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Towson Unitarian Universalist Church 

Board of Trustees 

May 7, 2018 Meeting Minutes 

 

 

Pre-meeting Action Items:  

Activity Owner Target 

Date 

[These action items are to be completed before the meeting.  Often, they are related to consent 

agenda items, which are items for which there is no discussion unless a member has a question 

concerning them] 

Read and provide revisions for April 16th Board meeting All 5/7/18 

Read reports All 5/7/18 

 

Scheduled Agenda: 

 

The meeting convened at 7:35 pm with a Chalice Lighting by Board President Jasmine Faelyn. 

 

CHALICE LIGHTING  Jasmine Faelyn 

 

GO-AROUND QUESTION All 

 

CONSENT AGENDA  

Approve minutes for April 16th Board Meeting Karyn Marsh 

Accept President’s Report Jasmine Faelyn 

Accept Minister’s Report Rev. Clare Petersberger 

Accept O-Team Report Neil Porter 

 

DISCUSSION AGENDA Time Owner 

Jasmine moved to approve the April minutes and accept the 

reports with exception of the Minister’s report, which she 

proposed be given orally. Karyn asked that a discussion of the 

proposed governance model and evaluation of the trial be added to 

the agenda. There being no objections, Jasmine yielded the floor to 

Rev. Clare. 

7:36 pm Jasmine Faelyn 

Date/Time: Monday May 7th, 2018 

Meeting: Board of Trustees Monthly Meeting 

Participants: Jasmine Faelyn (President), George Harrison, Karyn Marsh (Secretary), 

Rev. Clare Petersberger, Neil Porter (President-Elect), Sue Walker, Carol 

Watkins, Luke Williams, 

Absent:  

Guests: Emily Tarsell, Monica Sweidel 

Location: Towson Unitarian Universalist Church 

Next meeting: Wednesday June 20th, 2018 
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DISCUSSION AGENDA Time Owner 

Minister’s Report 7:37 pm Rev. Clare 

Petersberger 

Rev. Clare reported that she got a proposal from Lora Powell-

Haney, the Meadville Lombard student who inquired about a 

ministerial internship at TUUC.  The internship would be part-

time for two years.  Rev. Clare advised the Board that the best 

practice and expectation is to pay ministerial interns.  Rev. Clare 

contacted Rev. Arvid Straube, who is minister emeritus at the First 

UU Church of San Diego and Interim Director of Contextual 

Ministry at Meadville Lombard Theological School, for advice on 

the current standard rate for ministerial intern compensation and 

potential methods of funding a ministerial intern.  The 

recommended range is $1000-1500 a month.  The UUA does not 

provide funding, but he also provided a sheet explaining potential 

funding resources, which is attached as Exhibit A. 

 

Rev. Clare noted that there has been a desire to be a teaching 

congregation in the past.  She is willing to be a supervising 

minister.  That will take some of her time every week, but it will 

be well worth the effort.  She noted that Lora Powell-Haney is the 

DRE at the UU Congregation of Frederick, MD and would 

contribute much to this congregation.  She asked for guidance 

from the Board on whether we should continue discussions with 

Lora and consider funding options.  The Board agreed 

unanimously to continue further exploration. 

 

  

Request from Governance Task Force (GTF) to speak with 

individuals 

7:45 pm Karyn Marsh 

Karyn reported on the outreach efforts of the GTF and outcome of 

the May 6 Town Hall.  The Town Hall was well attended by about 

42 people.  She took minutes which are attached as Exhibit B.  

There were many questions regarding the process of generating 

the new governance model and the proposal to have a trial year.  

