speak against referral. I serve as a

District Superintendent in south
Florida, in an extremely multicultural
district. We have 31,000 members:
Haitian churches, African American
churches, Korean churches, Hispanic
churches, Jamaican churches. What
happens when you limit the proportion-
al representation is that you limit ethnic
representation. I want to share with you
two facts. The Southeast Jurisdiction
has as many ethnic minority members
as three other jurisdictions combined.
When you limit the representation from
the Southeastern Jurisdiction, you limit
the number of qualified, wonderful eth-
nic leaders that can participate on gen-
eral boards and agencies. Second fact:
there are more African American
United Methodists in the South
Carolina Annual Conference than in the
entire Western Jurisdiction. These are
just a few examples of the vast ethnic
representation that exists across the
church. The Southeast has been severe-
ly under represented, and so I ask you
to defeat referral. Vote no on referral
and then adopt the main motion to
guarantee inclusiveness in our general
boards and agencies. Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, we’ve had
two speeches for, two speeches against;
and I come back to the presenter of the
calendar item.

FRAZIER: Thank you, Bishop. I
would join those who have… who urge
you not to refer this, to act on it today.
There was another petition which the
committee refused to put on the con-
sent calendar for non-concurrence,
which precisely called for a study and
we did not concur with that. We passed
that along, feeling that this legislation
already addressed many of the con-
cerns brought in the minority report. It
acknowledges those places in our life
that are experiencing growth due to a
demographic influence. We had con-
versation with members of central con-
ferences as the legislation was crafted.
The committee gives you legislation
that includes, and ensures, diversity for
the church; and it ensures everyone a
place at the table. But most important-
ly, the committee’s bringing to you leg-
islation that seeks to have every United
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Methodist represented equally at our
places of decision making, and I would
urge you not to refer this motion but to
act on it today as a conference.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Thank you.
You’ve heard speeches for and against.
What we are about to vote on is refer-
ral. We are ready to vote. If you would
vote on this, I mean, when you are
ready to vote on the motion to refer,
please vote now. [Yes, 310; No, 542;
Abstain, 8] 

Alright, it is not referred. We are
back on the main calendar item, which
is in front of you. Do you wish… yes, I
believe, yes, sir, the brother in the
orange shirt. I am going to test the body
and see if we are not ready to move for-
ward to a vote.

Membership Calculated
With Apportionments

PAUL E. BLACK (Illinois Great
Rivers): Bishop Huie, I am here to…
I’m Paul Black, lay delegate from
Illinois Great Rivers Conference. I
wish to offer an amendment. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, it’s in order.
BLACK: I move to amend

Paragraph 705.5e by adding the follow-
ing after the second sentence: “These
allocations are then multiplied by the
percentage of general church appor-
tionments paid by the respective juris-
diction in the previous quadrennium to
calculate final jurisdictional allocation.
The remaining membership will be
divided equally, starting with the cen-
tral conferences, and going in descend-
ing order of percentage of paid
apportionments until all seats have
been filled.” The same language would
also be inserted after the third sentence
in Paragraph 706 and in Paragraph
805.(a).2 at the end. And if…

BISHOP HUIE: Is there a second?
Alright, let’s give the maker of the
motion the opportunity to speak to it.

BLACK: What we have seen here in
the last several days, especially in deal-
ing with this legislation, is a power
struggle; and to where we give power
and authority, there is a corresponding
responsibility. The two proposals—each
one favoring and pitting one jurisdiction

against another—it’s interesting to note
that the two jurisdictions involved rank
fourth and fifth among five jurisdic-
tions in paid apportionments for the
first three years of this quadrennium. 

We have a crisis in the church. It is
not a crisis of finance, it is a crisis of
connection. We have had apportion-
ments being used as tools of political
blackmail to promote agendas, both on
the left and on the right. We want to be
connectional when it is advantage, to
our advantage, but we choose to opt out
when it is not. We find that it’s more
comfortable to make decisions that are
acceptable back home when it comes to
funding and making sure we hold the
bottom line rather than asking our peo-
ple to take and step up to the plate and
assume responsibility for fully funding
the ministries we say are important. 

It’s interesting to note that the unpaid
apportionments amounted to 13.28 per-
cent  for the first three years of this qua-
drennium. If you’ve taken and move that
out over four years, we would have
enough money to fund everything that is
off budget currently before this body.
Our vision is shortsighted. It’s based on
what we can do, rather than on what God
can do and can provide. The implications
are very simple. We will have more sta-
ble funding under this proposal because
agencies no longer would have to pad
requests because they know their fund-
ing would be at a 100 percent rather than
88 or 85 percent.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, I’m sorry.
It’s—you need to sum up.

BLACK: It strikes a delicate balance
between the two proposals, and this
proposal gives greater central confer-
ence representation than either of the
two proposals before us.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
Now let me ask all of you to stay right
there, because that’s a long amendment
and there… we may need to have you
read at least the first part of that again so
the body understands the main import of
the amendment. And then we’ll hear a
speech against the amendment.

BLACK: Basically, the language is
inserted in three locations. It is inserted

in paragraph 705,5.ee, after the second
sentence. It is also inserted after the
third sentence in Paragraph 706, and it
is inserted at the end of Paragraph
805(a).2. The text of it reads as fol-
lows: “These allocations are then mul-
tiplied by the percentage of general
church apportionments paid by the
respective jurisdictions in the previous
quadrennium to calculate final jurisdic-
tional allocation. The remaining mem-
bership will be divided equally starting
with the central conferences and going
in descending order of percentage of
paid apportionments until all seats have
been filled.”

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
Now we’ve heard a speech for. Let me
look for a speech against. Let me try
the woman right here in the red coat. I
believe that will be mic 4.

MARY ELIZABETH MOORE
(California-Pacific): I rise to oppose
the proposed amendment based on the
fact that no form of representation can
ever be fully just. I appreciate our
brothers commending the importance
of paying full apportionments. I am an
ardent advocate in my own annual con-
ference and in my local church, which
is in another jurisdiction, which itself
has moved from 30 to 100 percent pay-
ing apportionments. I believe this is our
mission.

However, basing representation on a
system of rewards and punishments is
missing the point. We are called to do
the mission of Jesus Christ in the
world. We need representation from all,
so that we might serve in every corner
of this globe with as much sensitivity
and commitment as we possibly can
muster. If you look at the General—at
the central conferences—which I’m
afraid most of us in the United States
are tempted to use one way or another
for our own ends—if we look at the
central conferences, we have vast dif-
ferences in the numbers of lay and cler-
gy membership; yet, many of these
conferences have the same representa-
tion at General Conference. Let me
reiterate, no form of representation can
ever be fully just. 
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BISHOP HUIE: You need to sum up.
MOORE: Let us join hands with all

our sisters and brothers for the mission
of Christ.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Thank you.
Now we have had one speech for, one
speech against. I’m still seeing cards,
so I’ll finish this out. Let me go back to
the woman right back here, the sister in
the orange-colored, pink blouse. Thank
you.

Effect on Current Membership

SHARON L. BASSETT (North
Central New York): Bishop, Sharon
Bassett, North Central New York
Conference. I have a question.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright.
BASSETT: Is that in order?
BISHOP HUIE: Yes.
BASSETT: The question is, what is

the affect of this legislation on our
membership on our board and agencies
now currently, and what will it be if this
is passed? Can you answer that, please.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. We’d have
to go to the maker of the motion. Let’s
try to do this quickly, friends. We’ve a
long way to go. 

FRAZIER: I cannot answer what it
will be if the amendment is passed.
Under the current, the proposed legisla-
tion from the committee, the member-
ship changes that we have looked at
and that would, that have been looked
at by GCF&A staff would be reflective
this way: the North Central Jurisdiction
would gain five representatives on
boards and agencies from what they
have currently; the Northeast would
lose 9; the South Central would lose 9;
the Southeast would gain 35; the West
would lose 30; and, the Central
Conferences would gain 11. As to the
amendment, I have no idea what affect
that would have on representation.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Now, there
are a lot of cards here. I want to go to
the brother right back in the back, thank
you. What we are looking for are
speeches for and against. We’ve had
one of each. Let’s try to finish this up.
What we are on is the amendment.

MARK R. HOLLAND (Kansas East):
Thank you, Bishop, Mark Holland,
Kansas East clergy. I find myself in—

BISHOP HUIE: Oh, wait. Where are
you? That is not who I was trying to
call on. I’m sorry. Hold that. Let me
go… it is the gentleman, mic 7. Thank
you. That’s who I was trying to call on.
I beg your pardon. Let me see what his
speech is, and I’ll try to go for you.
Alright, yes, please.

STEPHEN P. TAYLOR (South
Carolina): Thank you. Thank you,
Bishop. Stephen Taylor, South Carolina
clergy. Would it be appropriate to make
a motion to suspend the rules and call
the question on all that is before us?

BISHOP HUIE: You can do that. 
TAYLOR: I so do that.
BISHOP HUIE: Alright. The motion

is to suspend the rules and call the pre-
vious question on all that’s before us.
Alright, that’s before us. Is there a sec-
ond? Alright. Alright. I think you are
ready to vote on this motion to suspend
the rules and called on the previous
question for all that is before us. If you
are ready to vote, please vote now. [Yes,
740; No, 118; Abstain, 2]

Alright, you’ve called to suspend the
rules. Sir, I’m sorry I didn’t see you, but
I will try to watch for you on another
time. Is this—

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Point
of order, Bishop.

BISHOP HUIE: Yes, alright.
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: I

believe that you stated earlier that the
question could not be called without
any speeches for or against the actual
legislation. Whereas before, we’ve
only spoken on the amendments. No
speeches have been give for or against
on the actual legislation.

BISHOP HUIE: That is correct. But
the motion was to suspend the rules;
and, therefore, that rule is suspended,
and we are voting on everything that is
before us, starting with the amendment
and then moving through to the main
motion. So we are on the amendment
now. I believe you are ready. You’ve
announced your intention that you are
ready to vote. What is before us is the

amendment, the Paul Black amend-
ment. Please vote now. [Yes, 293; No,
554; Abstain, 17]

Alright, that motion, that amendment
was defeated. Alright. And I believe I
just need for you to say that out loud,
because I’m having trouble listening to
two things at the same time.

FRAZIER: Thank you. Thank you.
When we had made the opening pres-
entation, we acknowledged that the
legislation had been submitted for
review as a matter of process to the
Commission on Central Conferences.
And they had language to the majority
report, which they wish to submit,
which the committee welcomed. I don’t
know how procedurally they can pres-
ent that now, but we need to hear from
them since it is a matter regarding the
central conferences.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. What we
need to have here—I’m going to try
this with the will of the body and see.
Will the body allow, since he did call
for this earlier, to allow this friendly
amendment here to come from Central
Conference Commission? May we do
that? Technically, we’d have to have a
motion for reconsideration, but may we
go ahead with the permission of the
body and simply hear this. Alright.
Let’s do this quickly.

FRAZIER: Sally, Sally Dyck is here
from the commission.

Amendment from Central
Conference Commission

SALLY DYCK (East Ohio): Thank
you, Bishop. And I bring this amend-
ment from the Commission on Central
Conferences, which has met through-
out the week. And when we received
this in the last day or two, this friendly
amendment has been drafted. And I
would turn your attention to Calendar
Item 15 and where it says, “Amend
paragraph 705.5c,” our amendment
will replace that first paragraph listed
there, beginning with: Add “combined”
between the and central in the first sen-
tence. After recommended in the sec-
ond sentence, add “that at least one
member selected from Africa, one from
Europe, and one from the Philippines,
and.” That would be deleted. It would
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be replaced with this text. And what the
text does is provide a formula and then
a distribution of members. 

The text reads like this: “The total
central conference membership in gen-
eral agencies shall be 10 percent of the
total membership of the general agen-
cies allocated as follows: At least one
from each region—the Philippines,
Europe, and Africa—on these commis-
sions: three General Council on
Finance and Administration, three on
General Commission on Archives and
History, three on General Commission
on Communications, three General
Commission on Christian Unity and
Interreligious Concerns, three on the
General Commission on Religion and
Race, three on the General
Commission on the Status and Role of
Women, three on the General
Commission on United Methodist
Men, and three on The United
Methodist Publishing House, and at
least one from each region; but five on
the General Board of Church and
Society, five on the General Board of
Higher Education, and then at least one
from each region—the Philippines,
Europe, and Africa—but seven on the
General Board of Discipleship, and
seven on the General Board of Global
Ministries. It is recommended that the
central conference membership on
each program board incorporate one-
third clergy, one third lay men, and
one-third lay women. The remainder
shall be allocated as determined by the
Commission on Central Conferences.”

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. It is my
understanding this is coming with the
committee’s concurrence. Am I cor-
rect? (unintelligible)

DYCK: This is come after the
Commission on Central Conferences
has met and met with General
Administration, and we present this as
our way of… the formula and the dis-
tribution.

BISHOP HUIE: I think we do. We
need that as an amendment. And if you
would move that we amend it, then it’ll
be properly moved.

DYCK: I would so move.

BISHOP HUIE: I’ll call on you. Just
a second. Alright. It is moved. Is there
a second? Alright. Sir, please, go to mic
2. 

Procedural Motions
WILLILAM D. SCOTT (Mississi-

ppi): I’m William Scott, Mississippi
Conference lay delegate. My point of
order is that is a very, very long amend-
ment. It changes the total content of
that motion. We had a motion that this
has been voted on now. You cannot
amend it after we had the motion to,
unless it is reconsidered. And so that
amendment is out of order at this point
of time.

BISHOP HUIE: Sir, you are… I did
ask for… you are correct. I did ask the
body if it was acceptable to hear this. I
heard a yes from the body, and that’s
why I allowed it. Technically, you are
absolutely right. And since it is a long,
complicated amendment, this may be a
good reason that I should have had us
just walk through this procedure. And
what it would take now is a motion to
reconsider the suspension of the rules.
That’s what it would take. That’s a two
thirds, and I’ll just handle it technically
correct. I see right here, right the broth-
er back, mic 5. Yes?

STEPHEN P. WENDE (Texas):
Bishop, I’m Steve Wende from the
Texas Annual Conference, I—

BISHOP HUIE: Did you vote? Go
ahead. 

WENDE: Is it OK? I move a suspen-
sion of the rules to do whatever you
just said.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright. Did you
vote with the prevailing side? 

WENDE: I’m sorry. People were
laughing at me. I couldn’t hear.

BISHOP HUIE: Did you vote with
the prevailing side?

WENDE: Oh, yes, ma’am. 
BISHOP HUIE: Alright, is there a

second. Alright, it is moved and sec-
onded. This is a motion for reconsider-
ation of the suspension of the rules. If
this is, if you reconsider then we’ll be
open… we’ll receive the amendment,
and we’ll walk it back through to the

end. Alright. Are you ready to vote?
You understand, we are voting to
reconsider the suspension of the rules
in order to allow this amendment that
you just heard read. If you are ready to
vote, please vote now. [Yes, 582; No,
273; Abstain, 5]

Yes, it is reconsidered, that’s a two-
thirds vote. Now if you would make
this motion to add this amendment—so
make it again. And we’ll do it correct-
ly. 

DYCK: It is to delete paragraph…
BISHOP HUIE: You don’t have to

read it all, just move what you read pre-
viously. I need you to move it, again.

DYCK: I move the deletion of
705.5c—that first paragraph, and then
you wish for me to read the full text?

BISHOP HUIE: You don’t need to
read the full text, again, no. That’s all
we need. Is there a second? Is there a
second? Alright, now it’s properly
before us. What we’re debating is this
amendment. We’ve suspended this. Let
me try right over here, and we’re going
to try to move forward. Alright, yes,
mic 1.

PATRICK STREIFF (Switzerland-
France): Patrick Streiff from
Switzerland-France Annual Conference.
Just one question. I worked on the
commission and on the text. One ques-
tion where you stated about the two
boards which have seven persons. If I
am right, the text should read, “one
member from each central conference”
in these two boards. Just so we have the
correct text.

DYCK: One member from each
Central Conference on the General
Board of Discipleship and the General
Board of Global Ministries. That would
be seven each.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, are we
ready to vote? Oh no, no. Alright so
we’re looking—we’re going to—let
me go right here, to this side, the broth-
er. Come to mic 4. We’re on the
amendment. We’re debating the
amendment. 

RANDOLPH MILLER (California-
Nevada): Bishop, Randy Miller,
layperson from California-Nevada. So,
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I have two questions, and I think
they’re standard questions. One, with
the amendment that Sally just made,
how will that change the formula—the
reductions that were presented by the
chair? And the other question is, since
it’s our standard question, what are the
financial implications of the changes
that Sally is proposing?

FRAZIER: In our conversation, our
understanding is that their proposal
doesn’t change the representation
number. It just, specifically, allocates
where those central conference mem-
bers will be. And since it would not
change that number, it would not have
any change to the financial implica-
tions that I earlier indicated to the con-
ference.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, now let me
go the question back—yes, sir. The
brother by mic 8, who tried to speak a
while ago. Thank you. 

MARK R. HOLLAND (Kansas
East): Thank you, Bishop. Mark
Holland, clergy, Kansas East. I would
speak against this amendment, and I
would speak against the whole thing.
This reallocation looks to be a hastily
made attempt to change the way we do
business. I’m in the South Central
Jurisdiction, and it’s actually not going
to affect our jurisdiction much. The
affect, really, is to take 30 delegates—
30 voting people from the Western
Jurisdiction and put those in the
Southeastern Jurisdiction. 

In the United States government, we
have two houses, the Senate and the
House of Representatives. It’s to create
a balance between the population in
representation. That’s why Kansas, by
the grace of God, has as many senators
as Texas, Amen. But in the House of
Representatives, Texas has many more
than Kansas. Because we don’t have
two houses, we have a balance between
the population and representation. This
formula is trying to undo it, and I think
we need to—I myself speaking for the
status quo—we need to leave it as it is.
Vote no on this amendment, and no on
the whole thing.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, a speech
against. Let me try the brother from

Arkansas back there who’s been trying
to get the floor.

DAVID B. WILSON (Arkansas):
David Wilson, Arkansas. I move we
suspend the rules and vote on all that is
before us.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, alright now.
This is a motion, again, to suspend the
rules and move through to voting on all
that’s before us, which now includes
this amendment. You ready to vote,
please? Is there a second? Alright, a
motion to suspend the rules takes two-
thirds. If you wish to suspend the
rules—or to vote on suspending the
rules, please vote now. [Yes, 780; No,
65; Abstain, 0]

Alright, thank you. You’ve suspend-
ed the rules, so we’ll work first with the
amendment. Let me give the—the
amendment is coming from the com-
mittee, so I don’t think we need to hear
another speech. So what is before us is
the amendment that you read involving
central conferences and that ratio.
Alright, are you ready to vote? On the
amendment, please vote now. [Yes,
514; No, 331; Abstain, 17]

Thank you, you’ve sustained the
amendment. Now we move directly to
Calendar Item 1517 and the petition
that is now the main motion, right here,
Petition 40358, as it has been amended.
Now I could give the maker an oppor-
tunity to speak if you so choose. 

FRAZIER: We’d just urge the con-
ference to adopt the legislation, Bishop.
A sister said earlier that there’s not a
perfectly fair system of representation.
That’s probably true, but we believe
we’ve given you legislation that is as
fair and equitable as we can make it,
and we urge its adoption.  

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
Are you ready to vote? Please vote
now. [Yes, 556; No, 302; Abstain, 6]

Thank you, you’ve sustained the
committee as it’s been amended. Let’s
go to the next calendar item. 

K. EDWARD TOMLINSON (North
Georgia): I call on Marcus Matthews to
present an item. 

World Service Fund

MARCUS MATTHEWS (Baltimore-
Washington): Bishop, I would ask that
you would turn in your DCA to p. 1848,
Calendar Item 1465, in the DCA, April
27th , p. 26-27, Petition No. 41604. The
subject is GCOM Report No. 24. This
is a joint recommendation of GCOM
and GCFA, regarding World Service
Fund allocations to the general pro-
gram agencies for the 2005–2008 qua-
drennium. Both councils, GCFA and
GCOM, have agreed to the total alloca-
tion of $222 million. The committee
recommends concurrence. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, this item is
before you. Are you ready to vote?
Alright I believe the body’s ready—no
I see a card right here. Let’s go quickly,
mic 3. 

(unintelligible) 
BISHOP HUIE: Alright, we need

again the page number.
MATTHEWS: Page 26, it’s in your

DCA, April 27th p. 26 and 27. 
BISHOP HUIE: Alright, now I

believe you’re ready to vote on this,
Calendar Item 1465. The committee
recommends concurrence. It was unan-
imous. Please vote now. [Yes, 767; No,
54; Abstain, 0]

Thank you, you’ve sustained the
committee. Next calendar item. 

Regarding Connectional Table
TOMLINSON: The other items that

we bring to you relate to the “Living
Into the Future” action that was taken
last night, when we… we passed the
Connectional Table in its stead. So con-
sequently, Jonathan Baker will bring
the enabling resolution which is found
on p. 2015 in today’s DCA. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, p. 2015, it’s
today’s DCA.

JONATHAN BAKER (Peninsula-
Delaware): Bishop, this resolution was
read last evening to the body. I don’t
know if they wish to have it read again,
but I present it as a transition plan for
the Connectional Table.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, I don’t
believe you need it read again. Am I
correct? Correct! Alright, is there dis-
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cussion here? Are you ready to vote?
Alright, and what you would be voting
on is this resolution that’s printed on
2015. If you would support this resolu-
tion, or not… if you would… you’re
ready to vote on this resolution. Sorry.

Central Conference Representation
EBEN K. NHIWATIWA (East

Zimbabwe): Question.
BISHOP HUIE: Oh, yes, there are

people on my right. I’m sorry. Thank
you. I beg your pardon. I beg your par-
don. 

NHIWATWA: Bishop, Eben Nhiwa-
tiwa, clergy from Zimbabwe. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright.
NHIWATIWA: We have been doing

quite well in terms of representation
from central conferences. But this rep-
resentation, here, of one member from
the central conferences—you aren’t
aware that our General Conference
leaders, are even aware of how many
central conferences we have, the barri-
ers of language, geography, and dis-
tances. 

I would propose that we need a little
bit more representation in this transi-
tional process. In the transitional
process, you still have a lot of issues to
be deliberated on. So it’s not a given as
it is. We plead for more representation
from central conferences. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, do you
have an amendment you wish to make? 

NHIWATIWA: I would amend that
at least three members in this transi-
tional process should be from central
conferences. Thank you, Bishop. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, I need to
know the exact sentence, and where
you would add it. In order to make this
in order, we need to know the sentence,
and where it would be added. 

NHIWATIWA: Yes, Bishop, that is
where they are saying… right. Just
count on the resolution, about the third
sentence where it says “assuring partic-
ipation of at least one central confer-
ence member” let us say “assuring
participation of at least three central
conference members.” 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, this is a
motion to amend on line 3, to change
the one to a three. Alright, that’s before

you. Is there discussion? Is there a sec-
ond? Alright, now let me see. Yes, let
me go to the back, thank you.

JAY K. BRIM (Southwest Texas):
Bishop, Jay Brim, Southwest Texas lay
delegate. A speech against this amend-
ment. Bishop and friends, and especial-
ly Central Conference members,
several of us drafted this transition
team resolution to cover the next seven
months, eight months of time. And we
included one Central Conference mem-
ber out of ten, which for a membership
worldwide of just over 16 or 17 percent
of our total membership in the denom-
ination; we recognize that’s a little bit
short of full proportional representa-
tion. But given that we’re going to try
to meet, have this team meet, repeated-
ly over a very brief time following the
conclusion of General Conference and
through the summer, we felt that it
would be, first of all, more expensive
than possible for us to bear in this par-
ticular situation.

We would beg you to recognize that
one Central Conference member in this
particular situation is appropriate for
what we are trying to do with this brief
transition period. And also recognize
the Connectional Table itself will have
seven central conference members, at
least, out of its voting membership.
Allow us to build this table through this
brief transition time with this team, and
we assure you a very good central con-
ference representation on the Connec-
tional Table itself. Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you,
that’s onee speech for the amendment,
one speech against. Do we need more
speeches here? Alright, I think you’re
ready to vote on the amendment which
would change the one to a three.
Alright, the amendment is before you.
Please vote now. [Yes, 294; No, 599;
Abstain, 2]

Alright, the amendment fails. 
What is before you is the resolution

as it’s presented. Do you wish to debate
this? I do see cards. Let me go right
here, over to, yes sir. The brother who’s
standing up. Thank you, to mic 8. We’ll
try to deal with this quickly.

JACK RYDER (Northern Illinois): I
just have, just have a question. I’m
Jack Ryder, Northern Illinois lay mem-
ber. The transition team will be
accountable to the Connectional Table,
it says in the first paragraph, and that
the—it will—the transitional team will
convene following this General
Conference. The Connectional Table
doesn’t start until January 1st. Who is
the transition team accountable to
between now and January 1st, if any-
body?

