PRESBYTERY OF EAST TENNESSEE
CALLED MEETING

Farragut Presbyterian Church

Farragut, Tennessee
Tuesday, May 29, 2007

Please print this packet and distribute copies to t he elder
commissioner(s) from your congregation.

Read and study the materials.

Ministers should go over the materials with their elder commissioners (particularly those
attending presbytery for the first time). Please brief commissioners on the issues, how to
speak on the floor and introduce business, etc.

No one shall be instructed on how to vote.

When speaking to the presbytery, please come to a microphone and be sure to state your
name and church.

Registration:

REGISTRATION is at 12:30 p.m. (EDT)

The MEETING begins promptly at 1:00 p.m.

CHILD CARE: please call the presbytery office (865-688-5581) to make
arrangements for child care.

Parliamentary tips will be available at the Clerk’s Table.

All Ministers and Elder Commissioners are reminded of the Manual of Presbytery,
Section 1.0380 - Members of Presbytery who cannot attend or must leave before
Presbytery adjourns shall request excuse of Presbytery through the Stated Clerk. The
Stated Clerk can be contacted at frankjumpsm@comcast.net Presbyters who absent
themselves without excuse shall be noted.

Any member of Presbytery who wishes to receive a copy of the minutes of this meeting can
do so by contacting the Stated Clerk or the Presbytery office. The minutes are also
available on the Presbytery web page at www.presbyteryeasttn.org.

IN THE CASE OF INCLEMENT WEATHER
CALL THE PRESBYTERY OFFICE (865-688-5581) FOR RECORDED INSTRUCTIONS.



DIRECTIONS TO THE CHURCH

Farragut Presbyterian Church
209 Jamestowne Blvd.
Farragut, TN 37934
865-966-9547

Take Exit 373 from Interstate 75 — 40; Travel South on Campbell Station Road to Jamestowne
Blvd. Turn right, the church is on the right.

From Kingston Pike, travel north on Campbell Station Road, turn left on Jamestowne Blvd.




PRESBYTERY OF EAST TENNESSEE
CALLED MEETING

FARRAGUT PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
FARRAGUT, TENNESSEE

May 29, 2007
1:00 PM

PACKET

A NEW VISION FOR THE

PRESBYTERY OF EAST TENNESSEE

Following Jesus Christ in the adventure of ministry, we will

CONNECT with one another in community;
EQUIP congregations for faithful ministry;
SUPPORT our churches, pastors, and leaders;
SERVE God’s world in love, justice, and peace.




Since the meeting on May 29, 2007 is a called meeting whose sole agenda is the
presbytery’s response to the requests from the Signal Mountain Presbyterian
Church, special procedures will be implemented as follows:

REGISTRATION (BEGINS 12:30 P.M.)

1. Voting members will sign a specific list where congregation and status

(elder, minister, etc.) are defined. Voting members must wear a blue
name tag . If an actual voting member discovers that someone from a
church has registered as a voter in error, the actual voting member must
seek out the erroneous registrant, bring the party to the registration
desk, and correct the problem.

. Corresponding members must sign a specific list where their status is

clearly defined. Corresponding members must wear a pink name tag
with a blue dot .

Visitors and press must also sign a specific list where their information
is clearly defined. Visitors to the Presbytery meeting must wear a pink
name tag .

SEATING (MEETING BEGINS 1:00 P.M.)

1.

2.

3.

Voting members (blue name tags) will sit in a partitioned section for
their specific use. Ushers will assist with seating.

Corresponding members  (pink name tag with blue dot) will sit in a
section for their use. Ushers will assist with seating.

Visitors (pink name tags) will sit in a section defined for their use.
Again, ushers will assist with seating.

DEBATE

1. Questions of clarification will be taken prior to debate, and before any

2.

amendments may be offered.

Debate will be limited to three minutes per speaker, each speaker will be
limited to one speaking time per motion until all others wishing to speak
have spoken.

Speakers must proceed to the closest microphone in order to speak.
Please plan in advance if you wish to speak to an issue and allow yourself
time to reach the microphone. No comments from the floor will be
recognized, including calling the question, unless the moderator
recognizes the speaker at a microphone.



AMENDMENTS

Amendments to motions and substitute motions must be in writing and given to
the Stated Clerk prior to being offered. All amendments and substitutes will be
displayed on the screen prior to being debated.

VOTING

Voting will be done by ballot. The moderator will appoint tellers to hand out
ballots, to collect them and to then count the votes. Procedural votes may be
taken by voice or standing count, and the moderator retains the discretion to
amend the voting procedure as the meeting progresses.



PRESBYTERY OF EAST TENNESSEE
CALLED MEETING

Farragut Presbyterian Church
Farragut, Tennessee
Tuesday, May 29, 2007

AGENDA

Moderator: The Reverend Dr. Daniel Sansbury
Please turn off all cell phones and pagers prior to entering the sanctuary.

Presenters, please move to the front of sanctuary prior to your designated time on the agenda.
Questions and comments should always be addressed only to the moderator, and the speaker
must be at a microphone. Only minister members of the presbytery, voting elder
commissioners and those who have been given specific authority to speak have the privilege
of the floor.

12:30 p.m. Gathering and Registration
1:00 p.m. Convene with Prayer
Welcome by Host Congregation
Declaration of the Quorum, Requests to be Excused, Corresponding Members
Introduction of New Commissioners
Introduction of New Business and Approval of the Agenda

Worship

Report of the Administrative Review Committee for Signal Mountain Presbyterian
(@4 01U o o SRR p.7
Sharing of Joys and Concerns and Pastoral Prayer

Adjournment



FINAL REPORT
OF THE
ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW COMMITTEE
FOR
SIGNAL M OUNTAIN PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH

PRESENTED TO THE PRESBYTERY OF EAST TENNESSEE
MAY 29,2007



Foreword

In a letter to Presbytery Moderator Dr. Daniel Sansbury, dated January 10, 2007,
the Session of Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church informed the Presbyiastof
Tennessee of its intention to call a Congregational Meeting for the purposengf@aca
proposed request of SMPC to be dismissed from the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.); a
copy of this letter is attached. In response, the Coordinating Council of PEi anet i
special session on January 16, 2007. Acting under the authority granted by G-0501a of
theBook of Orderthe Council voted to form an Administrative Review Committee,
subject to approval by the full Presbytery at its Stated Meeting on Feldria2007; a
copy of the motion leading to this action is attached. Pursuant to this action, Council
Moderator Jeff Paris appointed the following individuals to serve on the Administrati
Review Committee (ARC) for SMPC: Charles Child, Elder, Lake Hills Church,
Knoxville; Lucy Dethero, Elder, Rivermont Church, Chattanooga; Michael Gant, Elde
Lake Hills Church, Knoxville; John Guthrie, Elder, Rivermont Church, Chattanooga;
Harris Lovingood, Elder, First Church, Sweetwater; Joe B. Martin, Pastohditat
Church, Chattanooga; and Diane Stocker, CLP, Interim Pastor, New Hope Church,
Chattanooga. Executive Presbyter Steve Benz and Stated Clerk Frank red@aser
resource persons. The ARC first met on January 20 and elected Michael Gan&richai
Lucy Dethero, Secretary.