Several objected to making the Personnel Committee a standing 

committee of the Executive Team, even if the Personnel 

Committee would remain appointed by the Board and would 

continue to report to the Board. (See below.) There was concern 

that that there had not been enough communication about the new 

governance model with the congregation, to which the GTF 

responded that it has been in regular communication with the 

Board for the last year and that its progress was reported at last 

year’s congregational meeting, previous Town Halls and Board 

meetings.   
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DISCUSSION AGENDA Time Owner 

In addition to the Town Halls, the GTF has been reaching out to 

key individuals in the congregation.  However, the GTF has not 

been able to have one-on-one conversations with everyone they 

have identified as formal or informal leaders in the congregation 

and need assistance from the Board.  The GTF has generated a list 

of key individuals and divided them up among themselves and 

Board members.  They request that each board member speak 

individually with a few people, preferably by May 15, but 

definitely by June 3.  Karyn went over the assignments and made 

adjustments.  She will send talking points.  George Harrison 

suggested providing a couple of examples of how the governance 

is not working and how the new would fix it. There was a brief 

discussion of some of those examples, i.e., Scout troop; tip jar; 

visitor data; procedures manual.  She will add these to the talking 

points. 

 

Update on Gallery Unicorn 7:58 pm Emily Tarsell 

Emily Tarsell reported on the status of efforts to find an outside 

group to operate Gallery Unicorn. She has had conversations with 

the Towson Arts Collective, who will be renting the church for 

June, paying $225.  She met with Baltimore County Arts Guild 

twice. They didn’t want to pay set fees, but were willing to split 

sales 50/50.  She noted that Gallery Unicorn’s average profit is 

$1,150 per year. If the BCAG takes 25% of sales we get 12.5%. If 

we are going to agree to this, then we should offer the same to 

other groups. This arrangement probably wouldn’t make a lot of 

money for the church, but if we hired a curator, we would 

probably not make money at all.  She noted that the number of 

shows would affect the amount of revenue.  Emily asked the 

Board for feedback on pursuing an outside group to manage 

gallery in light of the lower revenue.  Emily also drafted policies 

and procedures, which are attached as Exhibit C. Jasmine asked 

Emily to send her the policies and procedures so that she could 

distribute them to the Board. 

 

George noted there is a significant non-financial benefit of the 

artwork and asked about the need for monitors. Emily said the 

gallery would be open during regular church hours.  If however 

there is an evening reception, then a monitor is needed.  

 

The Board informally agreed that having Gallery Unicorn is a 

benefit to the church, even with less revenue, and that Emily 

should continue with the efforts to engage the BCAG. 
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DISCUSSION AGENDA Time Owner 

Approve Proposed FY 18-19 Budget 8:12 pm Monica 

Sweidel 

Monica went over the budget proposal for FY2018-19. She 

explained the changes from the budget presented at the April 

Board meeting.  She increased the professional expenses by $500 

and gave everyone raises. She recommends option E and asked for 

Board approval. Karyn moved to vote on submitting option E to 

the congregation for approval at the June 3 congregational 

meeting.  George seconded. There was further discussion on the 

FICA, assumptions for health care premium increases.  The Board 

unanimously approved the budget option E.  

 

  

GTF Proposed Governance Model 8:23 pm Karyn Marsh 

Karyn Marsh noted that the feedback from the congregation on 

May 6 overwhelmingly supported moving the Personnel 

Committee back to being a standing committee of the Board. 

Jasmine suggested adopting that suggestion. All agreed. 

 

The discussion moved to evaluation of the governance model. The 

GTF envisions each committee and governing body setting goals 

at the beginning of the year and then evaluating how well they 

achieved those goals at the end of the year. But there may be other 

parameters that are more evident and measurable like 

participation, more team projects, and higher membership 

numbers. The GTF also envisioned employing process observers 

for O-team meetings.  These can be independent observers, e.g., 

not on the O-team. 

 

Karyn also raised the issue of presenting a resolution vs. a Bylaws 

amendment.  Jason Braspennickx suggested at the May 6 Town 

Hall that a Bylaws amendment, suspending the applicable Bylaws, 

would be presented at the June 3 congregational meeting.  She did 

not support this idea.  Any Bylaws amendment deserves far more 

process and notice to the congregation.  It is too late for that.  In 

any case, the Board and the O-Team already have the power to 

change their functioning.  That should not require a Bylaws 

change (or a resolution for that matter).  She suggested a 

resolution seeking the congregation’s approval to test the new 

governance model next year to work out the kinks and get more 

clarity on what Bylaws might need to be changed if this trial of the 

governance model is successful.  She asked the Board for 

guidance on whether to present a resolution or a Bylaws 

amendment. 
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DISCUSSION AGENDA Time Owner 

After discussion, the Board unanimously agreed to present a 

resolution at the June congregational meeting.  Although the 

Board and O-team can technically can change their functioning, 

given the power dynamics of TUUC’s current governance model 

that effectively put all decisions before the congregational 

meeting, it is nevertheless important that the Board gets 

congregational approval.  If the resolution fails, then we will try 

again in fall to get congregational support.  Karyn will draft a 

resolution for Board review by Thursday, May 10. 