JONATHAN O.BAKER (Peninsula-
Delaware): The organization of the
transition team begins effective imme-
diately following the General
Conference. It is a recommending
body. The Connectional Table will
receive its recommendations. It will not
be able to make any decisions until the
Connectional Table is formed as of
January 1, and as it works with that
Connectional Team through that 6
months. So it’s simply beginning to
look at the essential functions neces-
sary to assure that the General Council
of Ministry functions are addressed, to
be able to recommend as soon as the
Connectional Table is organized. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, are we sat-
isfied? No? Right here. Yes, sir.

Regarding General Counsel

DANIEL A. IVEY-SOTO (New
Mexico): Daniel Ivey-Soto, New
Mexico Annual Conference. Bishop, I
have an amendment. And the amend-
ment is in the description of the mem-
bers of the transition team prior to the
words “general legal counsel” to insert
the words “in consultation with.”

BISHOP HUIE: Could you give us
the line number please?

IVEY-SOTO: That would be the 4th
line of the resolution that begins
“member and the general legal coun-
sel” to insert the words “in consultation
with.” So that it would then read “and
in consultation with the general legal
counsel.” And if there’s a second, I will
very briefly speak to it.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, there’s a
second. Please speak to it.



IVEY-SOTO: Your lawyer should be
advising you. Your lawyer should not
be deciding for you. As such, it is
appropriate that this team consult with
the general legal counsel, and she
should be at the table, but she should
not be with a vote. Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
The, the presiding officer of the com-
mittee says that he would accept that as
a friendly amendment; however, this
document belongs to the house and I
think we have to vote on it. So, may we
just proceed to the voting on this
amendment? Do we need to debate it?
Alright, let’s vote and what we’re vot-
ing on is the addition of those words
“in consultation with.” If you would
approve this, please vote now. [Yes,
775; No, 44; Abstain, 7]

Alright, you’ve approved it.
BISHOP HUIE: Now we’ve… it’s

amended. Let’s go back to the main
enabling motion. I believe one more
card here. Let’s try this. Yes. Then I’m
going to try to see if you’re ready to
vote. Oh, mic 3. Sorry, mic 3. It’s com-
ing. Mic 3.

GARY R. HENDERSON (East
Ohio): Bishop… alright.

BISHOP HUIE: Now.
HENDERSON: Bishop, Gary

Henderson, East Ohio. I’d like to make
a motion to amend this document. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright.

Increase Size of Transition Team

HENDERSON: It’s in the first line,
and I’ll read it and note the amendment.
“A transition team not to exceed fifteen
members with at least three coming
from the central conferences.” And
then if you’ll count down three lines, I
would delete “at least one central con-
ference member.” If I would have a
second, I’d like to speak to it.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, is there a
second? Alright, I hear a second. Please
speak to it.

HENDERSON: Bishop, I rise out of
a real, keen sensitivity of a need to be
much more inclusive. I think that we’re
moving too quickly. I think we’re mov-

ing with too many voices at the table
speaking. This is a critical moment in
the life of the church. I’m listening to
the arguments that we need to do this
quickly. But I want to caution us that
we are indeed a global community, and
we cannot disenfranchise our neighbors
from the central conferences. But I
strongly believe that we need more
people in the room making this impor-
tant and critical decision in the life of
the church.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
So, you’ve heard a speech in favor of
the amendment. Alright, does anyone
wish to speak against the amendment?
Are you? I don’t see any cards, and I
believe that means the body’s ready to
vote. So, the amendment before you is
to change in line 1 the “ten” to “fifteen”
members and to make the appropriate
deletion down in line 3. That’s what is
before us. This is an amendment. If
you’re ready to vote, please vote now.
[Yes, 370; No, 459; Abstain, 4]

No, the amendment is not sustained. 
What is before us is the document as

it was amended previously. I do believe
the body is ready to vote. What you are
voting on is this enabling resolution as
it was amended with the words “in con-
sultation with.” If you’re ready, do you
want to say anything? Alright, if you’re
ready to vote, please vote now. [Yes,
766; No, 77; Abstain, 7]

Alright, you have supported this
enabling resolution. Thank you. 

BISHOP HUIE: Now, let’s go to the
next item.

BAKER: Bishop, could I just
express thanks to the body for assuring
that the functions of the General
Council on Ministries are moving in
the Connectional Table. Thank you.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you
very much. Mr. Tomlinson?

TOMLINSON: We have just a few
more items to clean up in the “Living
Into the Future,” Connectional Table
situation. The first is Calendar Item
1307, also on p. 2014. Debbie McLeod
will present.

DEBORAH A. MCLEOD (Florida):
Bishop, we can do these together if you

would choose. They’re both on p. 2014
of the DCA; Calendar Nos. 1307 and
1308. This is what I got everybody
really confused about last night. These
are recommendations from legal coun-
sel. They are substitutes for Calendar
Items 1307 and 1308. These recom-
mendations do represent the intent of
the committee. I move the adoption of
Calendar Items 1307 and 1308 as sub-
stitutes for Petitions 40104 and 40105.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, can we han-
dle them together? Alright, is there dis-
cussion? Alright, if you would support
then these, what do I have here? A rec-
ommendation?

MCLEOD: Yes.
BISHOP HUIE: The language, a

motion. If you would support these
motions that are in 1307 and 1308, if
you’re ready to vote, please vote now.
[Yes, 786; No, 47; Abstain, 3]

Alright, you have sustained these
coming from the committee. Thank you
very much.  

These are additional resolutions of
clarification. Yes, I see those cards over
there in the back right. Yes, the brother,
no, no, from Oklahoma.

Final General Administration Items

DAVID L. SEVERE (Oklahoma):
David Severe, Oklahoma. Bishop, we
have just completed, or we are about to
complete, some very serious business. I
would like to ask, that at some point
before we are away from here, that an
appropriate time be taken to express
appreciation for the work of the
General Council of Ministries over the
many years that it has been in exis-
tence; and to the staff, many of whom
will be, of course, leaving it appears. I
think that would be most appropriate
for that to be done before we leave this,
this place. Thank you.

(applause)

BISHOP HUIE: Thank you very
much. I’ll be glad to do that. Alright,
alright. Now, there’s another person
who also had a card up. Right over
there. Was it the same issue? Alright,
Alright let’s proceed.
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TOMLINSON: I have one final
motion to complete the items relating
to the Connectional Tables. I would
like to move that we handle all peti-
tions relating to “Living Into the
Future,” which had financial implica-
tions that were voted non-concurrent
by the committee. They are as follows:
Calendar Item 1327, Calendar Item
1332, Calendar Item 1336, Calendar
Item 1337, Calendar Item 1507,
Calendar Item 1283, Calendar Item
1314; Calendar Item 1315, 1319, 1321,
1322, 1333, 1338, 1339, 1341, 1342,
1343, 1345, 1346, 1347, 1348, and
1508. I move that we vote these as non-
concurrence as they come from com-
mittee as recommended. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright so the
motion before you is all the calendar
items you’ve heard for non-concur-
rence as they come from the committee
dealing with issues from last night. Are
you ready to vote? Please vote now.
[Yes, 768; No, 39; Abstain, 4]

Alright, thank you. So these are
declared non-concurrence. We appreci-
ate that, and are there other items. 

TOMLINSON: That concludes the
items from General Administration for
this session. 

Pension Items

BISHOP HUIE: Wow! Thank you
very much. Thank you, thank you.
Now we’re doing well here. My col-
leagues behind me tell me that we’ve…
we have completed these first items.
We still have, if I’m understanding cor-
rectly, some pension items that must be
dealt with because they also have
financial implications. We’re past what
I have written on this agenda in front of
me, so I need someone to help me
know how will be making these pre-
sentations. 

TRACY R. MERRICK (Western
Pennsylvania): Tracy Merrick. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, Tracy
Merrick will be making these presenta-
tions coming from pensions. Thank
you very much. 

MERRICK: Tracy Merrick, Western
Pennsylvania, Chair of Financial
Administration. The subcommittee

chair that dealt with the pension area,
Joel Huffman, will actually be present-
ing these to you. As he comes to the
podium, I would like to make two
requests. One is we may need to have
staff from the General Board of
Pension and Health Benefits answer
questions if that’s permissible to the
body; and secondly, we would like to
give one of the members of that sub-
committee a couple of minutes just to
give an overview of these two petitions
that are coming so the body is clear on
what we’re presenting. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
Let’s have these persons come forward.
Will you—I see the hands over here.
Will you allow these staff persons
come forward and to speak if needed?
Alright, thank you. Now I see those
cards way back over there. Yes sir, if
you could come to mic 8. 

LONNIE CHAFIN (Northern
Illinois): Thank you, Bishop. Lonnie
Chafin, Northern Illinois Conference.
Bishop, if you’d ask me if Jesus is Lord,
I would vote yes. If you asked me is
Jesus… if Jesus is bored, I’d vote yes.
Mercy, mercy please! Bishop, you’re
running a great train, we’ve got a lot of
distance, but we’ve made significant
changes to the nature of the church. I
feel at this point the body is at the point
of exhausting. Please show some mercy.
This pension resolution is of significant
change to the church, and I would not
have us to brush past it. It only impacts
the budget if we amend it, and so I think
at this point GCFA has what they need
to begin the budgetary process. If we
could take a break, and be good to each
other, and come back refreshed; I think
we would be a better conference. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, we just
heard… thank you very much. We just
heard from GCF&A. They… alright,
that’s what we need to hear: is GCF&A
agreeable to this? We need to hear from
GCF&A before we act, and the way we
would have to act on your motion is
we’d have to reconsider the—when the
motion previously—could someone
from GCF&A help us here? Yes. Oh,
but your not… who can help us from
GCF&A? Can we defer these pension

items until after lunch? And what
would it mean if we were to defer these
until after lunch? 

Alright, we’ve got some discussion
going on up here and I think the gentle-
man is correct. We’re trying to get
some clarification; hold with us just a
moment. I see the general secretary for
GCF&A coming on the floor. Let’s ask
her if she could speak to this and then
we can go from there. 

SANDRA KELLEY LACKORE:
Sandra Lackore, General Secretary,
GCFA. I understand, Bishop, in con-
versation with my colleague Barbara
Boigegrain that these matters do not
have implications for the general funds.
I believe she would agree with me
on… that. I see her shaking her head up
there. 

BISHOP ROBERT E. FANNIN
(Birmingham Area): I think that I may
speak. If they amend they would possi-
ble have implication. If the body
amends some of these actions, that’s
the only time; if they do not amend, of
course, they would not. 

LACKORE: That’s correct Bishop. 
BISHOP HUIE: Alright, you’ve

heard the information here that if this is
not amended, then there are no financial
implications for the general budget.
Now I need for the body to decide: are
you ready for a break here, it is 2:00,
and then come back? I’m sensing a lot
of —OK. The gentlemen mic 5. Yes 

WENDE: Steve Wende, the Texas
Conference. When I made my motion,
I had no idea how long the breaks
might be, between breaks. I move we
go somewhere else, for a while.
Whatever you say.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
Can I take this then as a sense of the
body that we’re ready for a recess?
Alright, thank you. That helps me.
Alright, now let me give you some
instructions briefly, briefly. The lunch
break, I am told, will be a 1 1/2 hour
lunch break. So it will be a little short-
er than previously. So you’ll come back
at 3:30. Thank you very much. 

I believe I need to call on a couple of
folks. Mr. Perry if you—here’s an
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announcement. We had—I had—a
request from Bishop Talbert that’s can-
celled, so let’s hear this. I’ll go to Ms.
Marshall, and then just give us a moment
here, and I’m asking Bishop Justo to
offer the closing prayer. Yes, Jim.

JAMES PERRY: Bishop Huie and
other Bishops and members of the
General Conference, there is a group
that works very hard throughout our
General Conference session; and this
group is among you, as delegates. And
I want you to know that they have done
a lot of work, and they still aren’t
through. But they start everyday
between 6:30 and 7:00 in the morning,
and that’s the Committee on Agenda. I
would like you to express appreciation
to them for their work. 

(applause)

The other group that works among
you are the pages and the marshals.
These persons, amazingly, pay their
own way to come here; pay their own
way to be here, and then work tireless-
ly on our behalf throughout General
Conference. On the conclusion of the
afternoon session today, you will have
an opportunity to show you’re appreci-
ation to them by contributing to an
offering to help them defray their
expenses for being here. I ask you to
join with me and be generous in your
response. As you leave the hall follow-
ing the afternoon session, there will be
a person standing there with baskets
and various receptacles to receive your
offering. If you wish to pay by check,
please make your check payable either
to The United Methodist Church, or
more preferable, to the General
Conference. And if you want to indi-
cate in your memo just pages and mar-
shals that’s entirely up to you, but all of
this offering will go to help defray the
expenses of the pages and the marshals
being here to serve us. Thank you. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, thank you.
And at this time, I want to call on the
chair of the Agenda Committee, Ms.
Mary Alice Massey. She’s standing by
mic 5, please, mic 5. 

MARY ALICE MASSEY (Florida):

Thank you, Bishop. I apologize to the
delegates, but I need to make an
enabling motion. I move that 15 signa-
tures be required for removal of items
from the consent calendar. Signatures
on the appropriate form need to be
delivered by 7:30 this evening, May 6th,
in the office of the secretary of General
Conference, Room 330. 

BISHOP HUIE: Alright, did you hear
the enabling motion? Was it clear to you?
Alright. It’s coming from the committee
itself. Are you ready to vote? If you
would approve this enabling motion
regarding lifting items from the consent
calendar, if you’re ready to vote on that
enabling motion—let’s get it on the
screen—please vote now. [Yes, 76; No,
31; Abstain, 5]

You’ve approved this additional
enabling motion. Now I believe that
we’ve completed, so let me ask Bishop
Justo if he would come forward. And
while he is doing that, let me thank the
body profusely for the way that you’ve
worked together here—the presenters,
everyone. You ought to give yourselves
a round of applause for what you have
done. Thank you so much, thank you
very much, for the way we’ve moved
through this agenda. When I said “work
for the night is coming,” even I didn’t
realize what that was going to be. Let’s
ask Bishop Benjamin Justo if he would
be so kind as to dismiss us with prayer. 

CAROLYN M. MARSHALL:
We’ve got announcement, announce-
ments. 

BISHOP HUIE: Oh, I do have
announcements. I’m trying to—I’m
rushing here. We do have some
announcements, I’m sorry. 

MARSHALL: OK, even though we
are past the hour when we have nor-
mally had communion during our time
together, the announcement is that the
communion will take place and that the
bishops invite conference delegates and
visitors to join them today in prayer for
peace in Iraq, during this communion
time around the table in this plenary
hall. 

And this announcement that GCFA
council members will meet in Room

326 during this break. We can call it a
noon break or whatever. 

Marshals and pages will have a
group photo taken at 6:30 P.M., 6:30
P.M. this evening. Gather in front of the
bleachers near mic 8. Just a reminder to
us as we come and go from the plenary
hall, there are pages and marshals are
asking us, particularly marshals, that if
you’re going to stop to visit with some-
body, please do it elsewhere than in the
entry way, because there have been
problems with delegates getting in and
out of the bar of the conference. So let
us not block any of the entrance and
exit ways. 

And then on another note—note
from the Alabama-West Florida
Conference for prayers for James Hugh
Kyzar, a youth delegate, who has
returned home because of the death of
his grandfather in a car accident. Thank
you, Bishop.

BISHOP HUIE: Alright thank you so
much. Now for Bishop Justo to dismiss
us with prayer, and I know you want to
stand up—you’re already doing it. Why
don’t we stand for this closing prayer?

(prayer)

BISHOP HUIE: Amen. You’re in
recess.

Thursday Afternoon,
May 6, 2004

BISHOP GREGORY V. PALMER
(Iowa Area): Thank you, Barbara, and
thank you Brother Kimbrough. Dear
friends, if we could be in order and let’s
give you a countdown of one minute
and have you in your places, so we can
get started. Thank you.

Dear friends, that minute is up, and I
want to welcome you back. I know
you’ve had, after a long night last
evening, a long day already this morn-
ing and you got to your lunch late. But
we do need to be in order and I’d like to
invite us to just a time of centering in
silence, and then I’ll offer a brief spo-
ken prayer.

(prayer)

We’ve got a lot of work to do this
afternoon. Our plan is to run this ses-
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sion up until just before 6:00, and then
reconvene after having had a shortened
dinner break on the regularly scheduled
time at 7:30. But we’ll see how we do
across these next couple of hours. 

Let me offer this announcement to
you and this is an urgent announcement
that you may want to listen to very,
very carefully. It’s a surprising
announcement, a disappointing
announcement, but nonetheless impor-
tant. Word has come to Carolyn
Marshall, the Secretary of the General
Conference, that there is a scam afoot,
where notes are being left in the places
of delegates, with a message that says,
in effect, if you come to Room 401 of
this building, you will be given $200.
Some of our central conference dele-
gates and representatives of the affiliat-
ed autonomous churches are especially
being targeted, but we don’t know to a
certainty that others of you are not also
being targeted in this way. So, if you
would please know that this is scam
with a big ‘S.’And if you would be vig-
ilant, not only concerning yourself not
to get sucked into this; but also if you
see someone else sort of being caught
up in this ruse, if you’d be a good
friend and help them out and let them
know that it is not to their good, but to
their harm; we shall be so, so grateful. 

I’m pleased this afternoon that
Bishop Alfred Norris, Bishop of the
Houston Area and the Texas Annual
Conference, alongside of Bishop
Sharon Brown Christopher of the
Illinois Great Rivers Conference,
Illinois Area, are sitting with me this
afternoon. I’m grateful for their will-
ingness to do this, and for the support
and encouragement that they will pro-
vide to you, through me. And so we
pray that we can get going now on the
afternoon’s business. I’m pleased to
turn to some considerations for us from
Financial Administration. 

TRACY R. MERRICK (Western
Pennsylvania): Thank you, Bishop.
We’ll try this again. When I was up
here before we took the break, I heard
a lot of groaning out there, and I wasn’t
sure if that was the groaning of the

Holy Spirit working in new ways here
or empty stomachs. In any case, as you
know, we have two pension petitions
that we are going to present to you. Joel
Huffman, who is the chair of the sub-
committee of Financial Administration,
will present those at this time.

Back to Pension Petitions

JOEL E. HUFFMAN (Desert
Southwest): Joel Huffman, Desert
Southwest Annual Conference, lay.
This is actually a clergy “wannabe”
shirt; it’s not really clergy shirt!
Bishop, colleagues, I would refer you
to DCA p. 1748, 1748; Calendar Item
1031, Calendar Item 1031; Petition
40325; and it can be found on page…
in your ADCA, p. 627. This petition is
presented to you as amended. The
amendments are on p. 1748. Our sub-
committee worked hard on this peti-
tion. There were some minor
amendments, and I’m going to ask the
body if Dan O’Neill could go ahead
and make a presentation. He was the
chair of the General Board of Pensions
and Welfare Committee. We also have
the general secretary, the lead… lead
benefit expert and the lead actuary of
the general board here to ask… to
answer questions in the event we get
into considerable detail. So with that,
I’d like to give it to Dan O’Neill for
three or four minutes to do a brief
overview.

DANIEL O’NEILL (Rocky
Mountain): Thank you. Bishop, dele-
gates, Dan O’Neill, lay delegate,
Rocky Mountain Conference. You’ve
heard many of us talking about being
financially responsible to this gather-
ing; I will at this time attempt to be
responsible to the clock. The petition is
70 pages long. It is the longest petition
in the DCA. Let’s see what we can do
in 3 minutes. 

I would like to begin by acknowl-
edging the central conference dele-
gates, and pointing out that while this
plan relates only to the jurisdictional
annual conferences, the values in this
plan may well carry over into what is
becoming now called the Central
Conference Pension Initiative. To those

delegates for whom English is not their
native language and to the translators, I
do offer apologies because pension lan-
guage can often be complex and con-
fusing. To those delegates for whom
English is their native language, I offer
apologies because compensation, pen-
sion language can often be confusing. 

The charge from the 1996 and 2000
General Conferences created two task
forces. Over a period of 8 years, those
task forces created the Clergy
Retirement Security Program. That’s
the one on p. 627 and the Retirement
Security Program for General
Agencies, which is located on p. 699.
That legislation is brought before this
body of this 2004 General Conference. 

The legislation is based on three val-
ues: One, security at the time of retire-
ment, security throughout retirement
for clergy who have dedicated their
lives to the church. Secondly, steward-
ship of church and conference funds.
As was pointed out right before lunch,
this involves no church funds. The plan
is cost neutral, unless there would be
some significant amendments that
might come before this body. Thirdly,
choice and flexibility for an increasing-
ly diverse clergy group—a clergy
group that now includes deacons,
licensed local pastors, elders. 

If you wish to follow along in the red
version of the Advance DCA, starting
on p. 628, you’ll find that the first 30
pages of this document, pp. 628
through 658 are the table of contents
and the definition of terms. Thirty
pages for table of contents and defini-
tion of terms. I direct you now to
Section B of this plan, beginning on p.
658, that’s p. 658, where we talk about
the defined benefit component of this
plan—one of the two components, a
dependable, secure benefit that pro-
vides most of this plan’s total benefit. It
provides security, even if the market
and stock market begin to perform
poorly. It provides security, even if
Social Security should start to falter or
fail. It is a fair benefit provided to all
clergy, based on years of service.
Section C, beginning on p. 671 for 10
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pages, outlines the defined contribution
component. This is the flexible plan
with growth potential for the clergy,
and it provides the balance of the plan’s
total benefit. It is based on 3 percent of
actual compensation. The participants
are provided with a variety of options
for investment during their service and
a variety of options at the time of retire-
ment for that benefit. 

The rest of the pages deal with tran-
sitions that relate to the pre-1982 plan
and the current Ministerial Pension
Plan, or MPP. In summary, this plan
provides, is designed to provide, secu-
rity in retirement for the clergy and the
spouse. Since conferences pre-fund this
plan, there is no unfunded liability, and
in many conferences, this will free up
funds. This will free up funds to help
address the rising cost of retiree health
insurance. The amendments Joel refer-
enced on p. 1748 of the Daily DCA
cleared up the portability issue around
the staff plan and the past service
increase rates. This CRSP plan, the
CRSP plan, did receive much discus-
sion in the committee and passed with
a significant 75–11 vote. The staff plan,
while it did consider some delays in
implementation, did pass as printed
with a 75 to… 76–5 vote. Thank you,
Bishop, for your forbearance.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you, sir. 
HUFFMAN: Bishop, I move the

petitions before us.
BISHOP PALMER: Thank you. We

are on Item 1031. There’s a hand over
here. Looks like mic 6 might be closest
to you, or if another, that’s fine.

Discussion Begins

BEN F. BOONE (Memphis): Ben
Boone, clergy delegate from the
Memphis Conference. I feel like I
would be amiss if I did not respond to
the plan as a whole. Our Board of
Pensions has looked at this plan and
has talked with representatives and
raised some serious questions. One is
the 7 percent increase rate assumes a
very aggressive market and they’re
concerned about that. There is a con-
cern about how the defined benefit pro-

gram goes—really is in opposition to—
most of how pension plans work nowa-
days, and also there is a concern that
the limit of the 2 percent on pre-‘82
years of service, year retirement rate,
really does harm those who have
retired, and those who are retiring with
a large number of pre-service, pre-‘82
service years. I would ask the confer-
ence to oppose this plan and to vote it
down. Thank you.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you, sir.
That’s a speech against. I see another
yellow card here. Please, mic 1.

VERNAA. MCKINNEY (Kentucky):
Verna McKinney, Kentucky Annual
Conference. I speak in favor of the peti-
tion. This is a very fair plan for all cler-
gy throughout all of our jurisdictions.
Right now in the plan that we have, we
have approximately six different ways
that we are paying into the MPP pro-
gram. Some conferences pay in at 11
percent as the DAC, some at 12, some
at 150 percent of DAC, some at what-
ever the salary is plus housing, so we
may have a discrepancy right now of
one clergy in one jurisdiction being
paid in, on at a 30… at the DAC, and
another being paid in on at a $150,000
or $67,000 per year. And this is the
most fair plan that we can have, then it
both, it gives you a privilege to build up
in the 3 percent part as a defined com-
pensation, and in the other, as a years
times service. And it is a very fair plan,
and I think it is very important for us to
see it that way. I know the gentleman
before me said most companies aren’t
going this route now, but that is
because of the taxation problem that
corporations have; and the way they
fund it and the way they have to look at
it. And, we, as a nonprofit, do not have
that same concern. Thank you.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you. We
have had one speech for and one
against. There was a yellow card earli-
er here near mic 7. You, sir, please.

SAMUEL WYNN (North Carolina):
Sam Wynn from North Carolina. A
couple of questions, Bishop. Like to
ask the director for the Board of
Pensions to talk about two specific

items. Number one, under (c),
“Funding Liabilities,” where it says
that the liability related to, and then (a)
“any automatic increase in the past
service rate will be provided by the
annual conference.” My question is
this: under the present plan, who pays
the automatic increase?

BISHOP PALMER: Will someone
from the staff of the Board of Pensions
respond?

WOODY BEDELL: Council, dele-
gation, my name is Woody Bedell.
Sam, I think the question is in the pro-
posed legislation. We are recommend-
ing that the pre-‘82 plan automatically
increase at 2 percent. Currently, the
pre-‘82 plan increases at the CAC, or
the Conference Average Compensa-
tion, which has been historically more
than 2 percent, and it has always been
the obligation of the conferences to pay
that increase. So this would be no
change in how that is accomplished.