The tasks and authority granted to the ARC were as follows:

1. review the records of the session,

2. require that no meeting of the Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church
session take place without members of the committee present,

3. ask the moderator of the congregational meeting to allow a member of the
Committee to preside,

4. communicate by letter with each member of the congregation before the
January 28, 2007 meeting,

5. meet with any and all members of the congregation to discern the

understanding and will of the congregation,

meet with each ordained minister related to the congregation,

request the congregation to postpone action on the session’s proposal until

the presbytery has adequate time to represent itself to the congregation in

accord with its responsibilities as outlined in the Book of Order.

No

The ARC availed itself of all of these powers except for #2 and #3. We opted not
to require the presence of the ARC at Session meetings, since the informaiio&dobta
by our attendance was likely to be minimal. However, the Committee did mbdhwvit
Session of SMPC on January 24, at which time we presented a statement of our intent
and purpose. A copy of this statement is attached.

With respect to #3, it was the judgment of the ARC that making this request
would have had no positive results, and may have been counterproductive.

Having previously reported to the Presbytery on February 11, 2007, and April 24,
2007, we respectfully submit this, our final report for the Presbytery’s coasater The
purpose of this report is to provide PET with the information needed for an intelligent



and faithful response to SMPC'’s request for dismissal; and to formulate a set of
recommendations for the Presbytery’s consideration as it responds to this.reques

We wish to acknowledge the cooperative spirit and non-confrontational approach
evinced by the Session of SMPC, and especially the Clerk of Session, Steve Frost, in
their interactions with the ARC. Every request from the ARC to the Session for
information and records were met in a timely and gracious fashion. The ehafact
conversations moved quickly from cautious to cordial to trustful. This alone
distinguishes the current situation with most other dismissal requests in the
denominations, which have been characterized by hostility, distrust and, oftentimes
aggression. The ARC has tried to find a different way that, while recognizing our
obvious differences with the members of SMPC, emphasizes our commonalityngesult
from being a part of the Body of Christ. If we have succeeded, it is due in no small
measure to the like-minded approach taken by SMPC’s Session. Indeed, the letter of
January 10, 2007, was notable for its pastoral and gracious tone, and made a pastoral
approach by ARC possible. We thank God for these, our brothers and sisters in Christ.

The ARC advises all interested parties to read the letter from the Session of
SMPC to the Moderator of PET, dated January 10, 2007erein will be found a
carefully written explanation of the reasons SMPC is seeking dismissaHC(USA).

Throughout our work the ARC has sought first the will of God, and the guidance
of the Holy Spirit. We have strived always to be faithful to our covenant to pursue our
tasks in a pastoral and non-confrontational manner. We have prayed unceasingly that the
final resolution of the request for dismissal will honor the traditions and misstioek
of PC(USA), PET and SMPC. Our most fervent desire, and our fundamental goal, is to
reach a final outcome that leaves the Body of Christ free of scars esdistr

It is in this spirit that your Administrative Review Committee submhits report;
we pray that the same spirit rules the Presbytery’s receiving ofploety and our
consideration of the recommendations contained herein.

May 29, 2007
Members of the Administrative Review Committee

Charles Child, Elder, Lake Hills Church, Knoxville

Lucy Dethero, Elder, Rivermont Church, Chattanooga (Secretary)
Michael Gant, Elder, Lake Hills Church, Knoxville (Chair)

John Guthrie, Elder, Rivermont Church, Chattanooga

Harris Lovingood, Elder, First Church, Sweetwater

Joe B. Martin, Pastor, Northside Church, Chattanooga;

Diane Stocker, CLP, Interim Pastor, New Hope Church, Chattanooga



Executive Summary

On January 28, 2007, the Congregation of Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church
voted by an overwhelming majority to seek dismissal from the Presbyteasbf E
Tennessee (PCUSA) to the Evangelical Presbyterian Church. The vatgd®2sn favor
of the motion seeking dismissal, 10 opposed; the percentage approving the request for
dismissal was, therefore, 99.1%.

In response to being notified of the Called Congregational Meeting of January 28,
2007, the Coordinating Council, acting under the authority granted by G-11.0501a of the
Book of Ordeyvoted to form an Administrative Review Committee.

In this report we provide a detailed accounting of our work, culminating in the
following recommendations:

1. That Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church be dismissed from the Prgsifyiast
Tennessee, Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), with property, real and personal (i.e
all assets), to the Presbytery of the Southeast of the EvangelicajtBresb
Church, effective immediately upon receipt by the Stated Clerk of PET of
notification of acceptance of SMPC by the Stated Clerk of the Presbytémy of
Southeast of the EPC; said dismissal being contingent upon no other conditions.

2. That PET accept the following covenafithat after dismissal, SMPC will, without
condition, continue to provide mission support to PET in the amount of $500,000,
payable over a period of five years, as follows:

2007 $150,000
2008 $125,000
2009 $75,000
2010 $75,000
2011 $75,000

3. That PET accept the following covenafthat SMPC honor the terms of call, in their
entirety, for any Associate Pastor(s) who wishes to remain in PC(U&A)
period of time not to exceed one year, from the effective date of dismissal, or until
such time as said Associate Pastor(s) secures a call to another abagreg
ministry, whichever time is less.

