Reply to Status Report from The Assets and Funding Task Group of Toronto
Conference

By Barbara White, July 11, 2008
| commend the group for its work to date on this very contentious issue.
My responses are as follows:

1. Re: points of agreement, point 1. I’'m not sure | support this “basic
principle” unless there are some definitions in place. What does it mean
that decisions on funding support and asset management must be brought
closer to the congregations? We have plenty of examples of where
congregations and/or presbyteries have held on to the proceeds of sale of
property for use close to them that HAS NO CONSIDERATION FOR NEEDS
BEYOND THAT GEOGRAPHIC AREA. It is an accident of history where
churches are located and does not give those living there a divine right to
determine where the proceeds will go. To suggest otherwise is to keep
firmly in place a CHARITY MODEL of funding, rather than a justice model
that | think The United Church is trying to embrace more fully. To say this
in another way, it’s like Bill Gates setting up a foundation and then having
the power to decide how the money will be spent, rather than submitting
to the wisdom of a court concerned for a wider area. Have congregations
always done the work of discernment that includes concerns for issues
beyond their own geography and interests? Only if they can demonstrate
that they have would | support this “basic principle”. | think many have
either thought they had the right to use the resources to continue a decline
into oblivion or to support their pet projects without concern for broader
issues.

2. Re: points of agreement, point 7 — funding priorities. The Mission
Support Committee of the Conference has tried for probably 20 years to
establish such priorities. It is very difficult due to the “apples and oranges”
nature of the applications. How do you rank congregational development
versus community ministry (amongst other things.) Perhaps it could be



expresses as a percentage (e.g. x% for congregational development, y% for
community ministries, etc.) but other than that it is very difficult.

3. Re: Points of agreement, point 9 — TUCC. The recent introduction of
a substantial administrative cost for moneys invested in the Investing in
Ministry Fund has not helped the historical tension between TUCC and
presbyteries and conference. But structurally, having those with the
resources totally separated from those who need them is not a healthy
model likely to develop trusting relationships. In the long run, | think we
need to bring the two sides more closely aligned in the structure of the
church if relations are to improve.

4, Re: General conclusions — | am very pleased and relieved that you are
not considering the status quo even in the face of strong pressure in some
quarters.

5. Re: General conclusions, point 2 — back to the issue of equity. Are
the areas of greater historical presence in outreach the only or the greatest
areas of need? | think rather it is a factor of the history, of selling buildings
and setting up outreach ministries in response. | think a basic principle
needs to be that we are a church, committed to building up the body of
Christ for service in a hurting world. We are not primarily our buildings, we
are not primarily community ministries that have no faith component.

6. Re: General conclusions, point 2 — second paragraph on
amalgamations and consolidation. | see inherent in this paragraph the
assumption that a congregation is a group of 150 — 300 people or more
with a large, functional building and a good-sized parking lot. This is the
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“old model” of church. | think many congregations in the future will be
small groups gather in homes or rental space and dedicated to learning
about who they are as Christ’s people in the world and making a difference
in the world. Thus the discussion of amalgamation and consolidation needs
to include this model instead of merely trying to re-create what hasn’t

worked in the past.



7. Re: General Conclusions, point 2 — 4" paragraph. AMEN! They must
be held together

8. Re: General Conclusions, point 4 — regular review. This is a very good
point, that is largely missing in the present model.

9. Re: Models — | favour the 4 presbyteries Model, though | remain
uncomfortable with TUCC resources being separate from this.

10. Re: 4 presbyteries model, point 6. | think that the “extensive existing
commitments” of Toronto West Presbytery need to be frozen at July 2008
or when the final model is approved so that more ministries are not
established there in order to retain more of the resources.

11. Re: TUCC Model — | like the fundraising component of this model.
Thanks for the opportunity to respond.
Barbara White,

Ordered Representative from Toronto Conference to General Council Executive —
member of Toronto Conference Executive.
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Seatember B, 2008

Michsal Scott

Chair, Assets & Funding Task Group
Toronto Conference Ollice

65 Mzyall Ave.

Dovmsview, ON. M3L1ET

Dear Michacl,

| & weriting on behalf of the Fxecutive of Torenlo United Church Council to thank you and
the members of the Tororto Conference Assets & Funding Task Group for responding to the
questions thal aruse as we examined the Task Group's Staius Report dated June 2008,

Ag you knaw, the central pillar to Council's Propasal is —
lo estatlish a suite of growing Endowmenis whose annual income, whsn
combined with other funding, vl provide an ongoing and incrsasing source
of income fo finance tihe initiatives (hat ara uridertaken.
An Important reason for asking the questions we did was to clarify the accurany of the
financal assumptions used in putting togethar Council’s Proposal which was initially
submitted at the recuest of Conference in January of this year.

Whal we have leamad from your helpful information is that signlificant assets we included in
our calculations ere not available. This being the case, it is not possible lu creats the
approprialaly financad suite of endowmaent funds to furher the work of Canference and
Council. It is now claar that the prerecuisiles for the successful Implementation of the
stratagy st out in the Proposal are not attainable at this time. Our Executive, therefore, is

raluctantly withdrawing the Preposal as an option within the sossible tunding plans bafore
your Task Groua,

As noted, the Propesal was formulatad as a responsc to a recuest from the Confererce
Restruciurirg Steering Greup “lo assist them in examining strategies for the managemsent of
assets and the roks Council could play”. Thig action fo withdraw the Proposal does rot
diminish in any way cur engoing commitment to be in parrership with Toronlo Conference
and the new Prasbylaries in achievng thelr Investmant requirements and financing their
minislry goals. Council loaks forward lo being a supportive particlpant in the cortinuing
discemmgant process to which your Task Group is giving leadership.

vincent Alfangf/
Executlva Dirgctar

c.e. Mambers, Torento Cenferance Assets & Funding Task Group
Mambers, Executive, Toronto United Church Council
David Allen, Exacutive Szcretary, Toronto Cenferance



From: JOAN HART [mailto:jehart@rogers.com]
Sent: August 12, 2008 3:58 PM

To: Carol Paniccia

Subject: The Assets and Funding Task Group

Hi Carol

Comments

i) Points of Agreement - very good
Last point re TUCC - I'm just wondering about the "reluctance" stemming "in
part from historical experience". How recently are we talking?
Or are we looking at 20 or more years ago?

i) General Conclusions
Great! Love the questions re equity, etc. Strongly agree with the "bad
stewardship".

United Church of Canada Foundation

Just an observation that the Foundation seems to be in a state of flux at the
moment. The President has resigned and there will not be a new one apoointed
for another year. This indicates to me that their are issues that the Board is
grappling with. One would like to know that the Foundation that will emerge can
honour whatever arrangements that are made with it.

The Foundation has a corporate Investment Fund Manager. Although the
charge is reasonable it means that money is going out of the United Church
community and is not circulating like it would in TUCC's Investment in Ministry
program.

Since the Presbyteries would have their own accounts that would mean that
the access is closer to the congregations.

Toronto United Church Council

| understand that TUCC has bylaws which makes them need "irrevocable
acts" when funds are transferred and that "investment decisions must be made
by TUCC's Board of Directors". But | would hope that TUCC would consider
setting up Donor-Advised Funds, similar to what UCCF is offering. Or that the
Presbyteries would place their investments in the Investing in Ministry Funds
similar to congregations where they could also withdraw funds when needed.
This would be more funds available to congregations overall.

Thank you and the committee for all the hard work that has gone and is going
into this project. Keep up the good work.

Joan Hart