 

Review agenda for Annual Congregational Meeting  9:08 pm Jasmine Faelyn 

Jasmine presented the agenda for the Congregational Meeting: 

Invocation 

President’s report 

President Elect Report 

Budget 

Election Slate 

Resolution 

 

The Board unanimously approved the agenda.  Karyn will ask 

Jason to present the resolution. 

  

PROCESS OBSERVATION REPORT (ATTACHMENT 1) 9:14 pm Carol Watkins 

 

Having no further business before it, the meeting adjourned at 9:21 pm 

 

Upcoming Assignments 

 

 Chalice Lighter Threshold Article Process Observer 

November 2017 Sue  Sue Sue 

December 2017 Karyn Luke Jasmine 

January 2018 Carol Karyn Luke 

February 2018 George Neil Carol 

March 2018 Luke George George 

April 2018 Clare Luke Karyn  

May 2018 Jasmine Karyn Carol 

June 2018 Neil Jasmine Clare 

 

TUUC Town Halls and Congregational Meetings 2017-2018 

November 26th 2017 

Sunday February 4th 2018 CANCELLED 

Sunday April 15th 2018 

Sunday May 6th 2018 

Sunday June 3rd 2018 Annual Congregational Meeting 
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EXHIBIT A: 

MINISTERIAL INTERN FUNDING SOURCES 

HOW TO FUND AN INTERNSHIP 

by Rev. Dr. Arvid Straube 

As a matter of fairness and justice, the UUA and Meadville Lombard Theological School are 

now strongly advising that congregations pay at least a minimal stipend to their ministerial 

interns. In my position as Interim Director of Contextual Ministry, I have had many 

conversations with intern supervisors and potential supervisors about providing a stipend. Their 

concerns and issues mainly fall under the category of “There’s no room in the budget.” 

Of course there’s no room in the budget! That is because depending heavily on the revenue 

from the annual pledge drive is a less and less effective way to fund all of the congregation’s 

mission, not only internships. And we are not, as a movement, particularly good at conducting 

those pledge drives. Developed in the 1950s, the Unified Budget model that many of our 

congregations cling to, may well have been flawed from the start, but under the current context 

it’s disastrous. I’m not saying that the pledge drive is not a vital source of funding for 

congregations. But congregations now have to have multiple streams of revenue and multiple 

asks throughout the year. 

Nowadays, people like to give to specific purposes they can get excited about. An internship, 

especially if the congregation has never been a teaching congregation before is something some 

generous donors can get excited about. After one or two successful internship it isn’t much of a 

lift to fund internships, even in the annual budget. 

Ministers should get some generous donors to give half of the cost, on a matching basis. Then 

the congregation as a whole has an incentive to participate in the funding by matching the initial 

gifts. Again, funding an internship is something people get excited about. 

As a worst case scenario, you can guarantee outside honoraria. Ministers and congregations 

can plan for the intern to take a number of weddings, memorials and outside paid preaching and 

make up the difference in the months where the need figure is not reached. I know of ministers 

who have funded this from their discretionary accounts. Sometimes raiding designated funds, 

that haven’t been touched in years, also works. Check to see if there are any by-laws against this. 

Many ministers find that while some people object to spending this money that has been 

moldering away, that there may be no legal reason it can’t support a live and worthy cause like 

an internship. 

With an eye to future sustainability, establish an endowment for the purpose of funding 

internships. Because most of the congregations in our movement have been poor in pursuing 

bequests, we have missed out on much of the greatest generational transfer of wealth in U.S. 

history. I’m talking about hundreds of millions of dollars that have gone to colleges, Planned 

Parenthood and other causes, that could have been used for congregational missions if anyone 

had asked. But the good news is that there is still money like that out there. If asked, many of our 

elders would feel good about helping to assure the future of our faith by leaving money in their 

estates for the formation of future ministers. Some won’t even want to wait until they die to 

enjoy their generosity. Ask! 