4. The Administrative Review Committee will recommend to the Presbytery’s
Committee on Ministry that any Associate Pastor(s) remaining in PE(b&
granted a time of transition to work at SMPC, for the period from the effective
date of dismissal until no later than October 1, 2007; said period to allow for
completion of previous obligations and tasks; graceful farewells, etc.

5. That the Congregation of SMPC be allowed to retain the name, “Signal Mountain
Presbyterian Church”.

In addition, we present a recommendation for the formation of a response team to

work in the future with congregations and sessions who have expressed disigatisfact
with the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.).
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The Work of the Administrative Review Committee for
Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church

Since the appointment of the Administrative Review Committee by the
Coordinating Council of PET on January 16, 2007, we have met on twelve separate
occasions: January 20, 24 and 28; February 3; March 3 and 10; and April 3, 14, 21; and
May 5 and 26. On at least four occasions we met by ourselves, followed by meetings
with various groups (the Session and Congregation of Signal Mountain Presbyterian
Church) and individuals (the Ministerial staff of SMPC). We have remained in nbnsta
contact with one another. We have endeavored to keep open the lines of communication
to the Session of SMPC. We have tried to fight the temptation of succumbing to easy
answers or overly-narrow perspectives, by reading whatever viewpoints aasdikwe
find, or that come our way.

As part of our information gathering efforts, we asked the Session of SMPC for a
large amount of information. Our requests included the following:

1. The minutes of all Stated and Called Meetings of the Session, from 2000 to the
present.This was later modified, after consultation with the Clerk of Session of
SMPC, to include only minutes from 2006 to the present

2. The minutes of all Stated and Called Meetings of the Congregation from, 2000
to the presentThis was later modified, after consultation with the Clerk of
Session of SMPC, to include only minutes from 2006 to the present

3. Copies of all written communications to the congregation, from 2000 to the
present, concerning dissatisfaction with the denomination on any and all issues
of faith and polity; processes for registering such disagreements; and
discussions that involved in any way a request to a presbytery for dismissal of a
congregation to another Reformed denomination. Written communications
include, but are not limited to, newsletters, special letters to the congregation,
other mass mailings, mass e-mails, bulletin inserts, handoutg letcwas
later modified, after consultation with the Clerk of Session of SMPC, to include
only those materials from 2006 to the present

4. Descriptions of all opportunities, from the initial opportunities to the present, for
discussions with and presentations to the congregation concerning
dissatisfaction with the denomination on any and all issues of faith and polity,
up to and including discussions with respect to requests for dismissal;

5. Copies of all invitations and/or notifications sent to all PET staff, including the
Executive Presbyter, whether Interim or Installed; Associate Bxecut
Presbyters whether Interim or Installed; and the Stated Clerk; toijpateien or
attend any and all discussions involving the congregation concerning
disagreements with the denomination on issues of faith and polity; and that were
part of the discernment process leading to the request for dismissalh&om t
initial discussions to the present; along with copies of responses to these
invitations/notifications, if available.

6. Copies of all invitations and/or notifications sent to all PET leaders, including,
but not limited to, PET Moderators, PET Vice-Moderators, Moderators of
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General Council and Coordinating Council, and other leaders; to participate in
or attend any and all discussions involving the congregation concerning
disagreements with the denomination on issues of faith and polity; and that were
part of the discernment process leading to the request for dismissalh&om t
initial discussions to the present; along with copies of responses to these
invitations/notifications, if available.

7. Atimeline for the process of discernment that led to the request for dismissal,
including, but not limited to, the start date; descriptions of significant events
during the discernment process; when EPC was introduced into the discussion;
etc.;

8. A mailing list of all active members of the congregation participatirthe
Congregational Meeting of January 28, 2007, broken down by those in
attendance, and those participating through proxy votes;

9. A mailing list of all active members of the congregation whonditparticipate
in the Congregational Meeting of January 28, 2007;

10.Request from the Session of SMPC assistance in identifying participants in the
Congregational Meeting of January 28, 2007 who voted against any of the four
motions presented; with the proviso that such information can be provided
without in any way violating the integrity of the voting process so carefully
structured by the Sessioiven that ballots were secret, this request could not
be fulfilled, and was dropped.

Except where noted above, all requests were met quickly and fully.

The discrete tasks we have completed are as follows. We begin with thecspecifi
tasks and authority assigned to the ARC by the Coordinating Council (#2 and #3 are
addressed in the Foreword):

1. Review the records of the session.

As noted above, this request was modified. All Session minutes from 2006 to the
present have been reviewed.

4. Communicate by letter with each member of the congregation before the
January 28, 2007 meeting.

The letter sent to the Congregation of SMPC on January 23 is attached to this
report. Included in the later was a request to delay the vote on a request fesalismi
scheduled for January 28.

5. Meet with any and all members of the congregation to discern the
understanding and will of the congregation.

Given the time constraints under which we were operating, it was not possible for
us to engage the congregation in discussion. Moreover, when the ARC met with the
Session on January 24, we asked that we be given the opportunity to meet with members
of the congregation, which would have been possible only if the Session or congregation
had agreed to delay the vote scheduled for January 28. The vote was not delayed by the
Session. On January 28 most of the members of the ARC attended the Congregational
Meeting of SMPC. Given that the Chair of the Committee was unavailable, PET
Moderator Dan Sansbury acted as spokesperson for the ARC. The rules for the
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Congregational Meeting communicated to the Committee indicated that two peosons
the ARC would be allowed to speak for a total of ten minutes (five minutes each)on eac
of the four motions before the congregation. The ARC again asked that the vote be
delayed. Votes on all four motions were taken.

6. Meet with each ordained minister related to the congregation.

All ordained staff of SMPC has been engaged in conversation.

7. Request the congregation to postpone action on the session’s proposal until the
presbytery has adequate time to represent itself to the congregation in accord with its
responsibilities as outlined in the Book of Order.

The request was made of both the Session and the congregation of SMPC. As
noted above, the votes were not delayed.