WYNN: Bishop, I have… talk about
the prior claim monies in reference to
this pension plan, especially coming
from the annual conference budget.

BEDELL: And once again, I may not
be able to direct exactly in the
Discipline on the prior claim issue, but
the pension funds, or the pension bene-
fit, has always been a prior claim. It has
been a prior claim under the pre-‘82, a
prior claim under the Ministerial
Pension Plan, and it would be a prior
claim under this clergy retirement secu-
rity program. So it, once again, it is no
difference than how it is currently
being handled. 

WYNN: I thank you. 
BISHOP PALMER: Alright, thank

you. There were several hands here in,
sort of almost in front of me, please.
Yes, ma’am. To the right will come
next, OK. 

PENNEY SCHWAB (Kansas West):
Penney Schwab, lay, Kansas West. I
was privileged to work on the task
force that developed this plan.

BISHOP PALMER: Are you… just
tell us if you are working for or
against?
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SCHWAB: I am speaking for.
BISHOP PALMER: OK, thank you.
SCHWAB: The group included pen-

sion officers, staff experts, clergy, out-
side experts, and even ordinary lay
people such as myself. It is a fair plan.
It is a balanced plan. It does the most
good for the most clergy. It equitably
shares the responsibility for pension
security for our clergy. It is an excellent
plan that was developed with lots of
consultation, and I urge your support
for this plan.

BISHOP PALMER: Alright, thank
you. We can take only a speech against.
Let me try to come to this side of the
room here. Please, sir.

SHANE L. BISHOP (Illinois Great
Rivers): Shane Bishop, clergy, Illinois
Great Rivers Annual Conference. I
simply have a question. If this plan that
is proposed is not adopted, does the
plan we have now simply continue?

HOFFMAN: Yes, it does.
BISHOP PALMER: The answer is

yes.
SHANE BISHOP: Thank you.
BISHOP PALMER: Alright, need a

speech against if someone wishes to
make it. Let’s come to the far side here.
Please. Mic 1.

FRED H. HAUSTEIN (Arkansas):
Fred Haustein from Arkansas. I had the
privilege of serving on this legislative
committee, and appreciate the wonder-
ful work that our Board of Pensions
and many others have done; but I stand
to speak against the plan for three rea-
sons. 

First off, I believe the plan is inade-
quate. It is not our best stewardship to
produce the result we want for our pen-
sion responsibility. It is a little more
predictable, but it is not nearly as pro-
ductive. A study shows that had we
been in this plan for the last 20 years,
the benefit would have been a $10,808
annual pension compared to our cur-
rent plan of $13,464. It is important
because several of the last few years
have been years that have not been
good in the stock market and that’s
very important because the plan sup-

posedly works better in those types of
years.

Secondly, I believe it is unfair. The
plan leaves pre-‘82 retirees at a man-
dated rate of .8 percent of the confer-
ence average compensation or
recommended rate of 1 percent, but it
allows the new program to fund at 1.25
percent. The funds that would be saved
would either benefit new persons or to
reduce the expenses. I think that is
unfair.

Finally, the plan I believe does add
insult to injury by only allowing,
except when there is an unusual experi-
ence when the conference can fund it
immediately, of limiting the 2 percent
increase for older retirees. I remind you
that only three times in the last 21 years
has our consumer price index been 2
percent. Over the last 20 years, it has
averaged 3.17 percent. For these rea-
sons I am opposed to the plan.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you.
We’ve had two speeches for and two
speeches against. I need to move
toward voting. This gentlemen here,
please, sir.

Final Questions

CHARLES A. BENDER JR
(Greater New Jersey): Charles Bender,
Greater New Jersey Annual Confer-
ences, clergy. Prior to coming, I
checked with some people concerning
the pre-‘82 past service rate. Whether
or not an annual conference board of
pensions would be allowed to increase
that as they determined beyond the 2
percent, I believe I was told that that
would be a possibility; and I am won-
dering if that is true or whether I was
misinformed?

BEDELL: Yes. Yes, Charles. That
amendment does do that up to 1 per-
cent of the CAC. So those conferences
that are behind have the ability to catch
up to the 1 percent goal. If you go over
the 2 percent and you want to fund
higher than that, then it must be paid as
you go.

BEDELL: Yes, yes, Charles. That
amendment does do that up to 1 per-
cent of the CAC, so those conferences

that are behind have the ability to catch
up to the 1 percent goal. 

BENDER: Correct. If you have the
funds you can exceed those limits.

BEDELL: That’s true.
BENDER: Thank you.
BISHOP PALMER: Thank you.

There was another question please. Mic
1.

KEVIN GOODWIN (Peninsula-
Delaware): Kevin Goodwin,
Peninsula-Delaware Conference. I am
bringing a question from our confer-
ence treasurer because he wasn’t quite
sure, but I think it would be of interest
to everybody. I am a lay person, but my
understanding is now if a church does
not pay into—I’m going to get to my
question—into the MPP, only the pas-
tor of that church’s pension is affected.
My question from the treasurer is, if
our conference only pays say 90 per-
cent of our obligation to the defined
benefit plan, does that mean all the pas-
tors in the conference are affected in
terms of their contribution for that year
or is the conference considered to be in
arrears, and we will be billed for that
money the following year?

BISHOP PALMER: Alright. 
HUFFMAN: Currently, it is this con-

ference’s responsibility to pay; in the
new plan it’s the conference’s responsi-
bility to pay.

BISHOP PALMER: Alright. Thank
you. Friends, I assume this is a ques-
tion that looks like to me your… is that
near mic 8? Saw two or three cards
right there together. Go right ahead.
Going to mic 4.

DIANE L. PEAK (New England):
Thank you, Bishop. Diane Peak, lay,
New England Conference. I rise to
speak for, if that’s in order at this time.

BISHOP PALMER: No. We’ve
already come to the limit of our
speeches; the only thing we can enter-
tain now are questions that will help us
to vote. 

PEAK: OK. Thank you.
BISHOP PALMER: Thank you so

much. Not seeing any other calls for
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questions, let’s turn to the chair if he
wishes to speak.

HUFFMAN: I do. Here‘s what vot-
ing for this legislation will do. It will
stop the growing liability under the
MPP plan for annual conferences, but
will allow annual conferences to reduce
costs; it will allow reserves to be freed
up for retiree medical. It will minimize
the risk for clergy at the most vulnera-
ble times of their lives, in retirement.
Fear undermines trust. And loss of trust
rocks faith. The fear of change can
immobilize us. Don’t let fear do that.
Let’s move forward. Trust your
General Board of Pension and Health
Benefits and your legislative commit-
tee and sustain the committee’s recom-
mendation for concurrence. Thank you.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you, sir.
The committee’s recommendation is
before you in Calendar Item 1031.
Please vote now. [Yes, 615; No, 215;
Abstain, 24]

You have sustained the committee’s
recommendation. Thank you. 

Yes, a hand over here, please. Mic 4,
is it?

Request of Judicial Council

ODETTE LOCKWOOD-STEW-
ART (California-Nevada): Yes, thank
you, Bishop. Odette Lockwood-
Stewart, California-Nevada Annual
Conference. Bishop, I move that the
Judicial Council be asked for a declara-
tory decision as to the legality and con-
stitutionality of Petition 40325, as
adopted, in light of the broad new pow-
ers it appears to grant the General
Board of Pension and Health Benefits.
If I have a second, I’d like to speak to
the motion. 

BISHOP PALMER: It’s… I hear that
it’s seconded. Yes.

LOCKWOOD-STEWART: Thank
you. I stand as a child of two persons
who had such a bold new plan, neither
of whom were United Methodist pas-
tors. My father was a milkman, my
mom an assembly-line worker. And the
repercussions of the kind of broad pow-
ers that we have granted lead me to
speak and make this motion. We’ve just

taken an action to adopt one of the most
far reaching and financially significant
items to come before this, and any
other General Conference. Every local
church and every annual conference
will very soon be directly impacted by
our decision. Based on the language in
the plan documented before us, I
believe we have just delegated to the
General Board of Pensions certain
powers and authorities which have
specifically been retained by the
General Conference in the past. And
which have, in fact, been upheld in pre-
vious Judicial Council rulings as being
within the sole purview of the General
Conference. Specifically, this legisla-
tion appears to give to the General
Board independent authority to change
the clergy pension program between
sessions of the General Conference.
Even to change the basic benefits
provided to some appointed clergy. Not
just if some changes are required by
the changes in law, but simply if the
general board deems it preferable. I
have the citations within the document
before you, but I don’t want to take my
time (unintelligible) those.

BISHOP PALMER: You have about
15 seconds. 

LOCKWOOD-STEWART: Further,
this plan gives the general board spe-
cific authority at their sole discretion to
charge annual conferences for unpaid
pension bills of other annual confer-
ences, with or without their permission.
Perhaps most surprisingly, this legisla-
tion gives to the general board instead
of Bishop’s cabinets or even annual
conferences, the sole authority to deter-
mine the eligibility of a clergy person
to participate in Sections A3.4(t). In
prior Judicial Council rulings about the
United Methodist pension and benefit
plans…

BISHOP PALMER: My dear, sister,
you’re a little bit past the two minutes. 

LOCKWOOD-STEWART: So that’s
why I urge support for this motion to
send it to the Judicial Council and get a
ruling at this conference. Thank you.

BISHOP PALMER: We have your
motion. It is debatable. We’ve had one

speech for the request for this declara-
tory decision. Is there anyone else
wishing to speak on it or are you ready
to vote? Let’s see if you’re ready to
express yourself in this regard. Please
vote now. [Yes, 634; No, 215; Abstain,
14]

You have requested this decision of
the Judicial Council. Thank you very
much. I see some yellow cards, sort of
center here. Yes, please, mic 7.

Rule Change?

DANIEL IVEY-SOTO (New
Mexico): Bishop, Daniel Ivey-Soto. I
rise to make a motion to suspend the
rules to change the rules dealing with
minority reports and other substitutes
so that it’ll be more efficient. What I’d
like to do is to alert the conference of
what the changes; that way they’ll
know whether or not they want to sus-
pend the rules to do that. 

BISHOP PALMER: Let’s hear it
briefly, please.

IVEY-SOTO: On p. 1492, if you all
will turn there quickly, we have Rule
26 of our Rules of Order, sub-para-
graphs 2 and 3 are the paragraphs that
describe the convoluted process by
which we spend an hour perfecting a
majority report before spending almost
an hour perfecting a minority report
and before we begin to debate. My
motion would, instead of those two
paragraphs, insert the language: “The
conference shall first proceed to con-
sider the substitute, and if it is not
adopted, to then consider the commit-
tee report.” 

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you,
Brother Ivey-Soto. Friends, this is not
debatable. Could we just ask you, the
maker, to state it one more time?

IVEY-SOTO: Yes, sir.
BISHOP PALMER: What the

change would be if the house should
choose to suspend the rules for this pur-
pose.

IVEY-SOTO: On p. 1492, Rule 26,
without comment, just the change and
replace current paragraphs two and
three with a new paragraph two, which
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would read as follows: “The confer-
ence shall first proceed to consider the
substitute, and if it is not adopted, then
to consider the committee report.” 

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you so
much. We’ve got a yellow card here,
point of order. Mic 4.

FRED BREWINGTON (New York):
Thank you, Bishop, Fred Brewington
from New York Annual Conference.
My point of order is that we should be
considering, I think, the right set of
rules. I believe that that set of rules that
my brother was speaking about was the
precursor to the actual rules, which we
adopted.

BISHOP PALMER: I think the place
we need to be is at p. 1541. Thank you
so much. I see a yellow card here. Will
this help us move to the vote? For sus-
pending the rules? Brother Severe, mic
8.

DAVID SEVERE (Oklahoma):
David Severe, Oklahoma Conference.
The rules committee did talk about that
process, and I would suggest that this
be referred to the rules committee for
consideration for our next General
Conference. 

BISHOP PALMER: Let me. Thank
you, brother David. It seems to us up
here that before it could be referred, we
would still have to suspend the rules in
order to entertain the motion to refer.
So the best way for us to proceed is to
act upon the motion to suspend the
rules. I’ve got another card, yellow.
Here, to the far, to my far right. This is,
no room for debate here friends. Mic 4.

JANET E. STEPHENSON (Iowa):
Janet Stephenson, Iowa Conference. A
word of explanation. The reason we
perfect the original motion first is so
that when we consider the substitute,
we will know what we are substituting
against. If we did it in reverse order,
then we would be having no discussion
on the majority question first. So we do
it first so we know what we are substi-
tuting for.

BISHOP PALMER: That’s helpful
background, Janet. It does get a little
close to debate, and friends, I’m going

to urge you on, to vote now, if you
won’t scold me too much. If you’ll
express your mind on this suspension
of the rules, please vote now. [Yes, 443;
No, 405; Abstain 13]

You have not suspended the rules.
Thank you so much. Now let’s turn
back to the committee.

HUFFMAN: The next petition will
be found on DCA—calendar item—
will be found on DCA p. 1757, 1757. 

BISHOP PALMER: Let’s hear your
point of order, please. Mic 7.

JOHN HARRELL (Baltimore-
Washington): John Harrell, Baltimore-
Washington Annual Conference, lay
youth. I’d like to point out that the
result of that last vote was a yes at over
50 percent to suspend the rules. I
believe if you check the record you will
see that.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you sir.
You are absolutely right. It was just
over 50 percent. We need two thirds to
suspend the rules. Please forgive me, if
I didn’t clarify that before the vote. 

HARRELL: Thank you, sir.  
BISHOP PALMER: Thank you.

Let’s come back to the committee now.

General Agency Retirement Program

HUFFMAN: DCA p. 1757, 1757,
Calendar Item 502, Calendar Item 502;
Petition 41015. The Petition No. is
41015 and that can be found on ADCA
p. 698, ADCA p. 698. This is the retire-
ment security program for general
agencies. It’s very similar to the clergy
retirement security program. It’s pre-
sented to you as requested and intend-
ed by representatives of the general
agencies.

BISHOP PALMER: It’s properly
before us then, before the committee,
p. 1757. And… please I see a yellow
card all the way in the back. It looks
like coming to mic 7. Thank you.

JAY K. BRIM (Southwest Texas):
Bishop, Jay Brim, Southwest Texas,
lay delegate. I am a member of
GCF&A in this past quadrennium. In
that capacity, I chaired the committee
for personnel policies and practices,

which is the committee at which all
general agency personnel sit to discuss
matters such as this. It’s with some dis-
appointment at this point that, on
behalf of general agency personnel
who are on my committee, I now move
to refer this program back to the
General Board of Pensions for the
coming quadrennium for some addi-
tional work with the general agencies.
If I have a second, I’ll explain.

BISHOP PALMER: I hear a second.
Thank you.

BRIM: Bishop and conference mem-
bers, we want to thank the Board of
Pensions for the work that’s been done
on this program, and it’s been only in
the last two months that some concerns
have been raised about certain portions
of this program. And I’ll tell you that
the general secretary and I and others
have been talking up until even this
morning about ways to be able to go
ahead and put this program into effect,
but at this point, there are some con-
cerns relating to the recruitment of both
lay and clergy personnel in the agen-
cies, as well as, how to fund reserves
that may come into play during this
quadrennium for which, at this point,
no budgetary provision has been made
in the current budgets. That leads me to
request that you oblige the general
agencies at this time by referring this
back to Pensions so they can work with
the general agencies to work these mat-
ters out. Thank you very much, Bishop.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you sir,
the motion is in order. That’s a speech
for it. I see a yellow card back here
please, in the green jacket, I think.
Going to mic 6.

JAMES L. BRANSCOME (Virginia):
Jim Branscome, Virginia Conference.
I’m speaking against the referral. The
general agencies were asked at the
beginning by the Pensions 2004 Task
Force what kind of plan they wanted;
they wanted to go with a plan similar to
what we just passed. This was worked
on throughout the quadrennium. Back
in September, the committee that was
just referred to voted 8 to 3 to support
the plan. Just in the last week or 10
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days—right before we came here to the
conference—did they let the task force
know that they wanted make changes,
and it really wasn’t time to make
changes. I feel that what they have is
still a good plan for them. They were
presented the plan a number, at least
twice. And the concern, I know in the
Finance Committee, they had a couple
of concerns; and we deal with that.
There was a concern that a clergy per-
son that went from a conference and
then went to a general board and maybe
went back to a conference or a local
church, there would be a break in serv-
ice. We made an amendment that did
away with that break in service. I think
we answered the concerns that they had
at that time, and I really feel that delay-
ing this action will jeopardize the cler-
gy in the general agencies. And we
really need to align these programs at
the same time.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you. I’m
looking around. I see a yellow card
waving over here to my right. Please
the black and green. Thank you. Going
to mic 8, I think.

MONA MAE WAYMIRE (Okla-
homa): Mona Mae Waymire, Oklaho-
ma Conference, and I was on the
committee as we discussed this.

BISHOP PALMER: Tell us if you
speaking for.

WAYMIRE: I’m speaking for the
motion to refer.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you.
WAYMIRE: And as Jay Brim has

just said, we have discussed some of
these issues with the staff, and they are
amenable to working on them. If we
enact this plan now, we’ll not address
all of the faults that the agencies feel
that are there. And I would just like to
address those briefly. A defined benefit
plan is not portable. When we in the
agencies or when the agencies start to
recruit people with specialized skills,
when they are dealing with people as
accountants, attorneys, computer peo-
ple, who may have to be recruited from
secular sources; it is difficult to do that
and invite them into a defined benefit
plan. Frequently, these people are

mobile. They may be there 5 years and
then move on. If they do that, this pen-
sion that they have, they can’t access
until they retire. If they, if we, want to
recruit some very good people and we
don’t pay that size, that kind of salary
in the agencies, we need to give them a
plan which will attract them, such as a
defined contribution plan that we have
at this time.

But I would move, I would urge you,
to vote for referral so that some of these
issues can be worked out. We have a
large lay contingency in the agencies in
staff—support staff and so forth. And
we want to address those concerns. We
have already addressed the clergy con-
cerns, but we haven’t addressed the
concerns of a lot of the lay people that
we need to, we need to recruit, and
keep onboard. Thank you.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you.
We’re on the motion to refer, and we
could take one more speech against the
motion to refer. I’m scanning. I see a
yellow card, pretty much in front of
me, here toward the back. Thank you.
Going to mic 6.

WILLIAM C. WYMAN JR.
(Western North Carolina): Bill Wyman,
clergy delegate from Western North
Carolina. Bishop, and conference
members, these plans for our clergy
persons and our general agency staff
persons have not been modeled upon
one another for years. This is a long
effort of 4 years to model these plans,
one on the other. I believe, with all my
heart, that if we are to have consistency
across our church we should model
these plans, one on the other, and not
suspend our time for 4 years studying
this matter again. It seems to me like
plenty of work has gone into this.
Everyone has had input up until the last
4 or 5 days. Our legislative committee
struggled to approve the two amend-
ments that seemed to satisfy general
staff at the time. So, therefore, I am
speaking against a referral and for con-
sistency.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you,
friends. Not seeing anyone trying to get
my attention. I think you’re ready to

vote on the motion to refer; and it
would be to refer what is Calendar Item
502 back to the Board of Pensions and
entrust them to report back to the next
General Conference is the essence of it.
I’m asking you to please vote now.
[Yes, 387; No, 480; Abstain, 15]

You have not referred the matter.
We’re back on Calendar Item 502, and
looking for persons who are wishing to
speak. Maybe you’re ready to express
your mind on this? We’re on Calendar
Item 502. Let’s prepare to vote. Please
vote now. [Yes, 705; No, 148; Abstain,
18]

You have adopted it. Thank you. 
HUFFMAN: Thank you. Bishop,

that completes our work for this visit.
Thank you.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you.

(applause)

BISHOP PALMER: I think I see
that, and I have a card back here. I see
some other folks are getting ready to
come from Financial Administration.
With regard to Calendar Item 1033, if
you’d make your way, if you’re not
already here at, at the podium, and then
I want to acknowledge this yellow card
in front of me here. 

Judicial Council Request
on Connectional Table

TOM WATSON (Nebraska): Bishop,
Tom Watson, Nebraska. I have a
motion I would like to ask for declara-
tory decisions from the Judicial
Council with regard to two questions
that deal with the Connectional Table
that we’ve adopted.

BISHOP PALMER: Please, sir.
WATSON: I move that the General

Conference request a declaratory deci-
sion of the Judicial Council as to the
following two questions relating to the
Connectional Table, which was adopt-
ed by this conference last night: One,
do the provisions of Paragraph 7053J
of the Discipline, with regard to the
recommended membership of general
agencies, apply to the Connectional
Table? And two, referring to the legis-
lation adopted which is found at
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Calendar Item 1498, beginning on p.
1915 of the DCA, and in particular No.
1e under organization of Connectional
Table, is there any disciplinary viola-
tion by the inclusion of caucuses as
organizations permitted to place mem-
bers at the Connectional Table?

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you, sir.
Do you want to speak to it?

WATSON: Yes, Bishop. It’s not my
intention to try to sabotage the
Connectional Table. I’ve had several
questions about these two things that
have been asked of me, and I thought I
would like to clear the air. It’s not an
intention not to have the racial ethnic
representation at the table, but whether
or not it creates a problem with regard
to caucuses as being a part of the nom-
inating organizations.

Institutional Trustees

BISHOP PALMER: Alright. That’s
one speech for. Is there anyone else
wishing to speak on this motion for
declaratory decision about certain
aspects of the legislation from last
night or are you prepared to express
your mind through voting? Let’s give it
a try. Is there a card? To the left. I’m
sorry. Please, mic 5.

LONNIE D. BROOKS (Alaska):
Lonnie Brooks, lay, Alaska. I don’t
know if it will make any difference to
the maker of the motion or not, Bishop,
but the provisions for the ethnic inclu-
sion in the motion that we passed creat-
ing the Connectional Table called for
nominations from those caucuses but
the election was placed in the power of
the Connection Table itself.

BISHOP PALMER: Alright, thank
you. That was for information. I don’t
see brother Watson making his way to
the mic to say that it makes any differ-
ence, so the motion stands as it is. I see
a yellow card. Yes, please. Mic 5.

ANTHONY C. ALEXANDER
(Central Pennsylvania): Anthony
Alexander, Central Pennsylvania, clergy.
If the caucuses do not make nominations
to the Connectional Table, given the fact
that some annual conferences may not
know of people of color within their

boundaries, how can we be assured that
the Connectional Table is representa-
tive of The United Methodist Church?

BISHOP PALMER: That’s a…
thank you, brother Alexander. I’m
going to have to treat that as a speech
against, even though you were only
addressing one portion of the request
for declaratory decision. Let’s see if
you are ready to vote, friends, and
express your minds as a house on this
matter. This is a request for a declara-
tory decision related to two specific
aspects of our adoption of the
Connectional Table. Please vote now.
[Yes, 527; No, 328; Abstain, 11]

You have referred the matter to the
Judicial Council. Thank you.

And we turn now to Ewing Werlein
and Lenora Thompson for matters from
Financial Administration.

EWING WERLEIN, JR (Texas):
Ewing Werlein, Texas delegation, chair
of one of the subcommittees of the
Financial Administration. I invite your
attention to p. 1749 of the DCA, 1749;
Calendar Item No. 1033, 1033; entitled
“Trustees of Institutions.” This item
may be found, the petition may be
found on p. 626, at the bottom of the
second column, carries over to the top
of p. 627, Petition No. 41463.

In order to see the context of the
petition considered, I would invite your
attention to p. 684 of the 2000
Discipline, Paragraph 2552. The peti-
tion, as you know, the Discipline at
Paragraph 2552 sets the rule for
trustees of our institutions; that is to
say, that not less than three-fifths of the
trustees, that is 60 percent, would be
United Methodist. 

The exception is, if a parent confer-
ence, that is, an annual conference or
jurisdictional conference, votes by a
three-fourths vote, the number of
United Methodists may be reduced on
those boards of our institutions, that is
schools, colleges, universities, hospi-
tals, homes, orphanages, institutes, and
other institutions, may be reduced to
not, to a bare majority of the trustees,
say 51 percent, just over half. 

The petition that has come to the
conference proposes to remove that

floor completely by permitting the
reduction of the minimum number of
trustees simply to not less than three-
fifths. If, to any sum less than three-
fifths, that is to a sum less, to a number
less than three-fifths, if a three-fourths
majority of the parent jurisdiction votes
to do so. Hence, theoretically, it could
be reduced all the way to a floor of
zero, or anything else, in terms of the
number of United Methodists who
would be trustees of our institutions.

The committee recommends non-
concurrence because it believes that
Paragraph 2552 presently sets the right
balance at three-fifths, or 60 percent,
and also provides flexibility, as is
appropriate, to the parent conferences
by an extraordinary vote of 75 percent
to reduce that sum to not less than a
majority. There is a minority report that
is to be presented, Bishop.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you. Go
right ahead.