In summary, I think any minister and congregation determined to have a fairly paid internship 

can do so with a little effort, messaging, and thinking outside the box.  
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EXHIBIT B: 

MAY 6 TOWN HALL MINUTES 

Jasmine Faelyn called the Town Hall meeting to order at 12:47 pm with a chalice lighting by 

Rev. Clare Petersberger.  Approximately 42 people attended. 

I. Update on FY 2018-19 Budget (12:50 pm) 

Finance Council chair Monica Sweidel reported on the progress with the FY 2018-19 budget.  

The budget provides raises to all the staff to bring them to the midpoint of the salary range 

recommended by the UUA. She made some adjustments to the budget after meeting with the 

Board in April and will present it at the May 7 Board meeting, where the Board will vote 

upon it for presentation to the Congregation.   

II. Update on Goucher Student (12:52 pm) 

Monica Sweidel gave an update on the Goucher transgendered student being sponsored by 

the Congregation.  Parsa had to return to Iran midyear because of health matters, but is ready 

to return to the United States to complete their education.  However, they must return in June 

to avoid having to reapply for a student visa.  Goucher does not have summer classes per se. 

Thus, Parsa will take classes at CCBC and live on the Goucher campus, while doing some 

work for Goucher. They will, however, need about $1000 to cover summer expenses for food 

and gas.  Monica stated that Parsa was deeply grateful to the Congregation for its support 

thus far, but if anyone can spare some extra, it would be most appreciated.  Please make out a 

check to TUUC and put “Goucher Student” in the memo line.  Cash will also be accepted, 

but please put it in an envelope marked “Goucher Student.”  Donations are needed by the end 

of May. 

III. Update on Governance Task Force (12:55 pm) 

Jasmine Faelyn began the Governance Task Force (GTF) update by presenting a brief history 

of the developments leading to the formation of the GTF in June 2017. 

In August of 2016 during their annual retreat, the Board of Trustees (Board) identified many 

challenges of governing TUUC under the current governance structure, namely frequent 

conflict.  They voted to engage Rev. David Pyle, an expert in congregational governance, to 

perform an assessment of TUUC’s governance.  Rev. Pyle is the Central East Region contact 

for the Unitarian Universalist Association, of which TUUC is a member. 

Rev. Pyle completed a draft assessment report in November 2016 after reviewing TUUC’s 

governing documents and conducting numerous interviews with the staff, Board, and other 

lay leaders.   

After Rev. Pyle met with the Board to present his recommendations and receive feedback, he 

issued the final assessment report in March 2017. The Board voted to adopt the governance 

assessment’s recommendations in March 2017 and appointed the GTF in May 2017. 
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While Rev. Pyle was preparing his assessment, the Board read together Governance and 

Ministry by Rev. Dan Hotchkiss, who is a renowned church consultant.  The Board discussed 

a chapter each month at board meetings to educate itself on best practices for governance and 

board leadership in congregations.   

Rev. Pyle came to the following conclusions: 

 TUUC’s governance structure is unique combining the policy and portfolio board 

governance models.  

 Unfortunately, the structure does not combine the two systems synergistically to 

harness the advantages of each system while diminishing their weaknesses.  Instead, 

it amplifies the weaknesses of these two systems. 

 The main problem with the current governance model is it effectively creates two or 

possibly three competing governing boards between the Board of Trustees, the 

Operations Team, and the Endowment Committee. 

 Because each of these governing entities are elected by the Congregation, the 

practical effect is dispersion and dilution of authority, which discourages 

accountability.   

o Each elected body (Board, Operations Team, and Endowment Committee) is 

independent of the other and answers only to the Congregation.   

o Thus, when there are disputes or questions over policy, the only court of 

appeal is the Congregation through the congregational meeting and conflicts 

spread to the entire Congregation.  

o This structure further allows people with no formal roles to exercise shadow 

power over operations and programs of the church, which undermines the 

democratic process and authority of the Congregation. Moreover, those 

exercising shadow power avoid being held accountable. 