The ARC has also engaged in the following tasks:

1. Reviewed SMPC Session minutes for all of 2006, and for all other
meetings at which dismissal, or dissatisfaction with the denomination,
were discussed,

2. Reviewed all communications with the Congregation concerning
dissatisfaction with the denomination on any and all issues of faith and
polity; processes for registering such disagreements; and discussibns t
involved in any way a request to presbytery for dismissal of the
congregation to another Reformed denomination;

3. Reviewed descriptions of all opportunities, from the initial opportunities to
the present, for discussions with and presentations to the congregation
concerning dissatisfaction with the denomination on any and all issues of
faith and polity, up to and including discussions with respect to requests
for dismissal

4. Requested and reviewed copies of all invitations and/or notifications sent
to all PET staff, including the Executive Presbyter, whether Interim or
Installed; Associate Executive Preshyters whether Interim alledt and
the Stated Clerk; and to all PET leaders, including, but not limited to, PET
Moderators, PET Vice-Moderators, Moderators of General Council and
Coordinating Council, and other leaders; to participate in or attend any and
all discussions involving the congregation concerning disagreements with
the denomination on issues of faith and polity; and that were part of the
discernment process leading to the request for dismissal; from the initial
discussions to the present; along with copies of responses to these
invitations/notifications, if available;

5. Met with all four members of the Ordained staff at SMPC,;

6. Sent a letter to all members of the Congregation of SMPC, who did not
participate in the Congregational Meeting of January 28, offering the
opportunity to meet or communicate with members of the ARC, should
their desire be not to dissociate with the denomination. A copy of the
letter is attached to this report. A similar letter was sent to those nember
who did participate in the Congregational Meeting, offering the same
opportunity for discussion;

13



7. Firmly established the sequence of events leading to the request for
dismissal, including thprocesghat led to the request, with special
attention paid to communications between the Session of SMPC and
staff/leaders of PET; the transparency of the process; and the balance of
the process;

8. Received and analyzed information concerning the history of the property
of SMPC, as well as the status of said property undeBab& of Ordey
particularly G-8.0201, G-80601, and G-8.701. These materials included
information provided by The Office of the General Assembly’s
Constitutional Service§;he Book of Church Order, Presbyterian Church
in the United State4.982-1983; and a lengthy analysis of the SMPC
property,“The Property of Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church, Inc”.,
adopted by both the Trustees of the Corporation, and the Session

9. Received, and reviewed all relevant portions of the Minutes of all Stated
and Called Meetings of the Knoxville Presbytery and the Presbytery of
East Tennessee at which actions were taken, or discussions held, that in
any way explicitly involved SMPC.
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Time Line of Events Leading to, Subsequent to or Associated with the
Vote to Request Dismissal from
The Presbytery of East Tennessee
by Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church

On January 28, 2007, the Congregation of Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church
voted by an overwhelming majority to seek dismissal from the Presbytery of East
Tennessee (PCUSA) to the Evangelical Presbyterian Church. The vote, excluding proxy
votes, was 1,082 in favor of the motion seeking dismissal; 10 in opposition to the motion.

BEFORE 2006

September 12, 1990In a letter to Dr. Bill Dudley PET Executive Presbyter W. F.
Wadsworth wrote regarding “Action of the Congregation relating to Book of Order G-
8.0700 (Property)”: “The minutes of the Presbytery of Knoxville,"3Zated Meeting,

held on February 14, 1984, record the fact that Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church
voted 292-12 on 8/28/83 to institute and adopt Book of Order G-8.0700 with regard to the
exceptions on Church property.

The minutes of the Congregational meeting state, thusly:

'l. To vote by secret ballot on whether to ask for exemption to the
requirements of G-8.0700 that states that a particular church shall not sejageort
lease, or encumber any of its real property nor acquire real property wwithtien
permission of the Presbytery.’

'After time for discussion and/or questions, it was moved and seconded to
vote on this item by secret ballot and proceed to Item Il. The motion carried without
dissent. A subsequent count of the secret written ballots disclosed thatthisviées
approved by a vote of 292 for and 12 against.”

1994 ‘The Session began withholding funds from the General Assembly
in 1994 and has continued this practice over the past twelve years. The decision was
reached after the 'Re-Imagining Conference' which was a major igbutevSignal
Mountain congregation.”

2006

February 12, 2006 Session members were challenged to attend the General Assembly;
A Sabbatical for Dr. Bill Dudley was approved for the period May 20 — September 6,
2006.

March 12, 2006 The Session began preparation of their report on the PUP Report.
Written information “intended to update you about developments within the PCUSA in a
'nutshell” from the Denominational Relations Ministry Group was distribtdehe

Session.
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April 12, 2006 The “Essential Tenets” of the San Diego Presbytery and an article
from The Layman Online entitled “Overture would let departing congregakbais r
property” were given to the Session members as information.

May 17, 2006 A report was given to the Session on the Sequoyah Hills meeting,
“A Time of Discernment”, in which Dr. Dudley participated and at which essdrtiets
were discussed.

June 14, 2006 The SMPC Session adopts a position paper on the PUP Report.
Within the body of the report, after giving their arguments the report states
“Accordingly, the Session of Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church is vehemently
opposed to the adoption of the PUP Report. We believe its adoption will cause strife and
disunity in the PCUSA, and that it fails to promote honor to our God and to the Written
and Living Word.” In a written communication to the ARC, the Clerk of Sessiasstat
“The opinion [of the Session] was that the Senior Pastor needed to hear of the Session's
strong discomfort with the Assembly and its desire to consider departure.”

Also, on this date the Presbytery Listening Team visited SMPC
prior to their Stated Meeting for a Year 1 visit. The specific matter of tireRaport
was not brought to the attention of Listeners John Guthrie and Diane Stocker; however,
one Elder did note, “GA (General Assembly) has drifted from Biblical mooririgeof
faith.” The Clerk of Session later reported that the PUP Report was not raiisetevi
Listening Team because Session did not believe it would be ratified by the GA.

July 16, 2006 During the Stated Session Meeting a Q & A was held regarding the
217" GA. No further information available from the Session minutes. In a written
communication to the ARC, the Clerk of Session reports: 'The Senior Pastor reiurned

the request of the Elders and shared in the discussion as to procedures, process, and plans
expressed by the Elders. The meeting was moderated by Rev. Stepp. Dr. Dpditgdde
following the discussion of the Elders concerns and did not remain for the nieeting.

August 20, 2006  Through the National/Denominational Issues Committee the
SMPC Session begins review and consideration of documents “Essential Tenets and
Reformed Distinctives” and “Affirmation of Essential Tenets and Reformed
Distinctives.” Rev. Filston was to receive comments from Session membardirg
possible changes before a vote in September. The same committee distributed (a
information) handouts to the Session regarding church property issues which had been
posted on théaymanwebsite.