LENORA THOMPSON (Eastern
Pennsylvania): Bishop and delegates
and guests. I am Lenora Thompson
from Eastern Pennsylvania, lay, and the
minority report is as follows:  

First of all, we want to acknowledge
the fact that the church has had a long-
standing relationship with our institu-
tions; and so the first thing I’d like to
emphasize is that we will retain the
three-fifths requirement of The United
Methodist Church’s representation on
the boards of trustees in institutions
that are owned and controlled by the
jurisdiction or the annual conferences,
and to retain the power of the election
of the trustees. 

Number two, the aim of the pro-
posed change is that the appropriate
jurisdictions, our annual conferences,
and institutions will have an opportuni-
ty to confer. And that is the key word
here, that they will have an opportunity
to confer; and that it is—the percent-
age—that if the institution is unable to
meet the three-fifths requirement, any
change beyond that must be approved
by three-fourths of the body. So, those
things would stay in place and we
would be protected. It is not likely; I
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know my colleague said something
about going down to zero. The whole
issue here is that there are situations that
are occurring in the various institutions
that require them to speak and talk and
confer; and in order for any change of
any magnitude to occur, it still must be
approved by the jurisdiction or the annu-
al conference. So, we see that this is a
win-win situation for the church and the
institution. And if this minority report is
adopted, the present three-fifths require-
ment for board composition will remain
in place, but it will allow the institution
to confer with the jurisdiction or the
annual conferences about the change
when flexibility is needed to meet
accreditation and/or federal or state
funding guidelines. 

So, I guess in final conclusion,
Bishop and delegates, we would ask
that you adopt the minority report…
that it, it really, actually calls for the
jurisdiction and the annual conferences
to really take their responsibility seri-
ously related to their roles with the
trustees; and it also takes into account
things that may occur or that are going
on in our society that will require the
institution to have to confer.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you,
both, dear friends. We now, by the pat-
tern that we’ve set for ourselves, need
to turn to the majority report to perfect
it; and then in turn, we will turn to the
minority report for its perfecting and
then move to acting first upon the per-
fected minority report, and so forth and
so on. So we are on the majority report;
not debate, just perfection thereof. If
you have any that you’d wish to put
forth. I’m not seeing any yellow cards,
and so, I’m going to suggest that we
move to the perfecting of the minority
report. And scanning the room again;
this is a miracle, I tell you. 

Then perhaps you’re ready to
express yourself. I see a yellow card
here approximately center way, mic 6.

A Third Suggestion

JAMES C. LOGAN (Virginia):
James Logan of the Virginia
Conference. I’d like to try, if it’s per-
missible, a substitute motion. Bishop?

BISHOP PALMER: Substituting
for? 

LOGAN: For the minority report and
the majority report.

BISHOP PALMER: For the whole
thing?

LOGAN: Right.
BISHOP PALMER: Let’s… let’s…

let’s give it a try.
LOGAN: OK. I suggest that you

turn, if you have your Disciplines, turn
in your Disciplines to Paragraph 2552
which is on p. 684. The substitute is
this: following the insertion of the sec-
ond sentence after the phrase “provided
that the number of trustees” insert the
phrase “excluding ex officio and inter-
national trustees of colleges and uni-
versities” so that it will now read
“provided that the number of trustees,
excluding ex officio and international
trustees of colleges and universities of
any such institution owned or con-
trolled by any annual conference or
conferences required to be members of
a local church and/or annual confer-
ence or the Council of Bishops of The
United Methodist Church, may be
reduced to no less than the majority by
a three fourths vote of such annual con-
ference or conferences.” 

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you. If
you’ll just hold steady. Let me confer
with these colleagues about how to
treat this matter of substitution for both
the majority and minority reports. 

LOGAN: Thank you.

(pause)
BISHOP PALMER: Brother Logan,

it’s my sense that you… you have to
offer your, your substitution for either
one or the other.

LOGAN: OK.
BISHOP PALMER: And I don’t

know of a way how you, how we, can
treat it if you’re offering it for both. So,
I want in fairness to the intent of what
you are trying to do, have you—would
you wish to offer this as a substitute for
the majority, which is what we’re try-
ing to perfect?

LOGAN: Yes, I’ll do that.
BISHOP PALMER: Then it’s in

order, and please speak to it. And if a
page, since it’s rather long, if a page
could move toward to see if you’re
ready to put something in our hands so
we’ll have it at the table. Thank you.

LOGAN: Yes. Could I speak to that
substitute now?

BISHOP PALMER: Yes please sir.
LOGAN: OK. The reason why I

make the substitution is that the substi-
tution underscores the importance of
ongoing governance by ownership of
conferences of The United Methodist
Church in the matter that is stipulated
in our current Book of Discipline.
Second, the substitute also seeks to pro-
vide a way for our colleges and univer-
sities to carry out their mission in a
rapidly changing and global context.
For instance, some educational institu-
tions have embraced the concept of
shared government through which stu-
dents, faculty, and alumni are given ex
officio positions on their boards of
trustees.

Normally, neither the church nor col-
leges or universities has control of who
fills these positions, since these groups
select their own representatives.
Additionally, as colleges and universi-
ties have made a commitment to being
as inclusive and diverse as possible,
some have created positions for interna-
tional trustees who come from parts of
the world where there is virtually no
United Methodist presence. It is obvious
how these factors sometimes can make
compliance difficult. And, finally, the
guiding principle behind this substitu-
tion is to offer a way for The United
Methodist Church to support our col-
leges and universities as they seek to
carry out their mission with excellence
in an increasingly complex world, while
ensuring that these schools remain in a
close, positive, and appropriate relation-
ship to the church. Thank you.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you. I see
a couple of cards. Let me try to get
myself out of a corner here. Sometimes
you get in a corner when you experi-
ence things you haven’t experienced
before. On further reflection, it occurs
to me that the house might be better
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served by that having come as a substi-
tute for the minority report and, and,
that, and I’m not criticizing you, Dr.
Logan, and you want to hear this sec-
ond word. The minority report group is
prepared to accept it as a friendly
amendment. Now, if the house would
give me some latitude on this, and if
you’d cut me a little slack, we’ll… I
promise to return to it when we’re per-
fecting the minority report.

LOGAN: Fine, that’s fine with me.
BISHOP PALMER: Is there anybody

terribly uneasy with that? Thank you
very much. Now let’s go to the perfect-
ing of the majority, the perfecting of the
majority report. I’ve been wondering all
week what that sound is. And maybe I
don’t want to know, but I see a yellow—

(pause)

The majority report, and I see a yel-
low… someone trying to speak. The
majority report was for non-concur-
rence and, therefore, there is nothing to
perfect. If so, we need to move to the
minority report. But I promised some-
one with yellow on, with a yellow card.
And you’re at mic 8, thank you. 

CAROL K. LOEB (Southwest
Texas): Carol Loeb, lay, Southwest
Texas Conference. I have a question for
the maker of the amendment. When
they said that they would like the
exception of international trustees and
ex officio people, is there any number
put to that? Or does that mean the
whole board could be ex officio or half
of the board could be international? 

BISHOP PALMER: Since it’s… Dr.
Logan, would you wish to speak to that
briefly, just as to your intention on that
matter?

LOGAN: The very use of the term
ex officio presupposes that there is a
board that is duly constituted.

BISHOP PALMER: Does that help
you?

LOEB: Yes, it does. Are we still per-
fecting? Or are we speaking to or for
against?

BISHOP PALMER: We want, we
want to perfect the minority report and,

and that has taken into account this as a
friendly amendment.

LOEB: So, can I speak to it later?
Or…

BISHOP PALMER: Yes, you’ll be
able to speak when we, yes, thank you.
We’re still trying to perfect the minori-
ty report, which has sort of, in a friend-
ly way, been amended by Dr. Logan’s
suggestions. Are there other persons
wishing to perfect the minority report?
And I assume we have the language up
here at the table, do we have that lan-
guage up here? It’s being taken in. If a
page could assist us in getting that up.
Please, right in front of me here, sir,
mic 3.

Reconfirming Vote

CHARLES L. MCCLURE (Central
Texas): Charles McClure, Central
Texas Conference. I would like to
amend the minority report by adding
the words, if I can find my place now.
Actually before the wording that is
inserted in the minority report to add
the words “with such vote being recon-
firmed each four years.” If I have a sec-
ond, I’ll speak to it.

BISHOP PALMER: I hear a second,
please.

MCCLURE: Just seems to me that
what you have done is, the way it’s
written, is to grant permission one time
to break a rule that you have no ability
or means to recall persons to that rule
should you decide to do so at a later
time. It just makes sense to me that this
ought to be a matter of reconfirming
periodically.

BISHOP PALMER: Alright. Thank
you. Anyone wishing to speak to the
amendment? I see a yellow card here…
just, yes, please sir, mic 3 or 7.

TYRONE D. GORDON (North
Texas): Bishop, Tyrone Gordon, North
Texas Conference. May I speak to the
amendment or are we still perfecting?

BISHOP PALMER: Go right ahead.
GORDON: I can speak to it?
BISHOP PALMER: To the amend-

ment?
GORDON: Yes.

BISHOP PALMER: Yes, please.
GORDON: We’re finished perfect-

ing?
BISHOP PALMER: We’re on the

amendment, which is part of the per-
fecting process of the minority report. 

GORDON: Well, I want to speak to it.
BISHOP PALMER: Go right ahead.
GORDON: I want to say….
BISHOP PALMER: For or against?
GORDON: For.
BISHOP PALMER: OK
GORDON: I stand in support of the

substitute amendment, or which I guess
has become the… to the minority
report.

BISHOP PALMER: Dr. Gordon, I
thought you were wanting to speak just
to the amendment, and we’re not to the
debating yet of it. And I, I can come
back to you. Thanks, friend. Thank
you. Anyone else on the amendment
that just came, and do we have that up
here at the table? He’s working on it,
alright. 

(pause)

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:
Bishop?

BISHOP PALMER: Yes.
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Can I

offer a clarification on something? Yes,
he said 4 years. Isn’t that what he said?

BISHOP PALMER: The committee
wants to give some clarification that
may help us. Give it a try, Lenora.

LENORA THOMPSON (Eastern
Pennsylvania): I think, I think I heard
the person say that you would just want
to insert 4 years, so that it would have
to be reviewed every 4 years. The prob-
lem with 4 years is you may have a cir-
cumstance that comes up that is less
than 4 years. So you may want to say
something that would allow you to go
less than 4 years, but no more than 4,
because boards are constituted general-
ly every couple of years, sometimes
yearly, depending on the boards.

BISHOP PALMER: So, you’re not
speaking against it; you’re trying to
help the maker of the amendment
accomplish what he would like to
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accomplish. I’m not seeing him mov-
ing to the, to make any change. Now
he’s moving. Alright, mic 3.

MCCLURE: Yes, I… my intention
in that is the 4-year cycle is because
some jurisdictions own institutions,
and they only have that opportunity
every 4 years. I’m not sure how you
would… I’m just interested that that
review process occur at some point.
And I think the 4-year time frame
would allow that to happen.

THOMPSON: I was only suggesting
you may want to add the words “or
less.”

MCCLURE: I will add the words “or
less.”

BISHOP PALMER: Alright, I prom-
ised, sort of, to my far left. Looked like
near the bleachers…

But I’m having—my depth percep-
tion is not as good up here.

TERRELL SESSUMS (Florida):
Thank you, Bishop. I understand. I
want to speak against the amendment.

BISHOP PALMER: Tell us, tell us,
who you are, sir.

SESSUMS: My name is Terrell
Sessums. I’m lay delegate and a mem-
ber of the Florida delegation. I had the
privilege of serving on our General
Board of Higher Education and
Ministry for the 8 years allowed me,
and have served as a trustee of several
of our United Methodist colleges and
universities; chaired one board for 10
years. I think the amendment is unnec-
essary. First of all, the most common ex
officio member on all the boards is a
resident bishop of The United
Methodist Church. The other common
ex officio members are the president of
that institution’s alumni association and
the president of that institution’s stu-
dent body. There may be, occasionally,
one or two other ex officio trustees. 

Charters provide, make different
provisions, both as to term—staggered
terms. Most institutions I’m familiar
with have 3-year terms, some have 4,
some have 5-year terms. Terms, also
classes, are elected in a staggered way.
You’re going to force a, perhaps a revi-

sion of, many corporate charters of
many institutions if you are going to
have them comply with this. But I think
that it’s really an unnecessary amend-
ment that creates a burden for the insti-
tutions and the conferences involved. I
appreciate the gentleman’s summit, and
I do want to have a, continue to have
the requirement, for United Methodist
board generally. Some of these ex offi-
cio members have vote, and other char-
ters provide that have voice but no
vote. So I would urge you to vote
against the amendment as being gener-
ally unnecessary.

BISHOP PALMER: Alright. We are
on the amendment. We’ve had one
speech for and one speech against. And
this gentleman right here. Yes, please.
Mic 2.

GREGORY MCGARVEY (South
Indiana): Bishop, Greg McGarvey
from South Indiana. I see a light, and I
think it is at the end of this dark tunnel;
and I think it’s called midnight, Friday
night. And I would move to suspend the
rules that we might address all that is
before us.

BISHOP PALMER: Alright. The
motion is in order and we, you would
need to have two thirds on this. Let’s
see if you are prepared to do that. Let’s
get ready to vote. This is on the motion
to suspend the rules on all that is before
us; would require a two thirds to pre-
vail. Please vote now. [Yes, 773; No,
59; Abstain, 10]

Moving to a Vote

You have ordered it, dear friends. 
Let me tell you where we are. We’re

going to first vote on this amendment
which came, and, are we ready to read
it? Yes, madam secretary.

CAROLYN M. MARSHALL:
Substitute Paragraph 2552 of the 2000
Book of Discipline with the following
insertion in the second sentence after
the phrase, “provided that the number
of trustees” insert this phrase, “exclud-
ing ex officio and international trustees
of colleges and universities,” so that it
now will read, “Provided that the num-
ber of trustees, excluding ex officio and

international trustees of colleges and
universities of any such institution
owned or controlled by any annual con-
ference or conferences, required to be
members of a local church and/or annu-
al conference or the Council of Bishops
of The United Methodist Church. May
be reduced to not less than the majority
of a three-fourths vote of such annual
conference or conferences.”

BISHOP PALMER: And the amend-
ment that we are on that came from the
front here to that, because the commit-
tee accepted that.

MARSHALL: OK. With such being
reconfirmed each 4 years?

BISHOP PALMER: Yes, that’s the
one.

MARSHALL: That’s it? OK.
BISHOP PALMER: Four years or

less.
MARSHALL: Then we have the

second one that says “or less.”
BISHOP PALMER: OK. Alright.

That’s what we are on right now—is the
amendment just to insert the words “with
such being confirmed every 4 years or
less.” Is that the sense of it? Alright,
friends, let’s prepare to vote first on the
amendment, then we’ll come to the per-
fected minority report, and so forth and
so on. I see a yellow card, mic 3. We are
under the order to vote.

FRANK E. FALVEY (New
England): Frank Falvey, New England
Conference. As I remember, this is a
jurisdictional problem; and I didn’t, in
the amendment, hear jurisdiction. And,
the intent is where a jurisdiction has
control over Southern Methodist
University. So I just want to make sure
that the amendment is worded correct-
ly, that a jurisdiction has this ability.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you. You
are seeking clarification. Dr. Logan,
can you help us? Mic. 6.

LOGAN: Bishop, unintentionally
the word “jurisdiction” was left out. It
should be inserted.

BISHOP PALMER: Alright.
LOGAN: —because we do have two

institutions.
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BISHOP PALMER: It was intended
to be a part of it and—

MARSHALL: It says… we did not
change the portion that says “with the
jurisdiction or annual conference.” We
didn’t change that, that’s in the Book of
Discipline.

BISHOP PALMER: So that’s a part
of what is in the minority report.
Alright. We’re on the amendment now,
which would just insert the “4 years or
less” matter, then we’ll come to the
whole perfected minority report. Let’s
express ourselves on this matter. Please
vote now on the amendment only. [Yes,
488; No, 335; Abstain, 33]

You have inserted those words. 
Now we’re on the perfected minori-

ty report. You have a right to speak if
you wish.

THOMPSON: I would just encour-
age you to uphold the minority report,
and for the woman who raised the
question about ex officios and could
you have a whole board that’s ex offi-
cio, by state law that would be uncon-
stitutional, so you would never have a
board of directors that is ex officio. The
state laws and the institution itself
would determine and govern, so that
could not, could never occur. So I just
urge from the minority report that you
uphold the minority report.

BISHOP PALMER: Alright. Brother
Werlein, you have the opportunity to
speak, if you wish.

EWING WERLEIN JR. (Texas):
Thank you, Bishop. Delegates, this
amendment, or at least the substitute
motion, or minority report as it has now
been amended, was tried as an amend-
ment in the Financial Administration
Committee. The amendment was
defeated in the Financial Administra-
tion Committee. The belief of the com-
mittee in trying to represent that
position to you faithfully, is that it was
believed that the permission that the
jurisdictions and the annual confer-
ences—the parent conferences—now
have to reduce that level from 60 per-
cent down to a bare majority, provides
ample opportunity to allow for ex offi-

cio members, faculty, students—per-
sons like that—that rotate through a
board where they’re not chosen
because of their religious faith at all,
but simply in that ex officio capacity. 

There is a connectional aspect to this
that is also very important, the commit-
tee felt. We are all acquainted with the
trust deeds, of course, in our property,
our churches, the parsonages that the
church owns. This is, in effect, the trust
laws for institutions. The trust, the
trustees of the church—if they’re in at
least a majority—it is believed across
the board are in a position well to be
able to protect the interest of the
church, the presence of the church, and
the influence of the church for the good
in its institutions. It is for these reasons
that, in behalf of the committee, I
would ask that you vote no on the
minority report.

BISHOP PALMER: Alright, friends.
We are under the order to vote. Let’s
turn first to express ourselves on the
minority report. And we ask that you
would vote now. [Yes, 417; No, 421;
Abstain, 22]

You have not chosen to substitute the
minority report for the majority report. 

We are still under the order to vote.
Let’s move now to the majority report,
Calendar Item 1033. Please express
yourself by voting now. [Yes, 624; No,
225; Abstain, 13]

You have adopted the majority
report. Thank you. 

Friends, it occurs to me that we’ve
been at it about an hour and a half. I’d
like to risk taking a five minute break.

(break)

BISHOP PALMER: Let the church
say, Amen. Thank you, Barbara. Dear
friends, we want to turn now, as you are
taking your seats, to the Legislative
Committee on Local Church; and we
turn to the chair, Deborah Kiesey.

DEBORAH L. KIESEY (Iowa): Yes,
at this, this afternoon, I’m asking that
you turn to be prepared to look at the
petition that you’ll find on p. 1852. Our
subcommittee chair, Ana Kelsey-

Powell, will be presenting this. And
Kathy Connolly will be presenting the
minority report.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you.
ANA KELSEY-POWELL (Northern

Illinois): Good afternoon. I would actu-
ally like to refer you, before we go to
that petition, to p. 1644 in your DCA.
You’re going to be looking at Item No.
540, and it is, it has, been moved to the
consent calendar as it had less than 15
votes in opposition. And this was to
retain Paragraph 255.4. Again, that’s on
p. 1644 and it is Consent Calendar Item
540. 

Women’s Ministry Alternative

And what we’re going to be dealing
with now is on p. 1852, 1852; Consent
Calendar No. 1494, 1494. It’s dealing
with Petition No. 41044 and is entitled
“Local Church Women’s Ministries
Alternative.” The committee voted
non-concurrence, and we do have a
minority report, which will be present-
ed by Kathy Connolly.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you.
KATHY S. CONNOLLY (West

Ohio): Good afternoon, my name is
Kathy Connolly, and I am from the
West Ohio Conference. If you will look
at the minority report on p. 1852; it
amends Paragraph 255, which deals
with program ministries in the local
church by adding a new fifth point in
the paragraph entitled, “Local Church
Women’s Ministries.” 

The current wording in the
Discipline does not prohibit other
women’s ministries in the local church,
but it doesn’t promote them either. At
this General Conference our body has
passed a petition that supports other
men’s ministries in the local church.
The United Methodist Men filed this
petition to resource men’s ministries
that are not associated with them. The
point we would like to add comes after
the United Methodist Women’s consti-
tution, and is completely separate from
the organization of the UMW. 

It would offer the opportunity that
churches may have women’s ministries
in addition to those provided through
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the UMW. We are not asking that these
ministries be supported financially by,
or resourced through, the United
Methodist Women. We only want to
offer options for women of the local
church to meet unique ministry needs.
Adding point five to Paragraph 255
eliminates any real or perceived barri-
ers to women trying to start ministries
at the local church level. This minority
report is not meant to hurt the UMW,
but rather to strengthen all women’s
ministries in the local church and
ensure the capability for them to grow.
These groups can better meet the needs
of some local church women who are
looking for alternate ministries to
encourage spiritual growth and nour-
ishment. Thank you.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you. As
has been our pattern then, we’ll turn
first to, to perfect the majority report.
And I’m looking around. Alright, let’s
turn to the minority report for its per-
fecting, dear friends. And I’m scanning
the house from side to side. Alright.
Let’s see then if you’re ready to express
yourself on this matter. As we move to
take action first on the minority report.
I see sort of to my far left, near the
bleachers, a yellow card there. 

Perfecting Minority Report

AMY MILLER (Florida): Thank
you, Bishop. Amy Miller, Florida
Conference, laity. And I rise to speak
against the minority report and in favor
of the majority report’s decision of
non-concurrence. As a third generation
United Methodist woman, I rise to
speak in favor of the majority report’s
recommendation of non-concurrence. I
remind us of the purpose of United
Methodist Women: “The organized unit
of United Methodist Women shall be a
community of women whose purpose
is to know God; and to experience free-
dom as whole persons through Jesus
Christ; to develop a creative, support-
ive fellowship, and to expand concepts
of mission through participation in the
global ministries of the church.” 

The United Methodist Church has an
official organized women’s group, the
United Methodist Women, which we

have celebrated this week as being in
mission for 135 years. While this addi-
tion seems to look as if it broadens the
scope, I believe it actually undermines
the work of United Methodist Women.
This implies an alternative to United
Methodist Women and opens the door
to any women’s group, including those
that fall outside the spirit and authority
of the Discipline. United Methodist
Women has a clearly defined purpose
and structure at every level of The
United Methodist Church, which is
outlined in the Discipline. There are
already numerous places in the
Discipline which allow for other min-
istries that are already present in the
local church. 

BISHOP PALMER: About 25 sec-
onds.

MILLER: OK. As a young woman,
I’ve grown up and been nurtured by
United Methodist Women; and I would
urge you, if your life has ever been
touched by United Methodist Women,
if you’re a member, if you’ve been
affected by their mission, that you
would support the phenomenal work of
United Methodist Women and vote
with—against—the minority report and
with the recommendation of non-con-
currence. Thank you.

BISHOP PALMER: Alright, that’s a
speech against the minority report,
which is being debated now. Was…
were you wishing to speak? Yes please,
mic… I’m—you’re going to have to go
to the, to mic 2, please.

MORENIKE IVING (Mississippi):
Morenike Iving, Mississippi Confer-
ence. I would rise to speak against the
minority report.

MORENIKE IRVING (Mississippi):
Mississippi Conference, I would like to
speak against the minority report.

BISHOP PALMER: Alright, let’s see
if we can hear a speech for the minori-
ty report. To my right here, near mic 4,
it looks like.

CARL BAUMGARDNER (North-
west Texas): Carl Baumgardner,
Northwest Texas Conference. It seems
to me that if we’re going to be pro-
choice, in certain respects, that we

ought to be pro-choice not only for
women to be able to do what they
choose with their bodies but also with
their minds and their souls and their
spirits. And so I urge that we go with
the minority report and allow them to
have a choice.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you.
We’ve had one speech for and one
speech against the minority report, And
who else was trying to come speak
against the minority report? I promised
to come to you at mic 2.

IRVING: Morenike Irving, Mississi-
ppi Conference. I rise to speak against
this minority report because as long as
the Discipline says that, as long as it
doesn’t say you can’t do it, you can. So
it’s not important; we don’t need to
begin the business of legislating every
single thing. We encourage other min-
istry; other women’s ministries are
great ministries but they don’t have to
be supported line by line in the
Discipline. We don’t put, you know, we
think mission is great but we don’t out-
line every single mission and say that
it’s a great mission. So I think we’re
putting something in the Discipline
that’s unnecessary, and I urge you to
speak against– I mean– to vote against
this minority report. Thank you.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you. A
speech in favor of the minority report
would be in order, and I’m seeing a–
yes please. Yes ma’am. Thank you and
you’re moving to mic 5. Is that the one
closest to you? Thank you.

MARY ANN GALLOWAY (West
Ohio): Mary Ann Galloway, West
Ohio, lay. I speak in favor of the minor-
ity report. Younger women and older
women have many different needs and
many different interest. The United
Methodist Women speaks to some, and
not to all. I think that it’s a great idea to
be able to have choice and to invite
choice in. We talk about diversity; we
talk about inclusiveness. I think that
there are many ministries that are
already there and available for us to
have. There’s no sense re-inventing the
wheel. Why not use the different
resources that are available to us now. I
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would encourage you to vote for the
minority report.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you.
We’ve had two speeches for and two
speeches against. Let’s try your point
of order. 

(pause)

Mic 4.