 Because authority is diffuse, responsibility is also diffuse and uncoupled from the 

needed authority to carry out the responsibility.   

o For instance, the Operations Team consists of several councils headed by 

individuals known as council heads.  The various program and operational 

committees are divided among the councils. 

o On paper the Operations Team is responsible for the day-to-day operations of 

the church.  Yet, this effectively transfers the responsibility for programs from 

the committees to the council heads, but the council heads have no actual 

authority to direct staff or the committees except through the approval of 

expenditures.  
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o As a result, this split between responsibility and authority causes confusion 

and stress for council heads, which burns them out.  

 Because various groups and committees are effectively independent from each other, 

there is a lack of accountability and regular communication between them. 

o Responsibilities for basic functions of the church are ill-defined or assigned to 

several groups or persons simultaneously. There is often overlap or 

redundancy of responsibility and/or authority between committees, staff, and 

individuals which has led to conflict. 

o The decisions of one group can easily be overruled or ignored by another. 

 This independence between committees, the Operations Team, and the Board creates 

silos, which promote a sense of competition for scarce resources and further distrust 

and conflict. The mentality of scarcity quashes creativity, disperses energy, and 

exacerbates anxiety within the congregation causing further conflict, apathy and/or 

paralysis. People have resigned from the church because of these conflicts. 

 The current governance structure has too many elected positions for a church of this 

size, which are difficult to fill every year.   

o The reduction in membership means there is a smaller pool of people qualified 

to fill these roles. 

o As a result, the same people volunteer year to year leading to their burnout. In 

some cases, some resign from the church permanently because of their 

negative experiences serving in leadership roles. 

o Given current economics, many people do not have time to volunteer, 

especially heads of families who often hold more than one job to support 

themselves and their families. 

o The large number of elected positions effectively promotes concentration of 

power into the hands of older and wealthier congregants and prevents 

diversity in leadership. 

Jason Braspennickx next spoke regarding the prospective governance structure. After giving 

some history on the governance of the church from the founding until the present, he referred 

to an organization chart, which depicts the prospective structure and was sent via email to the 

entire congregation. Hard copies were also available during this meeting. 

Rev. Pyle recommended that making many of the elected positions outside of the Board into 

Board-appointed positions.  He further recommended eliminating certain elected positions, 

namely the council heads, who sit on the Operations Team.   

Instead of the Operations Team, Rev. Pyle recommended that an Executive Team be 

appointed by the Board to oversee administration of the church, that is, the practical matters 
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of running a church, i.e., renting space, maintaining the grounds and building, bookkeeping, 

paying vendors and employees, keeping records, etc. 

With regard to programs like religious exploration that carry out TUUC’s mission and 

ministry, Rev. Pyle suggested a Program Council that consists of all the program committees 

or groups. 

The GTF worked to implement the recommendations of the Governance Assessment by 

developing a prospective organizational chart and accompanying governance policies.  The 

current organizational chart and the prospective organizational chart have been printed for 

this meeting. 

Under the prospective structure, only the Board and the Nominating Committee will be 

elected.  The remaining positions, including positions on the standing committees, will be 

appointed by the Board.  

The Board will focus on governance, that is, drafting policies for the governing of the church, 

e.g., roles and responsibilities of standing committees, officers and staff. 

The actual administration of the church will be performed by an Executive Team that will be 

appointed by the Board.  The Executive Team will be responsible for coordination of the 

day-to-day operations.  It may draft operations policies, e.g., building use policy, for 

approval by the Board.  It will have the power to approve procedures developed by staff and 

the program committees, and may act as a court of appeal for the Program Council in the 

case of conflicts between committees.  

The Executive Team reports to the Board.  It will consist of the Minister, the Church 

Administrator, and two lay leaders, the Chair of House and Grounds and the Chair of the 

Finance Committee (formerly the Finance Council).   

Programs for the church will be developed by committees and groups under the guidance of 

the Program Council.  The Program Council is meant to provide a forum for coordinating 

programs that achieve TUUC’s mission and vision.  It eliminates the council heads and 

provides for direct communication between committees and staff.   