In a written communication to the ARC, the Clerk of Session
stated that “Elders attended the New Wineskins Meeting in Tulsa, Oklahorhay &=t
done in the summer of 2005. Signal Mountain Church has never joined this group.

September 10, 2006The SMPC Session approved (with no dissenting votes) the
adoption of the document “Essential Tenets & Reformed Distinctives” asditsftine
Presbytery of San Diego “for the purpose of preparing and evaluating candadates f
ministry and educating and training officers of Signal Mountain Presagt@turch.” A
condensed version was to be distributed to the congregation.
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The Trustees

Also brought to the Session for vote were amendments to the by-
laws: Article Il — Trustees - “The Board of Trustees shall havedh@xing powers and
duties: . . . to hold and defend title to such property for the exclusive use, benefit, and
purposes of SMPC, as the corporate charter provides, and not for any presbytery,
denomination, or religious association whatever; to manage any permaneritfapdsia
for the furtherance of the purposes of SMPC, all subject to the authority ofsierSe
and to those provisions of the Constitution of the Presbyterian Church U.S.A. which are
not inimical to local church control and ownership of property and the Confessions of the
church. Chapter 8 of the book of Order of the Presbyterian Church U.S.A. is not
applicable to the Trustees of this corporation, as SMPC has heretofore elected to be
exempted from the provisions of such chapter pursuant to G-8.0700; and the Trustees of
the corporation shall exercise all of their powers and duties for the exclusivé bénef
SMPC Inc. APPROVED. Atrticle IV — Officers: “The Treasurer shetlin accordance
with those provisions of the Constitution of the Presbyterian Church U.S.A. which are not
inimical to the local ownership of church property and assets and to the Confessions of
the church. . .” APPROVED.

A motion was also brought from the National/Denominational
Missions Committee as follows: “To adopt , in substance, a position statementguesent
by Tom Harris, president of the Trustees, regarding the Session's position dn churc
property. This action is taken in anticipation of possible civil litigation. Motion was
seconded and discussed and then amended as follows: “ To delete the next to the last
sentence of Section A, subsection 6, on page 17.” The amended motion was approved
with Pastors Dudley, Stepp, Filston, and Robinson abstaining. The document is entitled,
The Property of Signal Mountain Church, Init.is later shared with members of the
ARC.

September 13, 2006“Let's Talk 1”, an informational meeting about denominational

issues was held with the congregation. Stated Clerk Frank Jump, a long time resident of
Signal Mountain, saw the notice in the SMPC newsletter and requested to attend as a
fellow mountain resident and personal friend of many members, and to observe. The
Clerk of Session reports that “this gathering reflected overwhelming opfram the
congregation (expressed verbally and with applause) the discontent and diftdrdrece
congregation with the PCUSA Assembly.” And the Clerk of Session further reports:
“Elders continued to pursue their consideration of departure from the denomination and
divided themselves into small study groups to consider the issues, the options, atid relate
considerations.”

September 24, 2006At a Called Session Meeting the stated purpose was “to divide the
Session into separate study groups to deal with denominational issues prior to a second
'Let's Talk' meeting. . . to research matter involving seeking dismissallimRGUSA
including our relationship to the Presbytery, our pastors, and to which Reformed Body
we would seek to affiliate with.” The Denomination group was to consider the
Evangelical Presbyterian Church; the Associate Reformed Preshy@miaich; and the
Reformed Church in America.

17



November 8, 2006 “Let's Talk 2” was held to continue congregational discussions
started at the prior Let's Talk meeting. The Stated Clerk of PET attende

November 14, 2006 At a Stated Meeting of the Committee on Ministry committee
member Dr. Bill Dudley expressed to the COM his personal concerns abouettedir
SMPC may be taking in leaving the denomination. Dr. Dudley resigned as Chair of the
Care of Church Professionals Sub-Committee; however, his offer of resigfram

COM was rejected by the Committee. As a result of Dr. Dudley’s commessyive
Presbyter Steve Benz initiated conversations with Dr. Dudley about the ses®o$tige
situation.

December 10, 2006 A motion was approved for the Clerk of Session to appoint “an ad
hoc committee to recommend to the Session the timing and procedure for consideration
of leaving the Presbyterian Church U.S.A. and to contact the Evangelical teresby
Church regarding the manner in which we would be received. The committee is to report
to the Session by December 20, 2006.”

December 20, 2006 At a Called Meeting the SMPC Session met with Dr. Jeff
Jeremiah, Stated Clerk of the Evangelical Presbyterian Church (EP@js Afrte the
Session decided to request a meeting with leaders of the Presbytery ‘fio timéon of
their position and direction.”

December 21, 2006 A letter of this date was sent to the Moderator of PET by the
SMPC Clerk of Session inviting presbytery leaders to meet with the Session.

2007

January 3, 2007 The Session met with the Deacons at 5:30 PM

7:30 PM - The Session met with Representatives of the Presbytery
of East Tennessee (PET); Representing PET were Rev. Dr. Dan Sansburgtdoder
PET; Mr. John Guthrie, Acting Moderator, COM; Rev. Frank Jump, Stated Clerk, PET;
Mr. Steve Benz, Executive Presbyter, PET.

January 8, 2007 At a Called Meeting of the SMPC Session a motion was approved
to call a congregational meeting to request dismissal to EPC.

January 10, 2007 A letter of this date was sent to Dr. Sansbury by Mr. Steve Frost,
Clerk of Session, SMPC, notifying PET that a congregational meeting o€3M® been
called to present the unanimous recommendation of the Session (including the Class of
2006 — a total of 33 elders) to request PET to dismiss the SMPC to another Reformed
denomination. Included with this letter was a document entitled “Thoughts Regardin
Our Request for Dismissal.”

A letter of this date was also mailed to the congregation calling a
congregational meeting for January 28; attachments included a copy of the
Letter/Request to PET; Session recommendations to the Congregation; andit@all of
Congregational Meeting.
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January 16, 2007 At a Stated Meeting of the Coordinating Council an Administrative
Review Committee was appointed to interact on behalf of PET with SMPC in response t
the SMPC Session's call for a congregational meeting on January 28, 2007, to seek
dismissal from PET and the PCUSA. The following individuals were named: Charles
Child; Lucy Dethero; Michael Gant; John Guthrie; Harris Lovingood; Joe B. W arnid
Diane Stocker.