Process Question

KRISTINA GONZALEZ (Pacific
Northwest): Kristina Gonzalez, Pacific
Northwest Conference, lay. Bishop, in
my understanding of minority reports
is that it is to bring something that
helps to perfect the majority report, not
negate the majority report. I see this as
negating the majority report, and I have
on some of the other minority reports. I
would ask for a ruling from the chair on
whether this is a minority report, and I
would further ask that in each minority
report there is a sentence given as to
how this is a minority report and sim-
ply not a negation of the majority.
Thank you.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you for
the question. Give me a moment.

(pause)

Thank you for the question. I’m like
us to stick with the track that we’re on.
We’re alright under debate on the
minority report and have created the
expectation that we are going to vote
on it, and I’ll try to be more vigilant in
the few remaining moments that I’ll
have in the chair this afternoon.
Another point of order. I’m not seeing
where you are? Mic 1, please.

BEVERLY WILKES (Illinois Great
Rivers): Bishop Palmer, Beverly
Wilkes, Illinois Great Rivers Confer-
ence. The question that our sister
Gonzalez raised is the same question
that was raised earlier today on “Teen
Sex Identity and Suicide” and the chair
made it very clear that it could not be,
it had to be something that perfected
the majority report. It could not simply
be a negation of the majority report. So
if the rule that we followed earlier
today is still enact, then Sister
Gonzalez would be correct. This is not

a minority report this is a negation of
the majority report.

BISHOP PALMER: Alright, give me
a minute again.

(pause)

Thank you for these good questions.
I’m going to be better because of them.
Let me try to respond to both question-
ers, It’s my judgment, friends, that
what is offered in the minority report is
indeed an alternative by addition—if
you will—if it were to be sustained all
the way through the process, and not a
negation of the main motion. And I
refer you to our rules at p. 1541 in the
DCA. Rule 26. And so I want to stick
with the track that we’re on and how
we’re caring for this. We’ll have an
opportunity to express our minds on
the minority report and so forth and so
on. 

I see another yellow card here at
mic. 7.   

CLARK JENKINS (South
Carolina): Bishop, Clark Jenkins,
South Carolina. I simply want to call
for the question on what’s before us.

BISHOP PALMER: You need to
move to suspend the rules to do that.

JENKINS: I so move.
BISHOP PALMER: Alright. There

is– I hear support. There is a motion to
suspend the rules in order to move
immediately to vote on all that is
before us. It would require on your part
a two-thirds support, so let’s prepare to
express ourselves on that matter. Please
vote now on the suspension of the
rules. [Yes, 744; No, 89; Abstain, 2]

You have, indeed, voted to suspend
the rules. We’re under the order to vote
now, first, on the minority report. And
I’m not seeing any unreadiness then. If
you’d prepare yourselves to vote on the
minority report—

KATHY S. CONNOLLY (West
Ohio): Bishop?

BISHOP PALMER: —with the
understanding we have a right to hear
from our chairs.

CONNOLLY: Once again, this peti-
tion is not meant to hurt the United

Methodist Women or to take anything
away from them. There are just some
local church women—younger and
older—who are looking through other
ministries, even if they are involved in
the United Methodist Women and they
feel intimidated by the wording of the
Discipline that makes it seem like it’s
not available when you read paragraph
255. It’s just offering the option
because of meeting the needs of the
women sitting in our pews back home,
to make it better for them and to better
meet the mission of Jesus in our world.
And we’re not trying to undermine the
United Methodist Women at all, just
simply to make an alternative and add
something for local women in our
church, as the United Methodist Men
have and as we voted on earlier this
week. Thank you.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you.
Ana?

ANA KELSEY-POWELL (Northern
Illinois): Thank you. As chair of this
committee, I would have to urge to
vote down the minority report. The
issue, as I think the committee saw it at
this point, is not undermining United
Methodist Women. It has to do with a
system of accountability. If you look at
what’s there, there is no system of
accountability, which means that any
organization which is United
Methodist related or not is approved as
an organization within the local church.
This could become a problem feasibly.

Also, as far as that goes, the lan-
guage that’s there is unnecessary—as
Ms. Connolly pointed out herself—
there’s nothing which prohibits min-
istry—other ministries—for women
within the local church. In fact, if you
look in Paragraph 255.4, Article 8,
where it talks about the relationship in
the local church, it states, I quote, “The
organized unit of the United Methodist
Women shall encourage all women to
participate in the total life and work of
the church and shall support them in
assuming positions of responsibility
and leadership.”

This means that all the desires and
needs of women in the local church can
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be met. Currently, there are units for
teen and college women. There are
units which are online. There are dis-
trict units. There are a number of dif-
ferent things. There are theme units. So
there are a number of different things
which can meet the needs of women,
both within United Methodist Women’s
organization and without. And I think
that the committee would agree with
me in stating that this is an unnecessary
addition to our Discipline. Thank you.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you.
We’re ready to vote now, friends. First
on the minority report, so let’s prepare
ourselves. Please vote now. [Yes, 295;
No, 571; Abstain 2] 

You have not substituted the minori-
ty report for the majority report. We
proceed now to the recommendation of
the committee, which was for non-con-
currence. Let’s ready ourselves to vote.
Only questions that will help us vote,
please. If you have a question that’ll
help us vote, I don’t want you to—OK?
All right then. Let’s prepare ourselves
to vote on the recommendation of non-
concurrence, Calendar Item 1494.
Please vote now. [Yes, 665; No, 198;
Abstain, 4] 

You have sustained the committee’s
recommendation. Thank you. And
we’re ready now for Discipleship. 

Ministry for and With
Homosexual Persons

JEFFREY E. GREENWAY (Western
Pennsylvania): Bishop and delegates of
the General Conference, Jeff
Greenway, legislative committee on
Discipleship chair. We have two mat-
ters for your attention this afternoon.
The first is found on DCA page no.
1929, 1929. It’s Calendar Item 393,
Petition No. 40737; sorry, I’m sorry,
493 is the calendar item number. Thank
you. Petition No. 40737, ADCA p. 500.

We have a majority report and a
minority report. The majority report
will be presented by Ida Easley, cler-
gyperson from the South Indiana
Conference. The minority report by
Steve McDonald, clergyperson from
the Mississippi Conference. And in the

spirit of Christian conferencing, we’ve
brought this to a better place. I believe
it may help the body at the end of the
reports. Thank you, Bishop.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you,
brother chair.

IDA E. EASLEY (South Indiana):
Bishop Palmer, Council, members of
the General Conference—

BISHOP PALMER: Ida, speak up a
little bit.

EASLEY: Alright.
BISHOP PALMER: Yes.
EASLEY: I forget. Alright. I come

on behalf of our sub-committee. We
voted, as I said the other day, non-con-
currence, not based on the issue of min-
istry, but based on the lack of
hospitality in the language used in this
petition. Our hope is that, again, we
will be integrous in all that we say and
write; and so, therefore, I would again
recommend non-concurrence.

BISHOP PALMER: All right. Thank
you. And the minority report.

STEVEN C. MCDONALD (Missi-
ssippi): Bishop and members of the
Conference, the minority report was
presented in its entirety on Tuesday.
The full text of the minority report was
not available at that time, and it is
before you now. In the intervening
time, conversations were initiated by
representatives of the General Board of
Discipleship in good stewardship and
in faithfulness to consider the financial
implications of the document. And as a
part of those discussions, an offer was
made by the General Board of
Discipleship that they would receive as
a referral the content of the minority
report if we would trust them to pro-
vide and promote the resources there
contained.

Now, trust is a commodity that’s in
short supply; and yet I’m inclined to
receive their offer on its face value, not
only because of the faithfulness that the
General Board of Discipleship has
shown over time, but because the rep-
resentative of the general board was
Kimberly Pace, a fellow Mississippian.
Her family belongs to my church. I
know where she lives.

And so, Bishop Palmer, I would like
to turn the podium back to our chair-
man, Jeff Greenway for an invitation.

BISHOP PALMER: Let’s hear it.

Refer to GBOD

GREENWAY: The invitation I
would have is that a member of the
body would move to refer this matter to
the General Board of Discipleship so
that it could be considered in their nor-
mal process of resource development.

BISHOP PALMER: All right. I see
several cards. Let’s come all the way
back near the bleachers there. Yeah?

JACK W. DWIGGINS (North
Indiana): Jack Dwiggins, North
Indiana, lay delegate. I move to refer
this to the General Board of
Discipleship.

BISHOP PALMER: All right. Is it
supported? All right. Anyone wishing
to speak on that? Right here in front of
me. Mic 3.

SHERI L. GRAEBER (Wisconsin):
Good afternoon. I’m Sheri Graeber,
Wisconsin Conference, and I was on
the Discipleship Legislative Commit-
tee. I speak against this because the
resources that are addressed in the
minority report are already available
and can easily be provided.

We had a long discussion around this
issue in the Discipleship Legislative
Committee, and I believe it was a
grace-filled discussion. We have voted
during that time to non-concur with this
petition because after numerous
amendments were offered, we came to
understand that we were not of one
mind and that we did, indeed, want to
welcome all persons into our churches.
I believe that a referral is just an end-
run to postpone a decision. The
resources are available and can easily
be provided. I suggest that we use what
we have and that we non-concur with
the petition and not refer. Thank you.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you.
That’s a speech against referral. Is any-
one wishing to speak for referral?
Please, right here in the front. 

(pause)
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Mic. 4.
NYLE M. HERSHBERGER

(Western Pennsylvania): Nyle Hersh-
berger, member of the Western
Pennsylvania Conference. We empha-
sized love and caring for people and so
forth. We’ve done a lot of talking about
that. And the idea and the intent of this
particular program is for helping peo-
ple who are struggling. And we want to
share the thoughts that we have with
people and help them through their
struggling. There’s persons out there
who do not want to be involved in the
life of a gay of lesbian activities. And
we want to be able to help people
develop some training and programs to
help people that can then in turn help
them.

So, we are not out to preach against,
but we are out to help. And that’s what
we are trying to emphasize in this par-
ticular program. So, helping or adopt-
ing to transfer here gives opportunity
for developing such a program. So I
urge you to vote in favor of transferring
this to the Board of Discipleship.
Thank you kindly.

BISHOP PALMER:  Alright. That’s
a speech in favor of referral. I see sev-
eral yellow cards here. Let’s come right
on this aisle here, yes. Either 7 or 3;
coming to mic. 3

JULIE M. TODD (New England):
Hi, my name is Julie Todd, I’m a cler-
gy reserve delegate from the New
England Conference. I’d like to speak
against the motion for referral. On two
counts, as the sister over here on my
right said earlier, we already have
materials, particular the General
Conference-developed study, the
church studies homosexuality which
offers a wide variety of materials to
express and represent a number of
viewpoints. 

Secondly, with regards to the point
just made by my brother previous to
my speaking, if there’s a doctor in the
house or a trained psychologist in the
house that could speak to the matter of
ex-gay ministries, if there are any such
materials developed, there is quite a lot
of scientific evidence which would

suggest that this does physical, mental,
emotion, and spiritual harm to those
people who are subjected to those min-
istries to try to force them to leave
homosexual lifestyle. And so, just to
refer to what the back of my shirt says,
I’d ask you to stop spiritual violence to
our lesbian, gay, bisexual, and trans-
gendered brothers and sisters. 

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you.
That’s a speech against referral. Let me
see if there’s someone on this side of
the house wishing to speak for referral.
Let’s… I see you, yes. And you are
coming to mic. 1, Thank you. 

BRIDGETTE D. YOUNG (North
Georgia): Bridgette Young, North
Georgia, clergy. I want to make sure we
do not overlook that this has been amaz-
ing; I don’t want to say amazing cuz’ this
is the church and coming together in
faith should not be an amazing thing.
But, when you’ve got the majority report
and the minority report having made …
been in conversation with each other,
agreeing to work together, I think that’s
something that this conference should
affirm. And so, I speak in favor of the
referral. Thank you. 

BISHOP PALMER: Alright, friends,
we’ve had the requisite number
speeches for and against the referral.
We need to move to the vote, and near
mic 4, is it? If this will help us get on to
the vote. 

Understanding the Impact

CHARLES D. YOOST (East Ohio):
Bishop Palmer, Charlie Yost, East Ohio
Conference, clergy. The discussion
has gotten quite far a field. The motion
is to refer the matter to the Board
of Discipleship. The Board of
Discipleship will take a look at what
resources are available, will also look at
the matter. We are not agreeing to pro-
mote or to publish anything. It’s a mat-
ter of referring the whole matter to the
Board of Discipleship, not a matter of
taking a stand, or publishing anything,
per se. We might ask Bishop Carder,
who’s the president of the Board of
Discipleship, to speak to this matter, if
this house would so be willing.

BISHOP PALMER: So, you’re try-
ing to bring some clarification as to the
effect of referral if it is referred?

YOOST: Correct.
BISHOP PALMER: Alright. Would

the house permit the president of the
Board of Discipleship to offer a word?
OK. Alright. Bishop Carder is away
from the dias right now, but has been in
consultation with Brother Jeff, and
asked him to speak on that for the
board.

JEFFREY GREENWAY (Western
Pennsylvania): Jeff Greenway, Western
Pennsylvania Conference. I chaired the
Discipleship Ministries unit of the
General Board of Discipleship the last
couple of years and have been on its
executive committee. Bishop Carder is
not able to be here and has asked me to
speak on his behalf on any matters
related to the board. This referral action
does not take a stand either way. It
enables us take the resource, to begin to
exam what’s available across the
church and promote those, and to have
those resources put into the hands of
people that most need them. It’s not in
one particular perspective on this issue,
but its trying to provide a conduit to let
the resources be better know across the
church. And we also believe that han-
dling it this way will have no financial
impact on the actual working of the
board. 

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you
brother Greenway. We’ve had the req-
uisite number of speeches and we don’t
want to get back into debating the mat-
ter of referral. I’m sensing that you are
ready to express your mind on the
motion to refer, and I’m gonna encour-
age us to give that a try. Are you ready
to vote? Alright, let’s give it a try. If
you would refer this whole matter that
is under Calendar Item 493 to the
General Board of Discipleship, please
vote now. If you are opposed, please
vote now.[Yes, 654; No, 238; Abstain,
1]

You have referred the matter. Thank
you dear friends, and let’s come back to
the committee. 
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Inclusiveness and Youth
Serving Groups

GREENWAY: Thank you, Bishop.
We have one other item for your con-
sideration that has a minority report.
It’s found on DCA p. 1747, 1747. It’s
Calendar No. 1028, 1028. Petition No.
40593, 40593. And the original action
or petition can be found on ADCA No.
496. We once again have a majority
report and a minority report. The
majority presenter will be Arthur Jones,
a layperson from North Texas; and the
minority presenter will be Nick
McGeehon, lay person from Illinois
Great Rivers. 

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you.
ARTHUR JONES (North Texas):

Thank you, Bishop. Thank you, Jeff. I
am the majority presenter and we are
recommending non-concurrence. This
resolution, if you read through it, it’s
two-fold. The first, the first thing in it is
it resolves us into request our churches
to force, to force scouting groups to
include homosexuals in leadership. The
second part of that is it—if it fails for
our churches to request that inclusion,
that our churches leave those scouting
groups and not accept them into the
church. 

A couple days ago I stood up here on
another referendum on scouting and the
committee was emphatically support-
ive of scouting. Now, it did not agree
with some of the proposals, but we
were emphatically approved— we
emphatically approved scouting as a
ministry and as a part of our churches.
I do not want to discriminate, and the
committee does not want to discrimi-
nate against a group which holds the
same philosophy as The United
Methodist Church. Scouting is an
essential part of The United Methodist
Church’s mission plan on how we
reach young people. And so, therefore,
the committee moves non-concurrence.
Thank you. 

NICK MCGEEHON (Illinois Great
Rivers): Good afternoon. I am Nick
McGeehon from the Illinois Great
Rivers Annual Conference and I’m pre-
senting the minority report. If you will

turn to Calendar Item 1028, the minor-
ity report. We believe that the original
petition had a very good intent.
However, it was written in such a way
that it was very divisive of our group.
This minority report asks that the
churches we ask to have open hearts,
open minds, and open doors, also work
with the youth-serving groups they
support to do the same. It is a simple
task that does not ask anyone to con-
done or condemn. Rather, it asks us that
all be included as children of God. We
believe that it is a resolution that is
needed in our church. Thank you,
Bishop.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you very
much. Dear friends, the majority report
is for non-concurrence and there does-
n’t need our perfecting. I want to turn
immediately to the minority report for
perfecting, and I’m seeing some yellow
cards going up toward the bleachers
this direction, please. It looks like you
are nearest mic 7. 

MACK B. PARKER (North
Carolina): Bishop, Mack Parker, North
Carolina. I wish to speak against the
minority report.

BISHOP PALMER: We are not to
the debating of it yet. We want to per-
fect it first. Which means this is the
house’s opportunity to make motions to
perfect it as they see fit. We can come
back to the debating in just a few
moments. I see a yellow card here, mic
4. 

Question of Legitimacy

DARLENE BALM-DEMMEL,
(Iowa): Bishop Palmer, Darlene Balm-
Demmel, clergy, Iowa. Again, I don’t
see this as a minority report because it
goes back to the original wording of the
petition that was in our Advance
Christian Advocate, and it simply
changes that. And the same thing could
have been done by working with the
committee and offering amendments. I
don’t see this is a legitimate minority
report, so I’m asking for a ruling. 

BISHOP PALMER: Alright, thank
you. Let me take a moment to look
even more carefully at it. 

(pause)

BISHOP PALMER: Let me just ask
one question of the committee. The
majority report is it the one on 496 or
on 500?

ARTHUR JONES, (North Texas): It
is on p. 496. The one in 500 was ruled
non-concurrence and went, and went
on the consent calendar.

BISHOP PALMER: OK, alright,
good enough. Thank you, 496. Thank
you. Let me ask that the maker of the
minority report would state cogently
how yours differs from the majority
report.

NICK MCGEEHON, (Illinois Great
Rivers): Good question.

BISHOP PALMER: You said, “It’s a
good question?”

MCGEEHON: It’s a good question.
BISHOP PALMER: Alright.
MCGEEHON: I would say that the

minority report is different in several
ways, first of which would be the
majority report is asking, is saying that
this whole proposal had no good intent.
The minority report is saying it had
intent but needed structure in a differ-
ent way. That would be my main point,
Bishop.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you. 

(pause)

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you. The
staff has been very helpful in trying to
get copies of the texts of the majority
and the minority report side by side;
and it occurs to my colleagues and I
that this may not, indeed, rise quite to
the level of qualifying technically as a
minority report. But what is contained
in the minority report could be
addressed as amendments to the major-
ity report. Brother Jeff, I don’t know if
you want to speak to us about your
processes.

JONES: I do want to say that our
motion is non-concurrence, and there-
fore it is not able to be amended. You
have to have a substitute motion for
concurrence and then amend that. I
believe.

Daily Edition Vol. 4 No. 11 Thursday Afternoon Proceedings 2227



(applause)

BISHOP PALMER: Lord, I believe.
Help my unbelief.

(applause)

I’ve got 5:52.
I think this is potentially confusing

enough, that I want to be wise and see
if just by consensus we could agree to
come back to this immediately after
the dinner break. Would you support
the chair in that? I think a better ruling
could be made with a little more time
just having gotten these in a side by
side fashion and we’ll confer with
these committee chairpersons. I think
we’re ready for some announcements
and so let’s turn to our secretary.

MARSHALL: One announcement is
that if Rev. Harold Martin has not
located his lap-top, it is in the
Cokesbury Bookstore at the Help Desk.
And then, just a reminder for all of us,
we were reminded this morning in the
announcement by Rev. James Perry,
chairperson of the Commission on
General Conference about the offering
for pages and marshals which would be
taken at the end of this afternoon’s ses-
sion. There will be opportunity for each
of us to contribute to that offering as
we leave the hall. May we be generous
in our appreciation.

BISHOP PALMER: Thank you,
madame secretary. I again want to
express my thanks to Bishops
Christopher and Norris for their kind
assistance and my compliments to you
for your good order this afternoon. 

(applause)

I’m pleased now to call upon Bishop
James S. Thomas to give us a prayer
before our departing and before the
evening meal; and we are scheduled to
be back here, madame secretary, at
7:30. Indeed. Thank you, Bishop
Thomas. We need to turn the mike up
that has been given to Bishop Thomas.
We’re hearing some rustling now. Try
it again. There you are.

Thursday Evening,
May 6, 2004

BISHOP ERNEST S. LYGHT (New
York Area): Good evening my brothers

and sisters. I invite you to take your
seats now as I call this evening’s ses-
sion to order. 

Indeed, we know that we are ‘Water
Washed and Spirit Born.’ My under-
standing is that Doris Acres, when she
wrote those words, wrote them because
she noticed something different, sweet
expressions, which were manifested on
the faces of the people. I know that our
bodies are tired but our spirit never
grow weary.

So then as we conference together
tonight it is my prayer that God’s holy
spirit will be manifested, yes, on our
faces, but also in the words of our lips,
in the tone of voices, and the content of
our actions. For truly we are brothers
and sisters together in Jesus Christ.
Now, I think that we are all aware that
the journey is long and the time is
short. What that translates into is that
we must do our work and we must do
our work in an orderly fashion. But we
must do our work without tarrying.
With that in mind then let me turn to
our first presentation, Jeff Greenway,
Discipleship. 

JEFFREY E. GREENWAY (Western
Pennsylvania): Thank you, Bishop.
When we left for dinner recess there
was some confusion in the body that I
would like to clarify, and hopefully the
bishop will rule whether this is really
an authentic minority report. Please
turn your attention to DCA p. 1747,
Calendar No. 1028, Petition No.
40593. 

Calendar No. 1028, Petition No.
40593, and the original petition is
found on ADCA p. 496. It’s in confer-
ring with the majority report advocate
and the minority report advocate that
we believe that some of the confusion
in the body came from the fact that
there is a second petition with the
same, exact title, located on p. 502. The
substance of that petition is—is differ-
ent. It was voted non-concurrence, pre-
viously in the General Conference, but
the matter that is before us is on the
original DCA—ADCA of 496. And
looking at the text of the original and
the text of the minority, it’s our opinion

that this constitutes an authentic minor-
ity report, and Bishop, I would ask you
to rule. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, it’s my
ruling that the matter before us is,
indeed a minority report. We will,
therefore, treat it as a minority report. It
is my further understanding that the
main motion is one of non-concur-
rence, so we’ll proceed in this manner,
that we will perfect the minority report,
treating it as a substitute motion. 

GREENWAY: Thank you, Bishop.
Nick McGeehon is the presenter of the
minority report as you perfect that. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, the pre-
senter has no further comments, then
the floor is open for any perfecting of
the minority report that you wish to do. 

Alright, I see no one who wishes to
perfect the minority report, so then the
minority report is before you. What
you can do now, is to vote on the
minority report and determine whether
or not you wish to make the minority
report the main motion. 

Alright, I see a card all the way in
the back. Please come to mic 7.

MACK B. PARKER (North
Carolina): Bishop, I’m Mack Parker
from North Carolina. I wish to speak
against the minority report. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright.
PARKER: Scouting is world-wide,

so the minority report would have
implications beyond the United States
and could have an adverse effect on the
central conferences, including Africa,
Europe, and the Far East. Future efforts
to start such groups in these regions
would be adversely affected. It is the
policy of the national office of the Boy
Scouts of America, not to allow self-
avowed, practicing homosexuals in
leadership positions. Local councils
must abide by these policies, as well as
local churches that sponsor troops
through sponsor agreements, renewed
annually. The mandate of the minority
report would only penalize youth meet-
ing in troops in local churches that
abide by these national policies. 

The General Commission on United
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Methodist Men is the general church
agency responsible for scouting. They
have established a task force on human
sexuality that has engaged the national
offices of all four youth agencies on
inclusiveness and related issues. We
also have plans of agreement in place
with these agencies that affirm our
working relationships. We urge you to
vote against the minority report and
support the Discipleship decision of
non-concurrence on the main petition.

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, that’s a
speech against. I recognize the delegate
here, in the center. Please come to mic
3. Is this a speech for?

BRADLEY LAURVICK (Rocky
Mountain): Yes, sir. Good evening.
Brad Laurvick, a delegate with the
Rocky Mountain Conference. As I
often mention, I’m a young person. I’m
also an Eagle Scout. I would like to
share with you, this evening, what I
view to be one of the—one of the
biggest hurdles that this hit in commit-
tee and why it is now a minority report.
And that is missing what the true inten-
tion is, and not seeing what’s been
taken out. This is not about scouting, if
you notice, even the title’s changed. 

If you look at it, the things that say,
the scout groups have to go if they
don’t meet certain requirements…”
that’s gone. That’s gone. But what is
there is something that follows our
Discipline and our call to inclusiveness
that we find in Paragraph 138. It talks
about inclusiveness in the life of the
church and I will say, all the youth
serving in organizations that are a part
of our congregations are a part of the
life of our church.

And so, therefore, we’re called to
work with these groups. And you see
that’s also dialogue, where we’re learn-
ing from them, they’re learning from
us, and we, together journey in a
process, and in that process, inclusivity
is something that’s a focus. And so,
what this is—this is taking that idea of
inclusiveness and getting rid of  some
of those things that people object about
and that we disagree on and we don’t
agree, we disagree on—or whatever’s

going on. And it takes it and says, “OK,
let’s make this a part of what’s happen-
ing” in a way that I think we all should
be able to accept. Thank you.