The Program Council reports to the Executive Team, which in turn reports to the Board.  By 

separating out the functions of governance, administration, and programming, the Board can 

avoid micro-managing and focus on being a strategic and visionary body for the church. 

Jason explained that the Board will seek congregational approval to try out this structure next 

year.  The Operations Team would remain in place as everything else.  The difference would 

be that a pro tempore Executive Team consisting of people already on the Operations Team 

(Minister, Church Administrator, Finance Council Head, and House and Grounds chair) 

would focus on administering the church, while the council heads would focus on 

programming by inviting committee and group leaders to Operations Team meetings.  

Jason opened the floor to questions. 
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Rick Bader raised concerns about the Personnel Committee being a standing committee of 

the Executive Team.  He noted that the Personnel Committee’s role is to provide evaluations 

of staff. It seems odd that the Personnel Committee would be reporting to the person it is 

evaluating. 

We acknowledge the optics of this.  The Personnel Committee will remain appointed by the 

Board and it will continue to report to the Board, just as the Executive Team will report to 

the Board.  The reason why it was moved on the organizational chart from being a standing 

committee of the Board to being a standing committee of the Executive Team was because of 

the Executive Team’s responsibilities for administration and generation of an annual budget.  

The Personnel Committee is meant to merely advise the Executive Team with regard to 

personnel policies and staff compensation when the budget is prepared by the Finance 

Committee. We acknowledge that staff evaluation may need to be revisited under this new 

structure.  That is why experimenting next year will be helpful.  

Jason further explained the role of the Finance Committee in developing an annual budget 

under this new structure.  Using the recommendations of the Personnel Committee and 

information from the committees on the Program Council as well as from the Church 

Administrator, the Finance Committee will develop a pro forma budget for the next fiscal 

year. 

Catherine Morris asked, “What problems is this prospective governance trying to solve?”  

From her perspective, the current governance structure is working (“we are not stuck”), the 

committees are communicating with each other, and the church through the Social Action 

Committee and Green Sanctuary Committee have managed to accomplish much.  Moreover, 

why has it taken two years to finally bring this model forward to the Congregation? 

We acknowledge the fine work that the Social Action and Green Sanctuary Committees have 

done over the years. But the success of these committees is due to the dedication of the 

leadership and members of these committees, not to the current governance structure.  In our 

experience, many of the other committees have struggled to retain members to accomplish 

their purpose. Under the prospective governance, we can build upon the success of the Social 

Action and Green Sanctuary Committees by putting all the committees into direct 

communication with one another and with staff. Thus, the committees and groups will be able 

to marshal all of our collective resources to support each other and ultimately the TUUC 

mission. 

With regard to the length of time to develop the prospective governance structure, the Board 

as well as the GTF needed to educate ourselves first on not only governance in general but 

on the history of this church.  We needed time to look at other church’s governance.  The 

prospective governance model is not a one size fits all model.  Rather, it is custom-made 

based on sound and tested principles of governance and with the assistance of an expert UU 

minister who has helped hundreds of UU congregations in reworking their governance 

structures.  Accordingly, there was nothing to offer the Congregation for comment when the 

Board, which is elected by the Congregation, began exploring governance change two years 

ago or even when the Governance Task Force began its work last summer.   
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We note that the Board has been open about this effort.  Information on the process is 

reflected in the Board minutes over the last two years and in the Board’s 3-Year Rolling 

Plan.  The Governance Assessment and Governance Task Force work have been discussed 

not only during Town Halls in November 2017 and April 2018, but also at the annual 

congregational meeting in June 2017.  

This Town Hall is meant to be the first of many conversations regarding the prospective 

governance structure. We will be having another meeting on May 15 to discuss this 

prospective governance. Moreover, as we test out this structure in the next year, we will 

continue to report regularly to the Congregation on the structure and proposed revisions to 

it. We will also be able to assess what Bylaws changes are needed and offer those to the 

Congregation for comment throughout the year. 

Rick Bader asked, “What evaluation criteria will be used?” He further noted that the current 

governance structure was formulated to serve this congregation’s unique needs.   

We will develop more specific criteria as we approach the trial.  

Catherine Morris expressed concern that this prospective model will take away authority 

from the committees and give it to the minister.  