January 18, 2007 A letter of this date was sent to the Moderator and Clerk of Session
of SMPC notifying them formally of the appointment of an Administrative Revie
Committee.

January 20, 2007 The ARC met for the first time.

January 22-27, 2007The Chattanooga members of the COM met with the Senior Pastor,
three Associate Pastors and the Parish Associate to offer care, suppaarifindticin.

January 23, 2007 A letter of this date was sent to the members of the congregation of
SMPC from the ARC offering information about the process for acting on a request f
dismissal and an earnest request for a delay in the vote at the congregadietiad) of
January 28. In response the Elders of Signal Mountain sent a letter to the comgregat
urging the congregation to stand with them in opposition to the effort to postpone.

Before the Congregational Meeting various cards were sent to the cdimgrega
expressing desire for the congregation to “WOTE YES”; they were fromseld® have
served previously at SMPC; the Diaconate; the Trustees; and the Prasbylernen
present and former Moderators. The names of the various individuals wete liste
Information on possible problems with a proxy vote was sent as was an offer for
transportation.

January 24 , 2007 The representatives of the ARC met in a Called Meeting with the
SMPC Session and Trustees to discuss the issues of dismissal and to make ghe reque
that the SMPC Session delay the congregational meeting in order to Bnteroh

mutual conversation in a faithful and intelligent fashion. This request was made i
writing and in person. The PET Moderator and Stated Clerk were also invited to this
meeting. After the presbytery representatives departed, the Sessioveaip@motion to
continue with the vote on January™8A copy of the statement made by the ARC is
attached.

January 25, 2007 The letter to the congregation of SMPC from the ARC, along with
an explanation of recent events, was posted on the website of PET to keep interested
parties fully informed. A copy of this letter is attached.

January 28, 2007 SMPC Congregational Meeting; representatives of the ARC and

the Presbytery attended; Dr. Sansbury and Rev. Martin briefly addressed the
congregation. Results of the vote noted above. (The ARC met prior to the congregational
meeting with the PET Moderator and Stated Clerk.)
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February 2, 2007 A letter of this date was received from the SMPC Clerk of Session
to the ARC chair noting the results of the congregational vote; a position statement on the
SMPC property; and a request for timely dismissal.

February 11, 2007 Stated Presbytery Meeting - The establishment of the ARC was
confirmed by a vote of the Presbytery and the ARC presented a prelimipari/tcethe
body.

February 22, 2007 The Clerk of Session of SMPC sent to the ARC chair and members
of the committee those documents enumerated under “Next Steps” in the ARC report of
February 11, 2007, to PET.

March 10, 2007 The ARC met with the Associate Pastors of SMPC.

March 14, 2007 A letter of this date was sent by SMPC Clerk of Session to ARC
chair and committee with requested copies of additional Session minutes.

March 15, 2007 A letter of this date was sent by the ARC to SMPC members who
did not attend the congregational meeting offering the opportunity for those desiring to
remain in the PCUSA to communicate with the ARC.

April 3, 2007 The ARC met with the SMPC Senior Pastor.

April 17, 2007 A letter of this date was sent by the ARC to the Sessions of PET
requesting prayer for all parties concerned.

April 23, 2007 A letter of this date was sent by the ARC to SMPC members who
attended the congregational meeting to determine if there were thotsnotaate who
desired to remain in the PCUSA.

April 24, 2007 The ARC presented its second report at the Stated Presbytery
Meeting.
May 7, 2007 By e-mail Michael Gant, chair of the ARC sent a petition to the

Rev. Dr. Dan Sansbury, Moderator of the Presbytery of East Tennessee purdu@nt to t
Book of Order G-11.0202 to call a meeting of the Presbytery of East Tennessesg/for M
29, 2007; for the purpose of receiving the report of the Administrative Review
Committee for Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church; acting on the recomnoasdat
offered by the ARC; and addressing any other business that might arisky élioectthe
report or the recommendations by the ARC. The petition was signed by Mitsters
Aven, Farner; Joe B. Martin, Northside, Chattanooga; Elders Lucy Dethero, Rivermont
Chattanooga; Michael Gant, Lake Hills, Knoxville.
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Conclusions and Observations

General Conclusions

1. The vote of the Congregation requesting dismissal, with 99% in favor of
disaffiliating with the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), means that Signal Miount
Presbyterian Churclper se is not in schism.

2. Since SMPC is not in schism, identifying the “true church”, an important
consideration for resolving property disputes when a particular church seeksdisisis
completely unnecessary.

3. The ARC wrote to every member household of SMPC, seeking to determine
the level of interest in maintaining a PC(USA) presence in Signal Mountain. tv@mly
affirmative responses were received.

4. There is, therefore, no “remnant” upon which a PC(USA) New Church
Development could be built.

Relations Between SMPC, and the Presbytery of East Tennessee and PC(USA)

1. Relations between SMPC and PC(USA) have been strained for a number of
years. There apparently was a nascent movement to disaffiliate fradSRIC4s early
as the later 1980s.

2. SMPC's dissatisfaction with PC(USA), based on both theological and tultura
issues, has grown over the years. Indeed, Elder Commissioners to the Knoxville
Presbytery of the Presbyterian Church in the United States voted against theuh883 re
of PCUS and the United Presbyterian Church in the United States of America to form
PC(USA), presumably reflecting the sentiment of other Elders and the large
congregation.

3. Following PC(USA) participation in the “Re-imagining Conference” of 1993,
the Session of SMPC voted to withhold all funding from the General Assembly, a
practice continued to this day.

4. We are appreciative of various statements from the January 10, 2007 letter
indicating that the dissatisfaction and disagreement of SMPC is with tbealati
denomination, and not the Minister members and congregations of PET.

5. And yet, such statements indicate either a fundamental misunderstanding, or
wholesale rejection, of the concept of connectionalism under-girding Preabyielity.

We areall bound together in the Body of Christ, especially in the particular manifestation
of the Body of Christ known as PC(USA). Thus, we all are not only members of a
particular congregation, together aee that church. Congregations are not only part of a
presbytery; together we are the presbytery. And presbyteriestaoaly part of the
denomination, together wage the denomination. Attempts to disentangle the
inextricably-bound elements of the denomination ultimately prove futile.