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you. Is
there anyone who wishes to speak
against? Yes, please come to mic. 4, all
the way to my right. Is this a speech
against? 

THOMAS A. CLEMOW (Wyoming):
Thank you, Bishop. Yes, this is a
speech against the minority report. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Would you identi-
fy yourself?

CLEMOW: Yes, I’m Tom Clemow,
of the Wyoming Conference. I rise to
speak against this report at this time
because, precisely because of the
things that have been removed. I think
our witness needs to be even stronger
than this report would allow it to be at
this time. Thank you.

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you. When
I asked if there was anyone who wished
to perfect, there was no response. The
presenter has already spoken, so we’ve
had two speeches for and two against.
I’m ready, now, to place this matter
before the house for your decision, the
minority report, without amendment.
Are you ready to vote on the minority
report? It appears that you are. 

Closing Statements

ARTHUR JONES (North Texas):
Bishop?

BISHOP LYGHT: Yes, please do. I
turn to the presenters for final com-
ment.

JONES: Thank you, Bishop. I would
like to say that this—this amendment
really is not helpful. As it says in our
Discipline, and it is stated that we care
about inclusivity in our churches. I
would also like to say that whether or
not this amendment is about—is—has
taken away a lot of the meanings about
scouting, I believe voting non-concur-
rence on this would make a statement
that we care about scouting and we care
about this and we care about their posi-
tions. We care—we care to—to support
each and every one of the things that
they say. You know—and I—I really

hope that for the mission of the church
that we vote no on it for this substitute
motion and that we vote yes to the
committee. Thank you, very much. 

NICHOLAS MCGEEHON (Illinois
Great Rivers): I would urge the body on
a few things to vote for the substitute
motion. One, that there is no mandate
in here. The mandate has been taken
out. Two, this goes beyond scouting.
Too much, we’ve looked at these things
and said “Scouting ….Scouting ….
Scouting; it’s about scouting.” This
goes beyond. We’re talking about 4-H,
we’re talking about all the groups that
work with our youth that our churches
support. And all we’re asking for them
to do is be as inclusive as we ask our
churches. I would also urge you to vote,
“yes,” because this is a minority report
because, if they had not passed it—if
they had passed it in our committee, we
wouldn’t be bringing a minority report
before you. Thank you.

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you. The
matter is now before you. Are you
ready to vote on it? Please vote now on
the minority report. [Yes, 269; No, 516;
Abstain, 5]

You have not sustained the minority
report. Then that takes us back to the
main motion, which is non-concur-
rence. We’re back to the main motion
which is non-concurrence. Are you
ready to vote on the main motion?
Please vote now. [Yes, 637; No, 158;
Abstain, 3]

You have sustained the committee in
non-concurrence. Thank you. 

GREENWAY: Bishop Lyght, this—
this completes the work of the
Discipleship Legislative Committee for
this evening. Thank you.

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you, very
much. We turn, now, to Financial
Administration, Terry—or rather, Tracy
Merrick, excuse me, Tracy.

Church and Society? Well, Financial
Administration is not here? Church and
Society, we will turn to you. We will
turn to Jessica for Church and Society.

JESSICA F. MOFFAT (Oklahoma):
And, good evening Bishop, delegates,
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and guests. We have one item, with a
minority report. And the majority pre-
senter is Lynette Fields and the minori-
ty presenter is Ron Ends. 

Methodist Building Endowment Fund

LYNETTE FIELDS (Florida): Good
evening. If you would turn to your
DCA, p. 1926, Calendar Item 1511,
Advance DCA p. 181, Petition No.
40367, Petition No. 40367. The com-
mittee recommends non-concurrence.
Our subcommittee and the Church and
Society Legislative Committee looked
at this matter, and we are satisfied that
the terms of the trust are being adhered
to and there is no reason for this lan-
guage to be added to the Book of
Discipline. 

BISHOP LYGHT: OK. Alright,
we’ll turn now to the minority report. 

GREENWAY: Thank you, Bishop.
BISHOP LYGHT: Point of order?

Please come to mic 4. 
BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, we’ll turn

now to the minority report. Point of
order? Please, come to mic 4. Would
you state your point of order?

STEVEN SPRECHER (Oregon-
Idaho): Steve Sprecher, Oregon-Idaho.
Since the minority report is out of order
under rules 27.3 and 26.1, which pro-
hibits minority reports and amend-
ments which are simply a negation of
the main motion, this minority report
restates it in exactly the same words
what is in the majority report for non-
concurrence, adds another sentence
which restates in different words exact-
ly the same point that’s being made in
the first sentence.

BISHOP LYGHT: I’m going to rule
that it is indeed not a minority report.
Yes, the chair may speak.

JESSICA MOFFAT (Oklahoma):
Since the minority report has been
ruled out of order, we would like to
postpone dealing with this petition.
Due to the way which we prioritized
our remaining petition, we are present-
ing from Church and Society those
petitions with the closest votes first.
The vote on this position, this petition,

was 79 percent in support of non-con-
currence. And according to our priority
system, it should come later.

BISHOP LYGHT: Is that agreed?
That they will withdraw? Alright, I
sense the body does not want you to
withdraw. Let me go to mic; delegate,
please go to mic 5.

Substitution

PAT MEADOWS (North Alabama):
Pat Meadows, North Alabama. If it’s in
order, Bishop, I would like to move to
amend the motion that is before the
body on non-concurrence, and substi-
tute with the language contained in
item 1511, the entire language down
through the word “problems” in the
fourth line from the bottom in the bold
print so that the language reads exactly
as the language in the DCA where the
petition is initially listed. And if I could
have a second, I would like to speak to
that.

BISHOP LYGHT: Is there a second?
FRED BREWINGTON (New York):

Point of order. 
BISHOP LYGHT: Come to mic 4

and state your point of order.
BREWINGTON: Thank you,

Bishop. Fred Brewington, New York
Annual Conference. Is not the question
before the body whether or not we will
concur or not concur with the very
same language that is attempting to be
amended? And if so, would the gentle-
man standing at the microphone now
be out of order?

BISHOP LYGHT: We’ve conferred
here, and we would agree that it’s out
of order and so what’s before the body
is simply for the body to vote on this
non-concurrence, yes or no. That’s the
matter before us. So then, with that
understanding, I’m going to place the
matter before you for your vote. It is a
question of whether or not you will
sustain the committee. Are you ready to
vote on this matter, yes or no? We have
a question over here. Please, come to
mic 1.

Carolyn P. ELIAS (Arkansas):
Carolyn Elias, Arkansas Conference. I

would like to amend the original peti-
tion that was voted non-concurrence
with the following amendment.

BISHOP LYGHT: Do you have a
second?

ELIAS: Why is that out of order?
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Point

of order.
BISHOP LYGHT: We have con-

ferred, and I’m going to be consistent
with my prior statement. So, your
amendment is not in order. What’s
before us is for you to determine
whether or not you wish to support the
committee recommendation of non-
concurrence.

BISHOP LYGHT: Yes, please come
to mic 3. Mic 3.

CHERYL BELL (Kansas West):
Cheryl Bell, Clergy, Kansas West. I
keep hearing—this is a point of infor-
mation. I keep hearing different groups
talking about Church and Society not
adhering to the regulations of the trust,
and I heard the presenter from the com-
mittee say that they have been satisfied
with that. I don’t understand why
there’s still this thinking in our camp
that Church and Society is not doing
what they’re supposed to be doing with
the trust money. Is there some way that
we can help bring some understanding
among us?

BISHOP LYGHT: Does the commit-
tee wish to respond to that question?

LYNETTE FIELDS (Florida): Yes.
The trustees of the General Board at
Church and Society, chaired by Bishop
Hutchinson, already scrupulously
observed the terms of the Methodist
Building Endowment Fund 1965 Trust.
Every single year, financial reports are
carefully reviewed by the General
Council on Finance and Administration
and its outside auditor, KPMG. There
has never been any allegation of
wrongdoing by either GCFA or the
auditors.

BISHOP LYGHT: We’re not going
to debate non-concurrence. If you wish
to debate the item, then you need to
vote non-concurrence. If you do that,
then the petition would be before you.
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Therefore, I’m going to place this
before you for your decision. Are you
ready to vote on it? Please, vote now. 

(pause)

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, you have
sustained the committee. Non-concur-
rence. [Yes, 601; No, 246; Abstain, 9]

BISHOP LYGHT: What’s your point
of order? Please come to mic 7. State
your point of order.

DAVID BANKS (North Carolina):
David Banks, North Carolina
Conference. Bishop, we’ve had this
confusion all week, and I understand
your frustration with us because of
time; but when we come to the General
Conference, we come to act on peti-
tions. What comes from the committee
is a recommendation for an action on
the petition. We need to have access to
the petition, because if we have access
to the petition, persons then may not
sustain the recommendation that comes
from the committee. But we come to
vote on a petition, and you’re denying
us access to the petition. That’s my
point of order.

BISHOP LYGHT: You’ve made a
speech. That’s not—you have not stat-
ed a point of order. Let’s proceed. 

(pause)

Yes. Please go to mic 3.
BILL SMALLWOOD (Mississippi):

Bill Smallwood from Mississippi.
Bishop, I’ve read the trust agreement.
I’ve read a good many of them in my
life. I wanted to ask if we could have
copies of the trust agreement presented
to everybody because we’ve been told
that it’s been complied with, and I sim-
ply do not believe that’s the truth.

BISHOP LYGHT: Well, that matter
has been completed. I would suggest
that you might want to speak with
members of the General Board of
Church and Society to provide that
information for you. Yes, please go to
mic 1.

DAVID GROUT (Kentucky):
Bishop, David Grout from Kentucky
Annual Conference. I realize according
to the way you’ve just proceeded,

we’ve dealt with this issue. But I would
ask you to tell us how many speeches
were there in favor, how many speech-
es were there against, or was there a
motion to suspend the rules to take care
of that action. To my recollection, there
were no speeches for, nor were there
any speeches against, in the presenta-
tion of that petition.

BISHOP LYGHT: That’s correct. No
one addressed it. Alright, we’re going
to proceed. Faith and Order. Pat, are
you ready?

PATRICIA FARRIS (California-
Pacific): I am.

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you.

Affirming Doctrines

FARRIS: Bishop and delegates,
Patricia Farris, chair of the Faith and
Order Legislative Committee. I am
placing before the body now the one
remaining item from our Faith and
Order Committee. It is found, thank
you very much. I agree. You will find
the matter on p. 1926 of the DCA. It is
Item 1514 dealing with Petition 40706,
and you may find the original petition
if you are interested in the ADCA on p.
816. Again, we are now in the DCA on
p. 1926 dealing with Item 1514.

As I bring this item to you, it comes
from the committee recommending
concurrence as amended. You will see
that the amendment was significant. It
replaced the entire original petition.
I’m sorry. It replaced most of the entire
original petition and left only the two
paragraphs which you see printed in the
DCA.

There was considerable discussion in
the committee about this item. A vari-
ety of amendments were proposed and
defeated. And finally, after that discus-
sion, clearly the strong majority of the
committee preferred to reaffirm the
language already in Paragraph 102 of
our Book of Discipline, believing it to
give clear, adequate foundation and
direction to our work in doctrinal stan-
dards and our theological tasks. Thus
the majority report is before you, and I
introduce to you now Mr. Gib Walton
to present the minority report.

D. GIB WALTON (Texas): Thank
you Pat, and thank you for your lead-
ership as chair of our committee.
Bishop, Gib Walton, lay, Texas
Conference. I’m honored to appear
before you to present this last order of
business of the Faith and Order com-
mittee and to present the minority
report. Pat has already mentioned that
this resolution appears on p. 816 of the
Advance. There’s no need to refer to
that, as she has also indicated, because
both the majority report and the
minority report completely rewrote
that petition. So what you have before
you in the DCA on p. 1926 is all that
you need to refer to.

I am very pleased to present this
minority report on behalf of a substan-
tial member … a substantial number of
members of the Faith and Order com-
mittee. I also want to particularly thank
our brother from Mexico, Raul Garcia,
who was very instrumental in putting
this together and getting it filed and
who asked me to present it. 

There was a strong consensus on the
Faith and Order Committee that the
original resolution, while not necessar-
ily worded in the way that we would
have worded it, communicated some-
thing that was important enough that
needed to be said and needed to be con-
veyed. As Pat has said, we therefore
spent an incredible amount of time, a
substantial amount of time, well over
an hour, probably over two hours,
debating and perfecting this resolution.
And, in fact, there were two complete
rewrites offered and debated at that
time.

There were also several very close
votes of the committee during that
process in trying to perfect this resolu-
tion to bring to you. Unfortunately,
however, after all of that debating and
deleting and re-writing, only the two
paragraphs that you see in the majority
report were left. Our minority report
simply tries to put some more sub-
stance and context on the bones of
those two paragraphs. And in this
minority report, we’ve attempted to
capture the strong sentiment of our
Faith and Order Committee. 
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Many members of our committee
that felt two things needed to be said.
And that is – about the covenant that all
of our clergy, pastors, and bishops enter
into. First, to uphold and enforce The
Book of Discipline; and, second, and
even more importantly, to support and
subscribe to the basic teachings and the
historic doctrines of the Christian faith.
Therefore, we present to you this
minority report which will hopefully
give the 2004 General Conference an
opportunity to tell the folks back home,
to tell our potential members who we
hope to make disciples of Jesus Christ
are mentioned—both the formerly
churched and the unchurched. And to
tell the world that we are listening and
that we are concerned. We’ve attempt-
ed to do this in a non-personal and non-
offensive manner, but in a clear and
declarative manner in the minority
report.

In the interest of time, I will not read
the resolution to you, but only point out
to you that the new paragraphs in the
minority report that are different from
the majority report are Paragraph 1,
Paragraph 3 and Paragraph 4 – the
“whereas” paragraphs. And then the
two paragraphs that are different in the
minority report in the “therefore
resolve” section are Paragraph 6 and
Paragraph 7. Paragraph 2 and Para-
graph 5 in the minority report are iden-
tical to those two paragraphs that
survive in the majority report. I urge a
“yes” vote for the more fullsome and
clear resolution presented in the minor-
ity report. Thank you.

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you. We
will treat the minority report as a sub-
stitute motion. We will proceed by first
going back to the main motion to per-
fect it. We will then perfect the substi-
tute. And after that, we will go back
and debate. Yes, please come to mic. 1.

Do you have a matter of perfection?
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: No, I

want to, I want to speak against the
minority report.

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, right now
we are just going to perfect, first the
main motion. We are perfecting first

the main motion. Yes, please come to
mic 1. 

Specify the Doctrines

RANDALL L. ROBINSON (Illinois
Great Rivers): Randy Robinson,
Illinois Great Rivers Conference, cler-
gy. Bishop, I really only want to do this
once, but it needs to be done in both the
majority and the minority, so, I’m
going to ask you how to do it.

Here’s what I would like to do: I
would like to amend so that every place
where there is a reference to our doctri-
nal standards that they are named cor-
rectly and completely. And that is -
they would say – “The Articles of
Religion of the Methodist Church, the
Confession of Faith of the Evangelical
United Brethren Church, the standard
sermons of John Wesley, and Wesley’s
explanatory notes upon the New
Testament”… if we are going to reaf-
firm our doctrinal standards in either
the minority or the majority, I want us
to get it precisely correct. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, the main
motion is before us, so, do we have a
second to your motion. Alright, you
may speak to your amendment on the
main motion.

ROBINSON: I just did.
BISHOP LYGHT: Alright. Does

someone else wish to speak against the
amendment? I see no one who wishes
to speak to the amendment. Could you
state your amendment again? Because I
don’t think that we have it here yet.
Could you state the amendment so that
the house is clear on the amendment?
We are amending the main motion. 

ROBINSON: In each place where it
reads “the doctrinal standards,” in the
paragraph just above where it says
“minority report.” After the words “as
taught in scripture and affirmed in the
historic creeds of the church” that’s
where, then, I would like for the explic-
it names of our doctrinal standards to
be spelled out. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, I think
that’s clear. Is that clear to the body?
Are you ready to vote on the amend-
ment by insertion? Please vote now. 

(pause)

BISHOP LYGHT: You have support-
ed the amendment. [Yes, 662; No, 191;
Abstain, 16]

BISHOP LYGHT: Are there other
perfections to the main motion? Yes,
please come to mic 1. 

TERRY L. CLARK (Illinois Great
Rivers) Terry Clark, clergy, Illinois
Great Rivers Conference. The refer-
ence to “historic creeds,” what are the
historic creeds they are referring to?

BISHOP LYGHT: That’s a question.
Can a member of the committee
respond to the question? What are the
historic creeds referred to?

WALTON: Bishop, I’m a lay mem-
ber, and so I’m in a bit of a handicap
here, but my view of that would be the
Apostolic Creed, the Nicene Creed, the
creeds of the church. I’m sure there are
those that are graduates of seminary
that could define that better. But that
was my understanding as a lay person.

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, thank
you. Do you wish to perfect the main
motion in any other way? Yes, please
come to mic. 4.

(pause)

ANN CRAIG (New York): Ann
Craig, lay delegate from New York
Annual Conference, and I would move
to replace the second paragraph in the
majority, or in the (help me with the
word) main motion, with the paragraph
in the minority report in the second col-
umn that starts three paragraphs down,
“therefore be it resolved that the 2004
General Conference affirm its commit-
ment to the basic doctrines of the
Christian faith as taught in Scripture
and in The United Methodist Articles
of Religion and in the sermons of John
Wesley,” as added to by the previous
motion—to use that paragraph to
replace the second paragraph in the
main motion. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Do you have
a second to that? Yes, it’s seconded.
You have a point of order? Please come
to mic no. 2 and state your point of
order.
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PAUL E. BLACK (Illinois Great
Rivers): Paul Black, Illinois Great
Rivers Conference, lay delegate. The
thrust of what my sister is suggesting is
basically undoing what the body has
just done. It is restoring the original
wording of the main motion.

BISHOP LYGHT: All right. That’s
not a point of order. It’s a speech
against the amendment. Does anyone
else wish to speak to the amendment?
Yes. Please proceed and state your
position.

CRAIG: OK, I’d like to speak to the
amendment. I’ve done a little research
on the creeds of the church, and there’s
a great Web site called creeds.org. And
you’ll find that under the—under this
Web site that there are literally hun-
dreds of creeds; and the ones that are
most firmly committed to their creed,
such as in the Presbyterian tradition
and—have more creeds than we have
in our historic United Methodist and
predecessor denominations. So I think
we are in very deep water when we
gloss over all of these creeds and all of
the wars, literally, that were fought
over these creeds in our Christian his-
tory, and that we need to be focused on
our United Methodist tradition. And it
is quite adequate for our needs.

BISHOP LYGHT: All right. Does
anyone wish to speak against the
amendment, which is an amendment by
substitution? Yes? Please come to mic
3.

DAVID L. RICHARDSON (Cali-
fornia-Pacific): David Richardson,
California-Pacific Annual Conference.
This year, I was thinking seriously
about retiring for some health reasons.
I’m not having to; I’m grateful for that.
But I decided since it’s my last year, I
wanted to use my last year to preach the
creeds, to stand for what I believe and
how much I appreciate the creeds.

And I find myself—I found myself,
in doing that, some objection in my
congregations who were not used to
creeds and the struggles with the under-
standings of the creeds. I decided to
choose the Apostles’ Creed because it’s
the simpler one, and it’s one that I think

people can truly understand and need to
understand; and I’ve been affirming
that now for six months. I have a few
more months yet to go on the creeds.

The Nicene Creed was a problematic
one because of homousia, homoiousia
and the issues like that; and our folks in
the parish don’t really understand those
without the proper education. I’ve dis-
covered that simplicity is the best. And
of these two that are before me, I don’t
have a lot of objection to either one; but
I do prefer the simplest one, and I think
the first one is that. So I would stand
against the substitute.

BISHOP LYGHT: All right. Is there
anyone who wishes to speak in favor?
In favor? Alright. It appears then that
you’re ready to vote on this matter.
What’s before is an amendment by sub-
stitution where we would substitute the
paragraph from the minority report
which begins, “Therefore be it resolved
that the 2004 General Conference, etc.”
for the paragraph which begins, “in the
main motion, whereas the Constitution
of The United Methodist Church...”

Now, let me be sure that we have the
correct substitution. Is that correct?
That is what’s before. Are you ready to
vote on it? We want to be sure we’ve
got the right paragraph. 

CRAIG: Thank you. Let’s—see if
we can get this clarified. In the second
column of the minority report, the para-
graph starting, “Therefore be it
resolved that the 2004 General
Conference” going down to “in the ser-
mons of John Wesley.” That paragraph
as edited with the full list of the con-
tents of the doctrinal standards would
replace Paragraph 2 that begins,
“Therefore be it resolved that the 2004
General Conference”; and it goes
down, again, to “and in the sermons of
John Wesley.”

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you for
that clarification. I think that’s clear
now. Does the committee wish to speak
before we place the vote to the house?
Do you wish to address this amend-
ment?

CRAIG: No.
BISHOP LYGHT: All right. Please

vote now on the substitution. [Yes, 409;
No, 453; Abstain, 19]

Alright. You have not supported the
amendment by substitution. 

Yes? Let me go to the gentleman
right here, and please go to mic 6.

Specifying Creeds

BEN F. BOONE (Memphis): Thank
you, Bishop. Ben Boone, clergy dele-
gate, Memphis Conference. On
Paragraph 2 of the main motion, I’d
like to amend the last paragraph to say
in the place of where it says, “historic
creeds” to say, “creeds in The United
Methodist Hymnal” because these are
our official—that is our official ritual;
and those are the creeds that we tend—
that we all use as part of our worship
services. So I would move that amend-
ment.

BISHOP LYGHT: Do I have a sec-
ond? Alright. It is properly before us.
You may address it. Do you wish to
address it any further? Yes? 

BOONE: I’m sorry, Bishop. I didn’t
hear that.

BISHOP LYGHT: Do you wish to
say anything further?

BOONE: Yes. I did not mean to
leave out “historic,” but you—to leave
the word “historic” in the motion that’s
already there—in the report that’s
already there. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, would
you please read it the way you want it
to read?

BOONE: We’ll work at it. It should
say—

BISHOP LYGHT: You’ve gotta tell
us clearly what you want.

BOONE: I’ll work at that, Bishop.
“In the historic creeds in The United
Methodist Hymnal” just to replace—to
add that addition to “historic creeds,”
just to say “creeds in The United
Methodist Hymnal.”

BISHOP LYGHT: All right. “Creeds
in The United Methodist Hymnal.” Is
there a speech against? Yes? Please
come to mic 3.

JEANNIE TREVINO-TEDDLIE
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(Central Texas): Jennie Trevino-
Teddlie, Central Texas Conference,
clergy. I—

BISHOP LYGHT: This is a speech
against?

TREVINO-TEDDLIE: This is a
speech against. I speak against this pro-
posal because we also have other hym-
nals. Mil Voces has a different creed
that is not found in The United
Methodist Hymnal. We are a global
church. I’m sure there are other hymn
books in our global churches that
would not be the same as The United
Methodist Hymnal that we find here in
the United States of America.

BISHOP LYGHT: All right. Is there
anyone who wishes to speak in favor?
Alright. Let me go to the delegate right
here in the center. Mark, would you go
to mic 7? Well, 3 is closer.

MARK A. MILLER (Greater New
Jersey): Thank you, Bishop. Mark
Miller, Greater New Jersey. I would
vote to suspend the rules so that—I
think it’s Rule 29 to vote on all that is
before us.

BISHOP LYGHT: Well, we have a
majority motion and a substitute
motion; and we have not addressed the
substitute motion. So your motion to
suspend the rules would be premature
because we have not adequately treated
what’s before the house. Is there any-
one else who wishes to speak to this
amendment? All the way in the back.
Yes? Please come to 6.

JAMES C. LOGAN (Virgina):
Bishop, if we’re going to vote on this, I
wonder if the committee would be
open to include in those United—or the
United Methodist sources—to be per-
fectly honest, in terms of our historical
background—the Confession of Faith
of the former Evangelical United
Brethren Church.

BISHOP LYGHT: Well, I’ll take that
as a question. You didn’t move it. Is
anyone who wishes to speak to the
amendment. Yes? All the way to my
right. Please come to mic 4. In the
back. Yes. No? All the way in the back.
You’ve got your card up, and I’m rec-
ognizing you.

GRAYSON L. LUCKY (Okla-
homa): Bishop, Grayson Lucky from
Oklahoma Conference. And I would
speak in opposition to the amendment,
any effort to place in a creedal state-
ment as a doctrinal standard. Our hym-
nal is not a doctrinal standard. Our
creeds, which are placed there, are cer-
tainly affirmations of faith. But it’s
interesting, I think, the conference
wants to keep in mind that when Mr.
Wesley did abridge the 39 Articles of
Religion down for we poor lost sheep
in the wilderness over here in North
America, he deliberately omitted the
article of religion, which listed the
creeds. That’s why you will not find an
article of religion either in our Articles
of Religion as The United Methodist
Church or an article on the creeds in the
EUB Confession of Faith. The creed
does not—has not been recognized as
Articles of Religion. And that is by our
constitution.