Rev. Clare explained that the committees will still determine programming.  The role of the 

minister and the Executive Team will be to ensure that the programs adhere to the policies of 

the church, e.g., no political candidate endorsements.  In fact, the new structure will actually 

increase the power of the committees because they no longer have to go through a council 

head like the current structure requires. Moreover, it will promote more organic and 

synergistic work among the committees on the Program Council.   

To be clear, the new structure provides greater role definition by designating the Board as 

the governing body, the Executive Team as the administering body, and the Program Council 

as the programming body. In this way, the Board is free to focus on broader strategic issues 

and doesn’t have to worry so much about operational matters.  Likewise, the committees can 

focus on developing programs as opposed to writing policies and procedures or operating a 

church. 

Jason spoke of his experience as a council head on the Operations Team and on the Board.  

He emphasized that the Board was constantly dealing with operational matters and it seemed 

more like a crisis management team.  As a result, the Board could never function as a 

strategic body that looked at long-term strategic matters. Likewise, the Operations Team also 

seems to be dealing all the time with crises along with the Board.  Over the years, the 

Operations Team has been unable to focus on programs as was intended. 

Anita Cox expressed concern over the Church Administrator’s membership on the Executive 

Team.  She noted that the minister is head of staff and technically the Church Administrator’s 

boss.  The Church Administrator may feel constrained when there is a vote on the Executive 

Team to vote along with the minister. 
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Clare acknowledged the concern but reminded the audience that the minister has no hiring 

or firing authority. Moreover, the Executive Team is supposed to work on consensus. They do 

not anticipate having regular votes on matters.  If there is a conflict, the Executive Team may 

take the conflict to the Board in accordance with conflict resolution policies. Again, by using 

the next year to experiment with this model, we can determine what works and what doesn’t 

work and make adjustments to the prospective governance structure and policies. If the pro 

tempore Executive Team finds that it is having to take votes on administration and 

operational matters, then it may recommend changing the composition of the Executive 

Team. 

Jeannette Anders asked, “How does communication happen under this structure?  Will the 

Program Council attend Board meetings? What happens to the Inner Life Council and its 

committees?” 

The Program Council will not attend Board meetings. Communication between the Board 

and the Program Council occurs through the minister, who sits on the Board and the 

Executive Team.  This is meant to insulate the Board from becoming involved in operations.  

The Board will appoint a person not on the Board who will convene Program Council 

meetings, which are expected to occur quarterly.  However, that is the extent of the Board’s 

involvement with the Program Council.  

With regard to the councils, they will no longer exist.  The committees under Inner Life will 

be a part of the Program Council. 

Dan Alper noted that under the current structure the committees do not really report to the 

council heads as was intended and simply operate independently like mini-nonprofits. If 

there is any interaction with council heads, it is generally to get approval of expenditures.  

The council heads don’t really serve any function other than an unnecessary layer of 

management and control.  The Program Council eliminates that layer of control. 

Jen Larson asked, “With regard to the Program Council, where do the DRE and the Music 

Director fit in?” 

Jasmine thanked Jen for that input.  The DRE and the Music Director are critical staff with 

regard to programming.  We will adjust the prospective governance structure to include them 

in the Program Council. 

Sue Royer acknowledged that TUUC has had problems filling elected positions for quite 

some time.  She endorsed experimenting with this new structure, but wanted to see the 

proposed Bylaws amendment that accomplishes this and mentioned by Jason. 

We will discuss the potential Bylaws amendment at the May board meeting.  Whether a 

resolution or a Bylaws amendment, the Board will send it out two weeks before the June 3 

congregational meeting. 

Mary Michel asked, “How is overlap addressed in the new governance structure?” 
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Operations committees like Hospitality and Ushers would report to the Executive Team.  

Committees that deal with programs like Adult Religious Exploration would report to the 

Program Council. 

Marilyn Carlisle noted that the Church Administrator seems to have a lot of authority under 

this structure and we historically haven’t had church administrators who are UU.  Is this 

appropriate?  Also, having a lay person in charge of house and grounds on the Executive 

Team seems like a lot of responsibility.  Have you spoken with the current House and 

Grounds Chair? 