6. The ARC advises all interested parties to read the letter from the Session of
SMPC to the Moderator of PET, dated January 10, 2007erein will be found a
carefully written explanation of the reasons SMPC is seeking dismissaHC(USA).
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The Process of Discernment Followed by Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church

1. The process leading to the congregational vote to request dismissal wes clear
driven by the Session, a most unusual, if not unprecedented, phenomenon. Movement to
seek dismissal from PC(USA), especially in the current climate, eyalvor almost
always, Pastor-driven. This is clearly not the case with SMPC. All hladaidence
indicates that Elders on the Session acted independently of the Pastors.

2. Indeed, it appears that the Pastors were largely irrelevant to thesieaing
to the request for dismissal. On occasion one or more Pastors may have given guidance
with respect tthowto accomplish somethingzhatwas to be done was at the Session’s
direction. It does appear, however, that in October, 2006 Dr. Dudley convinced the
Session to postpone calling a meeting of the congregation to consider digaffiliati

3. The first formal contact between any of the Ministers and PET took place on
November 14, 2006, when Dr. Dudley expressed to the Committee on Ministry his
concern about the direction SMPC was headed with respect to a vote on dismissal.

4. The Session of SMPC did little, if anything, to involve the larger Pregbyter
staff, leadership, or other congregations or other Ministers—in the deliberatiamg dur
this period of time. For example, no notices or invitations for the two “Let’s Talk”
meetings were sent to others in PET.

5. The Session of SMPC did little to provide alternative points of view or diverse
sources of information on the issues being addressed, either for itself or for the
congregation, although Stated Clerk Frank Jump was invited to speak at both “Let’s
Talk” meetings.

6. The Session appears to have started considering disaffiliating from RC(US
as early as June 2006. Minutes of the meetings of December 10 and December 20
demonstrate that the decision to request withdrawal had already been made.

7. In a letter dated December 21, 2006, from Clerk of Session, Steve Frost, to
Dan Sansbury, Moderator of PET, leaders of PET were invited to meet with ghenSes
This appears to be the first formal notice sent to PET leaders of discussioascanc
issues with PC(USA), even though the decision to request dismissal had been made by
the Session. On January 3, 2007, the Session met on January 3, 2007 with the Moderator
of PET; the Acting Moderator of COM; the Stated Clerk of PET; and the Executive
Presbyter of PET.

8. Atits June 14, 2006 meeting, the Session met with a Presbytery Listening
Team. While one Elder expressed general dissatisfaction with the denomination, no
mention was made of the fact that later in their meeting, Session would consider and
adopt a position paper on the Report of the Task Force on the Peace, Unity and Purity of
the Church—the “PUP Report’—which was to be considered at the General Assembly
Meeting later that month. This position paper voiced strong opposition to the PUP
Report.

9. In general, we find that the actions of the Session and the Pastors of SMPC
were not consistent with the principle of connectionalism that defines our polity.

10. On the other hand, we found little evidence that the various elements of
PET—staff, leadership, etc.—evinced any concern about the increasing rumtadings f
SMPC, especially after the General Assembly in June 2006.
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11. For example, Frank Jump, Stated Clerk of PET, attended both “Let’s Talk”
meetings, in September and November, 2006. While he explicitly announced he was
there as a resident of Signal Mountain and as a friend of the church, it is not unreasonable
for Elders at SMPC to interpret his presence at these meetings not only as PET
“involvement” in the discernment process, but also a form of notification of PET of the
process. There is no evidence that the leadership of PET took any action after eithe
meeting.

12. The Session made a concerted effort to generate attendance at the Called
Congregational Meeting of January 28, 2007, at which time the vote on requesting
dismissal from PC(USA) was taken. Special mailings, newsletteleardad bulletin
inserts were all used, urging members to attend. A catered meal was protedé#ukaf
meeting, at no charge to those attending.

13. The only opposition to disaffiliation voiced at the Congregational Meeting
came from Rev. Joe B. Martin, a member of the ARC; and Rev. Dr. Dan Sansbury, PET
Moderator.

Church Property

The Administrative Review Committee for Signal Mountain Presbyterandh
of the Presbytery of East Tennessee, following the guidance of G-8.0000 and G-
11.0103(i) of theBook of Orderas well as Authoritative Interpretations of G-11.0103(i)
adopted by the General Assembly in 1988, 1989 and 1990, affirms the following
principles with respect to church property and a particular congregation'stégue
dismissal:

1. The Great Ends of The Church (G-1.0200) should always be a foundational
consideration in all actions taken by any governing body, including actions taken
by a presbytery concerning church property and requests for dismissal.

2. All property held by a particular church, regardless of whether the title o suc
property is lodged in a corporation or board of trustees, is held in trust for the use
and benefit of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.).

3. The presbytery alone has the authority to determine whether a particular tchur
in schism.

4. The presbytery alone has the authority to determine whether one faction of a
church found to be in schism is the true church, and therefore entitled to receive
the property of that particular church.

5. The presbytery alone has the authority to determine whether a particular chur
has become extinct.

6. The presbytery alone has the authority to determine whether a particular chur
should be dissolved.

7. The presbytery alone has the authority to determine the disposition of the property
of a particular church found to be extinct, or has been dissolved.

8. The presbytery alone has the authority to determine whether a particular chur
should be dismissed to another reformed denomination.
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9. The presbytery alone has the authority to determine whether a particulen,chur
having been dismissed to another reformed denomination, should retain its
property, or whether the presbytery retains ownership of the property.

10. Church property should never be used as a basis for unity or as an opportunity for
division.

11.1t is the responsibility of a presbytery to respond pastorally to the Bgstor
Session and Congregation of a particular church requesting dismissal to another
Reformed denomination.

12.The “trust clause” in thBook of Order G-8.0201, states that “All property held
by or for a particular church...is held in trust nevertheless for the use and benefi
of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.). This is but one concrete manifestation of the
connectionalisnin Presbyterian polity;

13.Moreover, with respect to the request of SMPC to be dismissed with property
from PET and PC(U.S.A.), the ARC holds that:

The phrase “use and benefit of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.)” (G-8.0200) is
best understood as meaning whether the response of PET to the request of SMPC
to be dismissed to the Evangelical Presbyterian Church, with property, best
contributes to the pursuit of “the great ends of the Church” (G-1.0200).