BISHOP LYGHT: All right. Thank
you. We can take one more speech in
favor. Alright. I see no one speech in
favor. Alright, I see no one who wishes
to speak. The amendment is that you
would insert creeds in The United
Methodist Hymnal. That’s the amend-
ment that is before us. Are you ready to
vote on this amendment? Please vote
now. [Yes, 210; No, 680 ; Abstain,10 ]

Alright, you have not supported the
amendment. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Is there any more
perfection of the main motion? Yes, all
the way in the back, mic 8, please. 

LONNIE CHAFIN (Northern
Illinois): Bishop, Lonnie Chafin,
Northern Illinois Conference. We’re
perfecting the minority report or the
main motion— I think I— 

BISHOP LYGHT: The majority
report. 

CHAFIN: Oh, I’m sorry. I want the
minority report. I’m sorry. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright. Yes,
please come to mic 7.

DAVID A. BANKS (North Carolina):
David Banks, North Carolina
Conference. In the question about the

creeds, a point of information. The
Book of Discipline in Paragraph 101, p.
42, 2nd full paragraph, tells us that in
our ecumenical heritage we are those
who inherit and are helped by and
guided by the formulations of Nicaea
in Chalcedon along with the Apostles
Creed, Paragraph 101.

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you. We’ll
receive that as information. I think
you’re ready to proceed now to the
minority report to perfect it. Are you
ready? Is there a question? Yes, please
come to mic. 6. 

MARGARET P. JONES (Great
Britain): Bishop and members of con-
ference. Margaret Jones, clergy, British
Methodist Church. I’ve got a question,
first of all. I’m afraid that I’m a bit con-
fused as to where we’ve got to with the
majority report and what the first para-
graph now is? Is it as it stands, or did
we amend it? 

BISHOP LYGHT: Let me turn to the
secretary and see if we can sort that
out. We want to see if —the question is,
if the secretary—if you can help us
with whether or not the first paragraph
has been amended? And the answer is
no. Alright let’s go then to the—

Impact of Restrictive Rules

JONES: OK, and can I just follow
that up by saying that I’m new to this,
but my reading of the Book of
Discipline is that the Restrictive Rules
protect the Articles of Religion and the
Confession of Faith, as doctrinal stan-
dards that shall not be revoked, altered
or changed; but that the other things
listed in the next paragraph are on a dif-
ferent basis and I just wanted to make
sure that we hadn’t confused the two.
Thank you

BISHOP LYGHT: That’s correct;
your statement is absolutely correct.
Yes, please come to mic 4. 

SCOTT J. JONES (North Texas):
Scott Jones from the North Texas
Conference, no relation to my sister
Margaret Jones from Great Britain.
This conversation about doctrine has
warmed my heart strangely. But as a
point of information for the sister from
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Great Britain to be made briefly, the
Restrictive Rule makes an interesting
reference to our present existing and
established standards of doctrine which
the General Conference in a later para-
graph has defined that phrase to include
Wesley’s Standard Sermons and the
notes on the New Testament, and that’s
why the listing made in the previous
amendment is quite accurate. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you. We’re
now ready to proceed with perfecting
the minority report. Yes, please come to
mic 1. We’re on the minority report to
perfect it. 

CHRISTOPHER H. ANDREWS
(Louisiana): Chris Andrews, clergy
from Louisiana. It occurred to me that
there is a word in the last paragraph of
the minority report that I either need a
question about or would make a motion
that we delete it, and that is where it
says in about the middle of the para-
graph, “We regretfully urge our broth-
ers and sisters.” I don’t see a need for
the word “regretfully.” If we feel that
we should urge them, then we should
not apologize for it, and I would move
that that be deleted. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: I’ll
accept that as a friendly amendment. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Well, the commit-
tee would like to accept that as a friend-
ly amendment. but the house will need
to vote on that, and I think we can pro-
ceed right now to do that, to accept that
as a friendly amendment. Are you
ready to vote on it? Please vote now. 

(pause)

BISHOP LYGHT: You have accept-
ed it as a friendly amendment. [Yes,
630; No, 227; Abstain, 14]

BISHOP LYGHT: Right here in the
front. Please go to mic. 1. Yes.

From “Abroad” to “Globally”

BETTIE W. STORY (Illinois Great
River): Bettie Story, Illinois Great
Rivers Conference, lay delegate, and I
would like to try to perfect the minori-
ty report in the following way. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright.

STORY: If you will look at
Paragraph 4, in the last column, the
inside column. To delete the words at
the end of that sentence “and the
church abroad.” 

BISHOP LYGHT: OK; you need to
help us to identify exactly where you
are.

STORY: OK. Page 1926, the minori-
ty report, Paragraph 4. The last two
lines of Paragraph 4, delete the words
“and the church abroad,” and replace
them with the word “globally.” And
then the next would be to delete the last
two paragraphs of the report.

BISHOP LYGHT: You’re referring
to—let me be sure which two para-
graphs you’re referring to. 

STORY: It would be Paragraph 6 and
Paragraph 7. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Where it begins
“furthermore” and where it begins “be
it further  resolved.”

STORY: Yes 
BISHOP LYGHT: Those complete

paragraphs?
STORY: Yes 
BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, we have a

second to the motion. You may speak to
it. Motion for substitution and deletion,
the insertion rather and the deletion. 

STORY: It seems to me that the final
two paragraphs are pejorative; they
raise the question about whether or not
the leadership of the church is faithful
to the Discipline and the creeds of the
church, and this is for the future of the
church four years or eight years from
now. We may not have the same ten-
sions that we have presently, so I think
it’s trying to concentrate on the present
moment and not looking to the future.
So I would ask that the minority report
end with the 6th paragraph, the last line
in the Sermons of John Wesley.

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you. That’s
a speech for. We can take a speech
against. Yes. Please come to mic 3.

MATHEW G. JOHNSON (Western
Pennsylvania): Mathew Johnson,
Western Pennsylvania Annual Confer-
ence. I speak against this amendment

for several reasons. The first of which
is we as a denomination have lost our
sense of identity. We don’t know where
we are, we don’t know where we’ve
been, and we sure don’t know where
we’re going. The reason for this is
because we’ve lost what for what we
stand for and believe in, because our
clergy and our laity have refused to
hold that true.

In Paragraphs 101 to 103 of our
Discipline, it very clearly states what
our doctorial heritage is. And our cler-
gy, when they take their vows and their
orders, they vow to uphold those doc-
trines; they vow to uphold those teach-
ings; they vow to uphold those
standards. These paragraphs call for
that accountability, and I believe it is
high time we as a church be account-
able to what we stand for and what we
believe in. I think it’s time we hold our-
selves, whether you’re clergy or lay, to
value our doctrinal heritage, because
when we do that, we’ll have a better
understanding of our mission and how
we will complete it. If we want to see
our church grow, we should base it on
what established it and move forward
from that. Thank you.

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, thank
you. Does anyone with to speak for?
Yes, right here. mic 3. Speaking in
favor? 

ERICK J. MCKINNEY (Central
Texas): I speak in favor of the amend-
ment, Eric McKinney from Central
Texas. Until two or three days ago I
think the tone and timbre of The United
Methodist Church had been marked
more by grace than by law. Doctrinally
we were a church that could affirm
diversity, that could affirm freedom and
fault and theological difference. There
was a grace which had marked our life
together. Somehow over the last two or
three days I seem to sense that that
grace-fueled approach which values one
another in the midst of our difference
has more or less slipped from us as a
people, and that saddens me.

I’m reminded that in the state of
Texas there’s another Protestant
denomination that thirty years ago also
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spoke a lot about grace, but recently
seems to major in decisiveness to the
point of having denominational lead-
ers, seminary professors, others in
institutional authority signing a creedal
statement of faith to determine whether
they’re in or whether they’re out. It
strikes me that my ordination as a
United Methodist clergy is being called
into question here by those who would
have us become a creedal church,
which we’ve never been, and I would
support this amendment. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, we can, if
you wish, take one more speech
against. Yes, please come to mic 4.

FRED BREWINGTON (New York):
Thank you, Bishop. Fred Brewington,
New York Annual Conference. I offer
an amendment to the amendment; this
would be the second level, which I
believe is permissive.  

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, you may
state the amendment to the amendment.

BREWINGTON: The amendment to
the amendment is to also delete the top
paragraph in the 3rd column on p.
1926.  If I may have a second, I’ll
speak to it.

BISHOP LYGHT: It’s seconded.
You may speak.

BREWINGTON: After listening to
the prior speaker who was clergy– I am
not, I am lay– I immediately realized
what that paragraph referred to and
how it might very well be even more
divisive than what has already hap-
pened over the past two days. Based on
that, I believe that deleting that para-
graph would be more appropriate for
this body to adopt, rather than to adopt
language that basically sets people up
to fail.

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright. We have
before us an amendment to the amend-
ment. Does anyone wish to speak
against the amendment to the amend-
ment? Yes all the way in the back,
please come to mi. 6.

MATTHEW T. SINK (Western
North Carolina): Matt Sink, Western
North Carolina Conference. I’d like to
speak against the amendment to the

amendment and the regular amendment
because it seems that all that these
amendments are trying to do is bring
the minority report in concurrence with
the majority report. Its odd– say that
this is unnecessary if you don’t want
what’s in the minority report. Just vote
for the majority report, but don’t try to
amend the minority report to be the
same as the majority report. Thank you. 

(applause)

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright. We
would ask that we not applaud, but that
we simply utilize the processes that we
have to make our decisions. Is there
anyone who wishes to speak in favor of
the amendment to the amendment?
Yes, please come to mic 3, please.
Speech in favor, or against?

ELIZABETH SWEET (New
England): This is a –excuse me.
Bishop, this is in favor of these amend-
ments. Betty Sweet, New England. We
have in our history in New England
what we call the Salem Witch Hunts,
and they’re a very real part and we
have lived with that, and many of our
Christian brothers and sisters were the
ones that were burned at the stake and
hung. We may have moved beyond
burning at the stake, literally; but I see
these paragraphs opening up the very
real possibility, especially if you get
down to that last one, where it men-
tions members and leaders. As we look
and work as members and leaders in
the church, we’re opening ourselves up
to witch hunts. I would support this
amendment to delete.

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you. Yes,
do you wish to speak against? Yes.
Question? Please come to mic 3.

SIDNEY S. SADIO (Greater New
Jersey): I’m Sidney Sadio, Bishop,
from Greater New Jersey. Bishop, I’m
just wondering, I’m just asking the
question, what are we really doing at
this time? It seems to me that we are in
an exercise of futility. The– when I was
ordained, and I’m sure when my col-
leagues were ordained, we agreed to
abide by the Discipline of the church.
We also have in the Discipline, very

clearly, very clearly stated that it’s a
chargeable offense if you disseminate
doctrines contrary to the established
standards of doctrines of The United
Methodist Church. So, we have our
Discipline, we have an understanding
of what these doctrinal statements are,
and we also have a process for dealing
with people who don’t follow them. So
what are we doing affirming the Book
of Discipline? There’s no purpose in
doing that. It’s an exercise in futility.
I’m just asking what are we, what are
we trying to achieve? 

BISHOP LYGHT: We’ve had two
for and two against. We’re ready now
to—

—to vote on this matter. I’m going to
place the amendment to the amend-
ment before you and ask the committee
if they wish to address it. Alright, they
do not. Do you wish to address the
amendment to the amendment?

WALTON: Yes. The amendment to
the amendment, as I understand it, is to
take out the 3rd paragraph, which is a
statement as it’s cited in there from The
United Methodist Book of Worship, p.
676, which is a question asked all of
our clergy, as I understand it, when
they are ordained.

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright. Then I
think you’re ready to vote on this
amendment to the amendment, which
is to delete the 3rd paragraph, which is
at the top of the 3rd column. Please
vote now. [Yes, 409; No, 475; Abstain,
10]

(pause)

Right, you have not sustained the
amendment to the amendment. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Now, we’re back
to the amendment, which is to take the
words “and the church abroad” out and
substitute “globally,” as well as to
delete the last two paragraphs. Does
anyone else wish to address this
amendment? All the way in the back.

DAN G. JOHNSON (Florida): This
is Dan Johnson, clergy, Florida. I agree
with my friend and brother Sidney that
we’ve worked this thing over pretty
well. I move we suspend the rules
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and vote on all that’s before us on this
matter.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: 
Second.

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright. Suspend
the rules requires a two-thirds vote. Are
you ready to vote? Please vote now.
[Yes, 807; No, 86; Abstain, 6]

(pause)

Alright, you have suspended the
rules. 

And what’s before us, at the
moment, is the amendment to the
minority report. As I just previously
stated, that amendment is before you.
Are you clear about what’s before you?
Alright, please vote now.

(pause)

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, you have
approved the amendment to the minor-
ity report. [Yes, 469; No, 418; Abstain,
10]

Now what’s before us is the minori-
ty report, which we’re treating as a sub-
stitute motion. You will now have an
opportunity to vote on that substitute
motion to determine whether or not
that’s going to be your main motion.
But I’ll turn first to the committee for
any final statement. Both presenters
may speak to the motion.

Final Speeches

WALTON: Obviously, I’m disap-
pointed with the elimination of the last
two paragraphs of the resolution, since
they were really the heart of the resolu-
tion, recognizing it was a close vote. I
still do support this resolution and I
think, in some form or another, this
type of declarative statement needs to
be made, and so I would support and
urge a vote yes for the minority report
as it remains and as you have amended
it.

FARRIS: Bishop, I appreciate the
action of the body. In the discussions of
the committee itself, the covenant
among clergy and with our bishops was
not in contention, nor was it hotly dis-
cussed.  What we did discuss, quite a
bit, was that tone of divisiveness and

hostility that has now been deleted
from the minority report, and so that
now what is before us is much more in
keeping with the spirit of the commit-
tee’s discussions.

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you.
What’s before us is the minority report.
You’re determining now whether or not
this will become the main motion. You
have a point of order? Please come to
mic 4. Please state your point of order.

ROBERT T. HOSHIBATA (Pacific
Northwest): Bishop, Bob Hoshibata
from the Pacific Northwest. I would
just like to request that before we vote,
there would be another reading of the
entire motion or petition as it is now
before us and then the time of prayer.

BISHOP LYGHT: Very well. I’ll ask
the secretary if she would read the
minority report as it is amended.

(pause)

Just bear with us a moment. We’re
sorting it out so that we read the correct
information, in terms of what is before
us.  

CAROLYN M. MARSHALL:
Whereas The United Methodist Church
has long been guided by the teaching of
the scripture, The United Methodist
Articles of Religion, the historical
creeds of the church, the theological
heritage of the Wesleyan tradition, and
whereas, the Constitution of The
United Methodist Church, in its restric-
tive rules, see paragraph 16-20, pro-
tects both the Articles of Religion and
the Confession of Faith as doctrinal
standards that shall not be revoked,
altered, or changed: Book of
Discipline, pgs. 55-58, and

Whereas, the clergy covenant,
agreed to by all clergy entering the
denomination, includes the following
question: In covenant with other elders,
will you be loyal to The United
Methodist Church, accepting its order,
liturgy, doctrine and discipline, defend-
ing it against all doctrines contrary to
God’s holy word, and accepting the
authority of those who are appointed to
supervise your ministry: United
Methodist Book of Worship, p. 676, etc.
there.

Whereas, we affirm that abiding by
our rules and upholding the doctrines
of Christianity is critical to the peace
and unity, both within The United
Methodist Church and globally.

Therefore, be it resolved, that the
2004 General Conference affirms its
commitment to the basic doctrines of
the Christian faith as taught in the
Scripture and in The United Methodist
Articles of Religion and in the sermons
of John Wesley.

BISHOP LYGHT: That’s it. Let us
pause now for a moment of prayer.  

(prayer)

You’re now ready to vote. Please vote
now. [Yes, 509; No, 392; Abstain, 7]

Alright you have adopted the minor-
ity report as amended. 

It is now your main motion. If you
will adopt this as your main motion,
please vote now. [Yes, 570; No, 334;
Abstain, 1]

You have adopted this as your main
motion. Thank you very much. 

We’re overtime for our evening tea,
so we are going to break now for 20
minutes. Now you have a question?
Please come to mic 1. State your point
of order reference to rules.

JOHN EDGAR (West Ohio): My
point of order is that I request a declara-
tory ruling from the Judicial Council
because I believe that the motion we
passed is clearly in violation of the
Book of Discipline, a section of
Paragraph 102, and I would like to
make a request for the declaratory rul-
ing.

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, you may
proceed. 

EDGAR: OK.
BISHOP LYGHT: Test the house.
EDGAR: At the bottom of p. 58, the

Book of Discipline, it’s a section of
Paragraph 102, it’s a narrative section
but it is still part of our Discipline and
it states clearly, in fact part of this was
quoted in the petition, that “the
Constitution of The United Methodist
Church in its Restrictive Rules protects
both The Articles of Religion and the
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Confession of Faith as doctrinal stan-
dards that shall not be revoked, altered,
or changed.” And then it goes on,
which is significant, “the process of
creating new standards or rules of doc-
trine thus continues to be restricted,
requiring either that they are declared
not contrary to the present standards, or
that they go through the difficult
process of constitutional amendment.” 

I would ask for a ruling from the
Judicial Council on whether the final
paragraph of the resolution just
approved violates this section of the
Discipline when it suggests that the
sermons of John Wesley are to be
included as parts of our doctrine. I
believe that the Book of Discipline is
very clear and very intentional. Our
doctrinal standards are limited exclu-
sively to the Articles of Religion and
the Confession of Faith. Any effort in
any petition in The Book of Resolutions
to change, alter this part of our
Restrictive Rules, I believe, violates
our Book of Discipline and I ask for a
declaratory rule. Thank you.

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, is there a
second? Alright, the matter is clear. I
am going to put it to the house for you
to decide. Are you ready to vote?
Please vote now. [Yes, 587; No, 305;
Abstain, 9]

You have agreed to request a
declaratory decision. 

We are going to go to break now and
ask you to return in 20 minutes. We are
on break. 

(break)

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you very
much. I would ask the delegates if you
would take your seats please. We are
ready to begin again. My brothers and
sisters let me share with you two com-
ments. One is, that as we proceed under
our current rules we’ll take two speech-
es for and two against as is appropriate;
and then we’re going to put the matter
to you for your vote. As I said earlier
when we began we need to continue
moving in order to complete the busi-
ness of this General Conference which
ends tomorrow night. Now, I also want

to test with you; it is about 9:15. We are
scheduled to end tonight’s session at
10:00 P.M.

I want to test with you whether or
not you have any interest in working
perhaps a half hour longer or you wish
to adjourn at 10:00 PM. 

OK, let someone come to mic 4, I
believe it is, and just help us to hear
what you’re saying there.

Whether to Limit Debate

JERRY RINEHART (East Ohio):
Bishop, Jerry Rinehart, East Ohio.
We’re here to work and to get the work
done. But I do have something I’d like
to present to the house to help us enable
our work ahead of us. I’d like to try the
house with a motion.

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright.
RINEHART: I move that this house

suspend the rules so that no more than
30 minutes is allotted to any one calen-
dar item except budgetary items. If I
have a second, I’d like to speak to that.

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, it’s sec-
onded. You may speak.

RINEHART: Bishop, we’ve spent a
lot time of working over minority and
majority positions on calendar items,
and I think what we need to do is real-
ly examine those in our heart and get in
our minds exactly what we need to do
and be ready so that when you call
upon us, we can conduct the business.
Now, I think by using a time limit, it’ll
greatly help us stay on track.

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, the
motion is to suspend the rules for the
purpose that has been stated. That
requires a two-thirds vote. If you will
suspend the rules, then you must vote
yes or no for the purpose that has been
stated. Are you ready to vote? Please
vote now. [Yes, 526; No, 81; Abstain,
5]

Alright you have suspended the
rules. 

I am going to ask the maker of the
motion to state again so that we’re
clear about the motion; if you would
just state that motion again which you
have brought.

RINEHART: Yes, Bishop. I move
that this house suspend the rules so that
no more than 30 minutes be allotted to
any calendar item except a budgetary
item.

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, it is done.
Turn now to Bill Barney, Conferences.
You have a point of order? Please come
to mic 6. State your point of order.
State the rule that you’re referring to. 

MATTHEW T. SINK (Western North
Carolina): This is Matt Sink, Western
North Carolina Conference. My point of
order is that we did not vote on that, we
just voted to suspend the rules. We did
not vote on his motion. 

We can put it to the house. If you
will vote to support the recommenda-
tion which was attached to the suspen-
sion of the rules, please vote now. [Yes,
547; No, 61; Abstain, 6] 

Alright, you have approved the
motion. 

Let us turn now to the report.
MARY WHITE (Eastern Pennsylva-

nia): Bishop Lyght, delegates, and
friends of General Conference, I’m
Mary White, vice-chair of this legisla-
tive committee. It is my pleasure to
introduce the presenter of the next peti-
tion, Rev. Norman Coleman from West
Ohio. He will be presenting a petition
on clergy voting rights.

NORMAN H. COLEMAN III (West
Ohio): Bishop.

BISHOP LYGHT: Yes.

Clergy Voting Rights

COLEMAN: General Conference, at
this time you will find this first petition
in your DCA on p. 1746; Calendar Item
No. 1015; Petition 41428, found in
your Advance DCA on p. 313. We’ll
give you a few moments to find those.
I need to give you an explanation at this
point of why we are proceeding with
this particular petition which does not
have a minority report. We have two
separate petitions that are pointing to
the same paragraph, Paragraph 33, in
our Constitution. And we need to deal
with this one first so we can get to the
other petition. 
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The committee on this petition rec-
ommends non-concurrence. The ration-
ale is this petition was defeated with a
tiebreaker because of its broadness in
providing full rights and privileges to
those other than members in full con-
nection. The next petition that will be
presented to you will be as offered as a
compromise.

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, this is a
petition of where the committee is rec-
ommending non-concurrence. Are you
ready to vote on it? Please vote now.

(pause)

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright you have
supported the recommendation of non-
concurrence. [Yes, 602; No, 111;
Abstain, 6]

COLEMAN: You will find the next
petition in your DCA on p. 18.

BISHOP LYGHT: Yes. Please come
to mic 8. Do you have a point of order?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:
Bishop, we have a series of pads that
are not working in this row here.

BISHOP LYGHT: Oh, you have
pads, voting pads that are not working?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes,
at least 5 or 6 don’t work.

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, if our
technical people would be so advised
that we have several voting pads there
in the back that are not working.
Alright, you may proceed.

COLEMAN: You will find your next
petition in your DCA on p. 1843;
Calendar Item 1429; that’s Calendar
Item 1429, Petition 41047, found in
your Advance DCA on p. 312. The
committee recommends concurrence as
amended as follows: add “probationary
members” after “full connection” in
bold print in the amended edition of the
last paragraph. The entire paragraph
would then read as follows: Article 4,
Paragraph 33—“The ordained ministe-
rial delegates to the General
Conference and to the Jurisdictional or
Central Conference shall be elected
from the ordained ministerial members
in full connection with the annual con-
ference or provisional annual confer-
ence by the members in full
connection, probationary members, the

associate members, and the local pas-
tors who have completed the course of
study.” The rationale: this really comes
to us as an issue of justice. According
to the GCFA 2002 report figures, it’s
estimated that a third of our local con-
gregations in the United States are
served by local pastors. 

Almost 25 percent of the total num-
ber of clergy in the United States are
local pastors. In addition, according to
the 2001 GCFA report there are, there
were 3,857 ordained clergy in the cen-
tral conferences and 4,304 local pas-
tors. These persons who make up a
vital part of the United Methodist min-
istry are also called by God, recognized
by the church, and appointed to serve
our congregations. They currently have
no voice or representation in the
General Conference. Local pastors
should have their voices heard through
their elected representatives to the gen-
eral and jurisdictional conferences. 

If passed, this petition would not
grant full rights and privileges as are
granted to those in full connection, but
would broaden their active participa-
tion in the process by allowing them to
vote for members in full connections as
delegates to the general and jurisdic-
tional conference while not being eligi-
ble to be elected as a delegate. 

It is important to note that not all
pastors, but those who have completed
the Course of Study, will have the priv-
ilege of voting. So there is an educa-
tional requirement before being granted
this right to be represented. It is a good
compromise, and a meaningful step in
the right direction toward recognizing
probationary members, associate mem-
bers and local pastors who have com-
pleted the Course of Study as valued
partners in the ministry with us to reach
the world for Jesus Christ. I ask and
urge you to vote concurrence with the
recommendation of the committee as
amended. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you. Let’s
turn now to the minority report.

BILL BARNEY (Troy): Bishop, Bill
Barney, chair of the committee. I would
ask you if you would rule on the previ-
ous inquiry I made of you about the

appropriateness of bringing a minority
report to refer. If that is not—if that’s in
order, then I would ask our minority
report person to come forward and
present that. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, you’re—
under the minority report it says to
refer this petition. Yes, I would rule that
this is out of order because it is a mat-
ter of reference, and if there is a desire
to refer it there should simply be a rec-
ommendation to refer. So that does not
constitute a minority report.