Clare responded by reminding the audience that the Executive Team is not in charge of 

policy.  If it does draft policy, it is only policies related to operational matters and those 

policies must still be approved by the Board.  Indeed, all policy making is still squarely in the 

hands of the Board who are elected by the Congregation.  The Church Administrator is 

simply being given the authority she needs to execute her responsibilities for church 

administration.  As for the House and Grounds Chair, their roles and responsibilities will not 

change under this new structure.  They will not see an increase in responsibility in other 

words. 

Wendell Finner asked about our contacts with other churches and whether we have looked at 

their structures. 

We have contacted Frederick, All Souls DC, and Columbia and reviewed their respective 

governing documents. 

Catherine Morris asked if the staff descriptions would need to be redefined under the new 

governance.   

Jason responded that the staff job descriptions will likely need revision, but that will be 

addressed as we implement this structure on a trial basis.  We have drafted several 

governing, delegation and limitations policies already and will likely draft more. 

Catherine asked for more information on the governing policies. 

Jason agreed to provide the draft governing policies upon approval of the Board. 

Angela Castillo-Epps expressed appreciation for the efforts of the Board and the GTF.  She 

said that it must have taken a monumental amount of work to put this structure together and 

get to this point and that we should support this experiment. 

Marybeth Brizzolara expressed support for giving this governance model a try and offered to 

assist with evaluation of the governance model. 

Jasmine ended the discussion by thanking everyone for attending and stated that more 

information on the prospective governance model would be presented at a meeting at TUUC 

on May 15, 7 pm.  All are encouraged to attend.   

The Town Hall adjourned at 2:12 pm.  
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EXHIBIT C: 

GALLERY UNICORN POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 

Gallery Unicorn is a unique space within the meeting room of Towson Unitarian Universalist 

Church located at 1710 Dulaney Valley Road, Lutherville MD 21093. The gallery is open to the 

public Monday through Friday from 10:00 AM – 3:00 PM except when the facility is occupied 

for other purposes. Weekend showings are by appointment only. Visitors may call 410-825-6045 

or churchoffice@towsonuuc.org in advance of any visit. 

The Gallery Unicorn Committee governs Gallery Unicorn. TUUC members are from the 

congregation of TUUC and led by the Gallery Unicorn Committee Chair. Contact information 

galleryunicorn@towsonuuc.org.  

The following policies and procedures are required when renting gallery space at TUUC: 

1. The rental period must be coordinated with the Gallery Unicorn Committee events calendar 

and the church office.  

2. There are predetermine rental fees created by The TUUC Rental Committee. The Church 

Administrator manages all contracts and requirements of the contract. Policies regarding food 

and drink for receptions are defined in the Rental contract.  

3. All work must be properly framed and wired for hanging. There is very limited space for 

freestanding 3-D pieces (possibly three). Additional 3-D pieces must be able to be hung on 

the wall. All elements of three-dimensional work must be firmly secured to the wall.  

4. Work that shows disrespect toward any race, gender, sexual orientation or creed and work 

showing nudity is prohibited.  

5. The Gallery Unicorn Committee must review politically oriented work prior to hanging and 

will determine whether the work may be hung.  

6. Liability insurance to cover loss or damage to artwork is the responsibility of the renter.  

7. Gallery Unicorn and TUUC are not responsible for delivery and pick up of artwork or sales 

transactions.  

8. Renters must use the hanging system provided by Gallery Unicorn. The work must be hung 

at a predetermined eye level to give the show unity. Nails, tape or other materials that could 

damage the wall surface prohibited.  

9. Renters may use Gallery Unicorn supplies such as pliers, ladders, hangers, levels, rulers, and 

measuring tapes, but all equipment must remain on church property. Damage or loss of such 

equipment will be charged to the renter.  

10. Work cannot impede the flow of traffic and use of the facility for general purposes.  

11. There is an additional charge for use of electronic equipment such as mics and projectors and 

use may be arranged through the church office.  

12. The renter is entitled to the use of the Gallery Unicorn wall space herein described for the 

duration of their contract period. Any infringement on this space would be negotiated with 

the renter and compensation for the infringement may be warranted. 