BARNEY: Thank you.
BISHOP LYGHT: The majority

report is what’s before us. Yes, all the
way in the back here on mic 8 please.

Refer to GBHEM

DAVID L. SEVERE (Oklahoma
Conference): David Severe, Oklahoma
Conference. I would like to move to
refer this petition and the paragraph 31
to the Board of Higher Education and
Ministry for a study and to report back
to the 2008 General Conference. If I
have a second, I’d like to speak to it.

BISHOP LYGHT: Have a second? It
is seconded. You may speak.

SEVERE: This is a very serious mat-
ter, and it is a move away from our his-
toric position with regard to who has
the rights to do certain things. There is
a possibility always in the annual con-
ference for local pastors and others to
reach the place where they are mem-
bers, full members of the annual con-
ference, with all the rights and
privileges that have been reserved to
that. So, it would be a very historical-
ly—a very historic departure for us to
approve this motion. So, I would like to
see it referred for study. There is a great
cry across the church for this, but we
need to have a long look at it, and we
need to be able to see what the ramifi-
cations of it are. So, I move referral,
Sir. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you. Is
there anyone who wishes to speak
against referral? Yes, all the way in the
back, come to mic 5 please.

ANN L. BURKHOLDER (Florida):
Bishop, this is Anne Burkholder, cler-
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gy, Florida. I actually wish to speak in
favor of the motion to refer.

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, let me get
someone who’s against; yes, mic 1
please. Yes, please. No, in the center.
Yes.

BRIAN K JARMAN (South
Indiana): Thank you, Bishop. Brian
Jarman, South Indiana Conference.
What I’d like to say, briefly, is that the
number of local pastors that are serving
in our churches are raising up many
young persons like myself to come to a
better understanding of Jesus Christ.
When I go to annual conference and we
talk about going to make our church
better, to improve upon our church, to
help make this church the church that
serves Christ’s purpose, my local pas-
tor has no ability, no way to improve
his position in the church. He is stuck
and at the mercy of elders and laity and
ordained ministers. 

There is great concern by those per-
sons that they will lose rights they have
gained by ordination and are threatened
by the local pastor. Without the local
pastor bearing the burdens of minister-
ing to the people of this church, this
church would not survive. Many
minority persons serve as local pastors.
They are not able to, to move on the
track towards ordained clergy because
of their time here in the country and the
time left. 

My local pastor is 65. He was a prin-
cipal before he decided to become a
pastor to serve my church which could
not pay its apportionments because we
were supporting an elder. Because we
now have a local pastor, our member-
ship is increasing, we are paying our
apportionments, and we are winning
souls for Jesus Christ. I submit that
these people, these persons, these lead-
ers…

BISHOP LYGHT: Please sum up.
JARMAN: ...need a voice here at

this body. Thank you.
BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you. Does

anyone wish to speak in favor? Yes,
mic. 5.

BURKHOLDER: Yes. Again, Anne

Burkholder, clergy, Florida Confer-
ence. I want to speak in favor of the
motion to refer. As you can see in our
committee, we were not of one mind on
this issue. It was a difficult matter for
us to address because we are, we’re all
very sensitive to the justice issues that
were raised by our first speaker. Those
who supported this petition had the
worthy intention of being inclusive of
all who serve in assigned and appoint-
ed positions in the churches; however,
there are three issues I’d like to raise. 

First, as the Conferences Committee,
we found ourselves in the position of
having to address the issue of rights
and responsibilities without the parallel
conversation about our theology of
ministry and ordination. And it seems
to me that we need to make these kinds
of decision within the context of that
conversation, not just in the context of
the conversation of what rights are
appropriate to those who serve our
churches. 

Secondly, Higher Education and
Ministry will be presenting petitions
with regard to probationary members
that move probationary status back into
the time when probationary members
are still in seminary. So, we would have
probationary members voting on
General Conference delegates… 

BISHOP LYGHT: Please sum up.
BURKHOLDER: …before they

might have even served in a church.
There is also a petition coming where
Higher Education has set aside min-
istry for the study that I’ve just men-
tioned before. 

Lastly, there is no limitation on the
local pastors, other than Course of
Study completion. So, this petition
could, would include part-time local
pastors, possibly student local pastors
who have completed the Course of
Study but are serving as, I mean attend-
ing seminary …

BISHOP LYGHT: Your time is up. 
BURKHOLDER: …and so forth…

so it’s just simply too broad.
BISHOP LYGHT:  Alright, thank

you. Does anyone wish to speak
against? I’m going to go to mic 8.

ELLIS E. CONLEY (West Virginia)
Ellis Conley, clergy, West Virginia
Conference. Bishop, member and
friends of the annual—the General
Conference, you have heard many elo-
quent speeches against the motion—in
favor of the motion to refer. But it
seems to me that we talk often times
about partnership in ministry here
around a, a common table. At the annu-
al conference level we’ve elevated the
position of conference lay leader and
given them added responsibilities in
local churches. But when it comes to
time to vote for Jurisdictional and
General Conference delegates, my
impression is that sometimes, some of
us who are elders circle the wagons to
be sure that we protect ourselves in that
process. This petition opens up the full
inclusion of the variety of persons who
are serving in ministry in a variety of
stations for that important ministry and
role in our church. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you.
We’ve had two speeches for and
against. The matter is before us is refer-
ral of Calendar Item 1429. Are you
ready to vote?

COLEMAN: Bishop, may I have the
last word?

BISHOP LYGHT: Yes, yes, we want
to turn now to the committee for final
comment. Thank you.

COLEMAN: Brothers and sisters of
the faith, as you carefully consider your
vote; I need you to ask a question or
two. First of all, are local pastors and
associate members, or probationary
members our partners in ministry or
simply those who are fulfilling a space
and a role for us? I would like to chal-
lenge you and say that these folk—
many of their churches that are
growing are vital and are in great mis-
sion. They are indeed our partners in
ministry called by God, recognized by
the church as such, and are appointed
on a yearly basis just like an elder. I
would urge you and I would ask you to
offer them the same opportunity. And
this is a beginning step into full inclu-
sion in the ministry which we share
together. 
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BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, I think
you’re ready to vote now. Please vote
now. [Yes, 472; No, 340; Abstain, 3]

Alright, you have approved referral.
I’m going to ask you to hold with me
for a few minutes. We’ve got an issue
here that I need to confer on. 

(pause)

Taking Votes by Hand

Now, the problem that we’re dealing
with is that we have been informed that
we have nearly 50 pads that are not
working, voting pads. And there’s no
probability of fixing those pads imme-
diately. It is my suggestion; but you,
the house will have to decide; that we
simply take a “hand” vote. If you
choose to not take a “hand” vote, I
think the only recourse is to adjourn
until tomorrow, giving the technical
staff an opportunity to fix those key
pads. We’ve got nearly 50 people who
are not able to vote. Are you willing to
go to a “hand” vote?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes.
BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, then I

need someone to move that. Someone
come to the microphone and move it.
Yes. Would you come to mic 3 and
make a motion for us?

PHILIP A. AMERSON, (California-
Pacific): I move that—I’m Philip
Amerson, from California-Pacific. I
move that we take votes as needed until
the problem is fixed, by “hand” vote. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, do you
have a second?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:
Second.

BISHOP LYGHT: If you would
agree to the motion which is that we
now go to a “hand” vote, would you
please lift a hand if you favor that?
Down. Opposed, the same sign.
Alright, you have approved the use of a
“hand” vote for the remainder of our
time together this evening. Point of
information. Yes, please come to mic 4.

TWILA M. GLENN (Iowa): Thank
you, Bishop. Twila Glenn from Iowa. I
wonder if it would be helpful; I know it

would be helpful for me, if we under-
stood what’s left on the calendar.

BISHOP LYGHT: We have a lot left
on the calendar. That’s the best way to
respond. There’s a lot. Yes, is there
another question? Please come to mic
1. Yes.

WILEY B. STEPHENS (North
Georgia): Bishop, Wylie Stephens,
clergy North Georgia. My question or
point of order is, if the machines were
not working on the vote to defer, is that
a legitimate vote; or should we take a
hand count?

BISHOP LYGHT: Well, just to be
sure, we can take a hand count on that,
if you desire. Let’s do that and then
we’ll be clear as a body on what we did
with regard to referral. Yes? Yes. Please
come to mic 2.

CAROL A. SMITH, (Missouri):
Carol Smith, Missouri. Instead of tak-
ing a hand count for the whole body,
would it be possible for us to just take
a hand count for those 50 people that
don’t have machines? It certainly
would be less time consuming.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:
Excuse me.

BISHOP LYGHT: No, I’ve been
advised that we can’t do that because
we’ve got a fluctuating problem. It’s the
same key pad every time. We’re having
problems with the voting pads. So, that
alternative is not feasible. Point of
order? Folks, we’re wasting time! 

FRED BREWINGTON, (New
York): Bishop, Fred Brewington, New
York Annual Conference.

BISHOP LYGHT: Yes. Please state
your point of order.  

BREWINGTON: Point of order;
would it not be in order in this situation
to determine if the number of key pads
that were not working would have
effected the outcome of the vote?

BISHOP LYGHT: Well, what was
requested is that on the matter of refer-
ence, that we take a hand count on that.
I agreed to do that and am ready to do
that at this point. So then, on the matter
of reference, to be sure that we’ve got it
right, the question was whether or not

to refer Calendar Item 1429. So, I’m
going to take that again. If you favor
the referring Calendar Item 1429,
please lift a hand. Down. If you’re
opposed, please lift a hand. It is
referred.

COLEMAN: Bishop.
BISHOP LYGHT: Turn back to the

committee. 
COLEMAN: Bishop, may I please

request a moment of personal privi-
lege?

BISHOP LYGHT: You may.
COLEMAN: It is unrelated to my

petition. Bishop, I have risen to request
this moment of personal privilege, to
express my response to the demonstra-
tion during the plenary this morning. I
would just like to have a couple of min-
utes of your time.

BISHOP LYGHT: Hold on. Your
personal privilege is... I’m going to
declare that it is out of order, because
it’s not germane to the work that we’re
doing at this time. You need to discov-
er another time to do that.

COLEMAN: OK. Thank you.
BISHOP LYGHT: Does that com-

plete the work of the committee, Bill?
BARNEY: No, it does not.
BISHOP LYGHT: OK.
MARY WHITE (Eastern Pennsyl-

vania): Bishop Lyght, this completes
our reporting at this time.

Multicultural Guidelines and Training

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, thank
you. Now, I’m going to go to p. 1912 in
your DCA. There’s a recommendation
on General Conference guidelines and
training on multi-racial/cultural work-
ing relationships. The question that I
pose with the body is; how do you want
to deal with this petition? Yes, please
come to mic 4.

ROBERT CRANDALL (Iowa):
Bishop, delegates to the General
Conference. Robert Crandall, clergy,
Iowa. If you would turn in your DCA to
p. 1912, you will see the recommenda-
tion. It has been printed on a separate
sheet of paper and is available to you in
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that way, as well. I am bringing this
petition to the General Conference
through the Committee on Church and
Society where it originated. And I
would like to present it to the General
Conference for its consideration with
one change. 

And, Bishop, I’m not sure  if that
needs to come to you in the form of an
amendment or if we can simply change
it as we present it to the General
Conference. But the change would
come in the first paragraph that begins
with “therefore.” And, we would add to
it the same phrase, “in consultation
with the General Board of Global
Ministries” that is used in the next
paragraph “and be it further resolved.”
And if you can give me direction in
terms of how we make that change,
then I’d like to speak to it and then to
the whole resolution. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Let me suggest
that you move this petition with that
editorial change. Then the matter will
be before the house.

CRANDALL: I move the petition.
BISHOP LYGHT: Have a second?
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Second.
BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, the peti-

tion is before you with the editorial
change that was noted. Is there any dis-
cussion of this petition? Yes, please
come to mic 1.

DAVID GROUT (Kentucky): David
Grout, Kentucky Annual Conference.
Just simply a point of clarification.
This did not come from Church and
Society but came from one person in
the Church and Society, who was then
instructed that they had to take it to the
calendar and agenda for it to come to
the plenary session.

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you for
that information. Now, you wish to
speak to the motion.

CRANDALL: Bishop. Now, I’m on.
BISHOP LYGHT: You do now.
CRANDALL: That correction, I

apologize. I was in error and the speak-
er was correct that this did not come as
a recommendation from Church and

Society. What I would like to speak to
is, I think, a problem that we have
encountered at several different points
in our General Conference. What
prompted this recommendation was an
incident where an individual felt that
that person had been treated unfairly by
the chair and that it, at least, suggested
that the way she had been ignored had
to do with her racial and ethnic back-
ground. 

That was apologized for by the chair
as graciously as I have ever heard. But
it then went further to a confrontation
between that young woman and an
individual. I have since heard that sim-
ilar incidences have happened around
the General Conference. And I think
what’s happening is that; and I think
I’m speaking for myself as much as
anybody. If you look at me, you’ll
notice I’m a fairly typical middle-aged,
white, male citizen of the United
States. I operate under an assumption
of privilege and entitlement. And
sometimes that privilege and entitle-
ment is benefited me on the backs of
somebody who is then denied that priv-
ilege and entitlement. We have a word
for that. I think it’s called racism. And
we are all guilty of that.

BISHOP LYGHT: Need to summarize.
CRANDALL: Yes. In addition, we

are now experiencing at a higher level
what it means to be a global church and
there are insensitivities there as we
learn how to respond to people coming
to us with other perspectives. I think
that this is much needed and would rec-
ommend that the conference vote
“yes.”

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, I want to
clarify the route that this petition fol-
lowed to get here. Did this come
through the Calendar Committee? Did
it?

CRANDALL: It has.
BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, the

answer is yes. So it's properly before
us.

CRANDALL: Yes, yes.
BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, we've

heard a speech for. Is there anyone who

wishes to speak against the petition? I
want to go to my right, back to mic 8.
All the way in the back.

Whether to Refer

CHARLES L. JOHNSON (South
Carolina): Charles Johnson, South
Carolina Conference. Bishop, I would
like to move that this item be referred
to the Commission on General
Conference for its consideration as
they plan the next General Conference.

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, is there a
second to the motion? The motion is
seconded and it is to refer. If you wish
to speak to the motion of referral?
Alright, I see no one who wishes to
speak. Alright. No, you go to mic 1.

MELVIN R. BOWDAN JR.
(Kentucky): Bishop, I'm not sure it's
good that you know me so well-the
name there. Mel Bowdan, Kentucky
Conference. 

Bishop, before we get, before we
vote, I want to be sure that the body
doesn't get itself in a corner and this
would just probably require a suspen-
sion of rules again. But on p. 125, Rule
14, voting procedure, Subparagraphs 2
and 3, "when electronic," that's p. 125,
Rule 14, voting procedure,
Subparagraph 2 "when electronic vot-
ing is not in use or operating, a stand-
ing count vote or vote by written ballot
may be ordered on call of any delegate
supported by 1/3 of the delegates pres-
ent and voting." No. 3 "in the event the
electronic voting system is inoperable
and the count vote is called for, the
chairperson of the delegations-the
chairpersons of the delegations-shall
poll their respective delegations or
pages may serve as tellers." Reason I
rise to this point of order, Bishop, is
because there's nothing in there about a
hand vote. Do we-can--I'm sure can,
can make that motion and suspend the
rules on that but I just want to be sure
we didn't do something that's going to
make what we do null and void.

BISHOP LYGHT: We'll be guided
by, Mel, your reference there is correct.
We'll be guided by that in the future.
But, we're under now the guidance of
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the house which is that we will take a
hand vote.

BOWDAN: OK. Right.
BISHOP LYGHT: Do you have a

question? Who wishes to speak to the
motion to refer? Yes, mic 2.

JEREMIAH J. PARK (Greater New
Jersey): Jeremiah Park, Greater New
Jersey Annual Conference, clergy dele-
gate. This body representing our church
at its highest level and must address
this issue. This body must exemplify
the multi-racial, multi-ethnic, multi-
cultural community for the rest of the
church to follow, and this is a signifi-
cant learning moment as a body. I think
this body needs to talk about it before
we refer to an agency of the church. I
believe this is another occasion for
learning-learning moment. So I speak
against the referral.

BISHOP LYGHT: Speech against
referral. Does anyone wish to speak in
favor of referral? Yes, mic 4.

RAUL GARCIA (Mexico): [simul-
taneous interpretation] Raul Garcia
from Mexico. I believe that in this
General Conference we are all learning
to live together. It is very normal for
friction and different ideas to occur
among people like us. I don't believe
we should make something bigger than
it truly is, because when we come to the
bottom of it, we all know who we are
with Christ in our hearts. I believe that
the committee that receives this and
studies it, to take it into account for the
next General Conference will do a
good job. So I am in favor that it be
remanded to that committee.

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, that's a
speech in favor. We can take a speech
against referral. Yes, all the way in the
back there; you would come to mic 8,
yes.

SUNG-JA LEE MOON (Northern
Illinois): Sung-Ja Lee Moon, Northern
Illinois Conference, clergy. Bishop and
members of the General Conference, I
rise to express my support to the reso-
lution. Being in cross cultural ministry
more than 15 years as a pastor, I have
found a great deal of relief, of respect
and sensitivity toward each others, no

matter whether they are from different
cultures or same cultures, each and
every one is different and unique.
Unnecessary misunderstandings and
conflicts can be developed if we don't
respect each other and if we don't
accept the differences. 

As I believe that our differences is a
blessing and a beautiful gift from the
creator. We need to open our hearts and
minds and eyes to see and to enjoy the
beauty that each person can bring.
Therefore, sensitivity training for
multi-cultural and multi-racial gather-
ings such as this will be very helpful
for all of us as we claim ourselves lead-
ers of the church. Thank you.

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you. We've
had two speeches for and two against
referral. I'm instructed that the voting
pads are operating now; so we will use
the voting mechanism that we have.
Are you ready to vote? [Yes, 602; No,
286; Abstain, 4]

Alright, please vote now. It is
referred. 

Closing Concerns

We are at the time of closing. Do you
have a point of order? Yes, do you have
a point of order? 

BEVERLY L. WILKES (Illinois
Great Rivers): Bishop, Beverly Wilkes,
Illinois Great Rivers Conference. I
have an enabling motion for our work. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, let's hear
it.

WILKES: Yes, I would like to move
that we make the GCF&A report an
order of the day that we might hear it at
9:30 A.M. in the morning. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Alright, I don't, I
need to confer here to find out whether
or not that's a feasible thing.  Alright, I
think we need—I think the body should
not consider this because we need to
leave that to the calendaring committee
as they review all that is before us, that
has to be completed tomorrow, and we
don't have that information in front of
us now. So I am not going to entertain
that motion.

WILKES: Thank you, Bishop.

BISHOP LYGHT: Yes, please go to
mic 2.

WILLIAM T. MCALILLY
(Mississippi): Point of information,
Bishop. Bill McAlilly, the Mississippi
Conference, clergy delegate. It's my
understanding that the General
Conference is the only body that can
speak officially for The United
Methodist Church. My understanding
is this afternoon, while we were in ses-
sion, there was a news story that broke,
calling for the split of this denomina-
tion. I'm deeply troubled by that. I think
it's unethical.

BISHOP LYGHT: Now what is your
question for information?

MCALILLY: I want to know, I want
to understand who can speak for this
body, and I want this body to know that
that was on national news today.

BISHOP LYGHT: The General
Conference speaks for The United
Methodist Church, the General
Conference only. Alright, I am going to
turn now to the secretary for announce-
ments.

MARSHALL: This announcement
was to be read if we adjourned prior to
10:30 and it looks like that is going to
be the case. The Interethnic Strategy
Development Group has scheduled a
time of prayer for all racial ethnic epis-
copal candidates this evening in Room
320-321. Racial ethnic delegates, mon-
itors, and observers are invited to par-
ticipate. 

Then, this as far as a lost new robe,
pastoral robe, clerical robe, it's white
with gold crosses on the front. If found,
please return it to Cokesbury. This is
not one that was just belongs, just to
Cokesbury, but it was one that one of
our interpreters from Africa had pur-
chased and disappeared from the area
near the translation booths. So if by any
chance, someone has found it or picked
it up inadvertently, the person to whom
it belongs would certainly be very, very
pleased to have it back. 

Then a word on a couple of the refer-
rals to the Judicial Council.  Subject:
Referrals to Judicial Council for
Declaratory Decisions made on
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Thursday afternoon, May 6. The
Judicial Council does not have the final
action of the General Conference per-
taining to the two referrals for declara-
tory decisions made on Thursday
afternoon, May 6, nor does the Judicial
Council have sufficient time to
research and deliver opinions on them.
Therefore, the two items referred will
be Docket Items 1 and 2 for the fall,
2004, meeting of the Judicial Council.
Signed, John G. Corry, President, and
Sally Curtis AsKew, Secretary.

BISHOP LYGHT: OK, thank you. I
want to turn now to the Committee on
Calendar and Agenda.

MARY ALICE MASSEY (Florida):
Thank you, Bishop Lyght. In the morn-
ing we will be taking up a number of
items, housekeeping items and other
such things as well as conference busi-
ness and the order of the day, after
lunch, will be the GCFA report. The
reason for that is, they have met late
into the night, they're meeting, and they
need time to repair-to prepare their
report. The agenda committee has met
and has made this decision to establish
it as an order of the day, first thing after
lunch, at 2:30. Thank you, Bishop.

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you very
much. Then, Committee on Presiding
Officers.

PAUL J. EXUM-FERNANDEZ
(California-Nevada): Thank you,
Bishop Lyght, and members of the
General Conference, this is my last
report. Presiding tomorrow morning
from the Chicago Area, Bishop Joseph
Sprague. And then, in the afternoon,
from the Nashville Area, Bishop
William Morris. And then, finally, in
the evening, from the Portland Area,
Bishop Ed Paup. 

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you very
much. Now, I see a card here. Do you
have a question for information? Please
go to mic 1.

BETTIE W. STORY (Illinois Great
Rivers): I have a motion, Bishop.
Bettie Story, Illinois Great Rivers
Conference. I’d like for us to suspend
the rules so that we can extend the time
until 11:00 tonight to continue our
business.

BISHOP LYGHT: Well, you don’t
have to suspend the rules. You can just
make the motion.

STORY: I make the motion.
BISHOP LYGHT: Is there a second?

Alright. The motion is that we extend
the time until 11:00 P.M. Are you ready
to vote? [Yes, 298; No, 573; Abstain,8]

Please vote now. Alright, the motion
is lost. 

We are ready now to adjourn, and I
am going to turn to Bishop Daniel
Arichea for the closing prayer.

(prayer)

BISHOP LYGHT: Thank you for
your sweet spirit and your wonderful
cooperation tonight.

(applause)

Friday Morning,
May 7, 2004

Morning Worship

BISHOP C. JOSEPH SPRAGUE
(Chicago Area): Alright, friends, I
believe we’re ready to come to order.
Please make your way to your seats.
We have much to do as you know so
well. We have a long day’s journey into
the night. Therefore, I respectfully
request that we work together in such a
way that we will forego meandering
unduly among the superfluous in order
that we might focus on the substantive.
And to that end with your cooperation
and support, I shall seek to move us
with dispatch to the point of decision
making and vote taking. May this day
be for God’s church a day of holy con-
ferencing. Let me suggest very briefly
what we will seek to do and how we
will seek to do it. 

There are several items that will
come early; two resolutions: including
one that will address the issue of the
unity of this body and of The United
Methodist Church. There will be elec-
tions for the GCF&A, and after the
usual and customary other agenda
items, we will move quickly then to the
legislative committees. The agreement

today is that these committees will
begin with those items left on which
the committees have voted concurrence
and also those items that have been lift-
ed. We will move as quickly as possible
among the committees on those two
matters and then later, as time permits,
move to items of non-concurrence.

As we invite now, the Committee on
Calendar and Agenda to come, I would
invite you to be in a time of prayer with
me. And as we move to that time of
prayer, surely I think we would want to
say that sometimes we go to church; on
other times and occasions we have
church. And today, as a result of Bishop
Moncure’s leadership ably assisted by
the musicians and the liturgists, we had
church. And for that, we are grateful.
Let us pray.

(prayer)

Alright, if the committee will come,
please.

MARY ALICE MASSEY (Florida):
Good morning, Bishop Sprague,
Council of Bishops, and delegates.
Bishop Moncure, you have put a song
in my heart. And it’s with a song in my
heart that I tell you this is my last agen-
da report. Bishop Sprague did most of
our calendar work for us, and so I’m
not going to reiterate what he’s already
told you. We have much work to do.
We will have an “order of the day”
after lunch for the GCFA report. At the
end of this morning’s session, we will
address the calendar items, because we
recognize that you have not had time to
look over what has been published this
morning. I am going to call on Gere
Reist, however, in just a minute, so he
can tell you about the mistake that’s in
your DCA this morning, and that you’ll
be receiving some new ones.

But, before I do that, many of you
have given me words of appreciation to
me, and I am grateful for those. But I
think you need to know that we have
had a very hard-working committee
that has been very faithful. And I want
them—I want you to recognize them
this morning. First, Michal Abdulai
from Sierra Leone, Per Endre
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