Despite the argument presented by the Session of SMPC in its positionTeper,
Property of Signal Mountain Church, Inthe “trust clause”, G-8.0200 does

apply to SMPC. The “Exceptions” clause (G-80701) holds that any provision of
Chapter 8 of th®ook of Ordemot contained in the Constitution of a

denomination prior to reunion in 1983 would not be binding on a particular
congregation after reunion. The only provision of Chapter 8 not found in the
Book of Church Order, Presbyterian Church in the United States, 1982-983

the “encumbrance” clause, G-8.0501. SMPC was part of the PCUS (the
“Southern church”) prior to reunion, and is therefore bound by the trust clause;
The “trust clause” applies to all churches in the Presbytery of East Temnesse
regardless of denominational affiliation prior to reunion.

“Article 13. Procedures for Dismissal of a Congregation with its Propatytie
Articles Of Agreemerfor reunion, provides a procedure for any congregation to
be dismissed with its property after reunion was completed in 1983. The window
of opportunity for such dismissals closed after eight years, in 1991. SMPC did
not avail itself of this opportunity.

Considering and weighing all factors, including the absence of any identifiable
PC(USA) remnant in SMPC, the Administrative Review Committee concluddeethat t
Presbytery of East Tennessee should, with deep regret and sorrow, dismiss Signal
Mountain Presbyterian Church to the Evangelical Presbyterian Church with all its
property, real or personal, without condition.

Responding to Disaffected Congregations in the Future

1. The recommendations of the ARC are relevant only to the particular set of
circumstances involving SMPC. No precedents are established, eithertlgxgplici
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implicitly. All future responses to disaffected congregations must be fatealin light
of the specific circumstances presented by a particular situation, ang awa
accordance with thBook of Order.

2. The essential characteristic of interactions between SMPC and PETtHiging
time was of ineffective communications. Often, neither the Leadership oh&gfhe
leadership of SMPC initiated conversation. Occasionally, the two “sides” talkedma
another, with both assuming that what was said was also what was heard.

3. Therefore, should there ever be another such case, it is imperative that PET act
as quickly as possible to adopt procedures for dealing with disaffected cdiugredjaat
might move toward disaffiliation from PC(USA); and a process to be followed by
congregations seeking dismissal, as well as by leaders of PET. See our final
recommendation, below.

3. Inturn, a policy on the process a congregation must follow in discerning the
need for dismissal must be thoughtfully and immediately developed by the Brgsidyt
East Tennessee. It is doubtful that if such a policy had been instituted in the preaious ye
the outcome of SMPC's congregational vote would have been changed drastically, but it
will be a helpful guide in any future cases.

4. Itis evident that communications betweengregations—not just Minister
members—and Presbytery leadership must continually be evaluated and improved.
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Recommendations

Formally, the recommendations the Administrative Review Committeerpsese
to the Presbytery are responses to the Overtures to Presbytery from ginegatanal
Meeting of Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church on January 28, 2007; and the requests
and offers made by the Session of SMPC in its letter of January 10, 2007 to the
Moderator of PET. Given there is overlap between these two sets of communications,
both sets are first presented in their entirety immediately below, followedrspecific
recommendations. The congregational Overtures are dendBdd@4, respectively; the
proposals from the Session are denote81a§5 respectively.

Overtures From the Congregation

C1l. “That the congregation agree with the Session in requesting the Presbytery of
East Tennessee to dismiss our congregation from the Presbyterian ChurchdJ&kee
with the terms of continued mission support of the Presbytery of East Tennessee
according to the amounts and time expressed in the statement of dismissal.”

C2. “That the congregation agree with the Session in requesting that Signal
Mountain Presbyterian Church be received into the Evangelical PresbytatieshC
denomination.”

C3. “That the congregation agree with the Session in providing for any minority
group resulting from the congregational vote of January 28, 2007 to be afforded the use
of church facilities for worship, fellowship, or educational purposes if they s@desa
period of time; and, additionally, that pastors and other staff members be sttauct
serve this group in the same manner and spirit as the majority group during that
designated time frame according to the direction of the Session.”

C4. “That the congregation continue to reverence the calls of our four pastors and
respect the choices and decisions of each of them with regard to our recomoneiiodati
dismissal. With deep appreciation for their ministry to us, we requestyirgsto allow
them to continue serving at Signal Mountain Church until such time they accepb calls
other congregations or ministries, during which period of time we propose to honor the
full payment of their terms of call.”

Continued on next page
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Requests and Offers From the Session

S1 “...to continue supporting the work of the Presbytery of East Tennessee
through the following schedule of financial mission support representing the portion of
our 2006 support as indicated per year:

YEAR PERCENTAGE
2007 100%
2008 80%
2009 40%
2010 40%
2011 40%”

Note: 2006 mission support to PET totaled $125,114.

S2 “The property of Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church, Inc., remain under the
control of the church’s Trustees for the majority of the members.”

S3 *“...to retain the name of our founding community: Signal Mountain
Presbyterian Church.”

S4 “...our four pastors are not included in this request to be dismissed...we
would ask that they be allowed to continue serving at Signal Mountain Church until such
time that they accept calls to other congregations or ministries.”

S5 “Should any seminarian choose to remain within the PCUSA, we would honor
his/her call and ask that whatever allowances be made to facilitateothis e
sensitively considered by (the) Committee on Preparation for Ministry and the
Presbytery.”

Continued on Next Page
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Recommendations
Response to C1, C2 and S2
The ARC recommends to the Presbytery of East Tennessee

1. That Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church be dismissed from the PrgsifyiEast
Tennessee, Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), with property, real and personal (i.e
all assets), to the Presbytery of the Southeast of the EvangelicajtBriasb
Church, effective immediately upon receipt by the Stated Clerk of PET of
notification of acceptance of SMPC by the Stated Clerk of the Presbytdry of
Southeast of the EPC; said dismissal being contingent upon no other conditions.

Response to C3

No action recommended; no detectable remnant exists (see “Conclusions and
Observations”, above).

Response to S1
The ARC recommends to the Presbytery of East Tennessee
2. That PET accept the following covenafithat after dismissal, SMPC will, without

condition, continue to provide mission support to PET in the amount of $500,000,
payable over a period of five years, as follows:

2007 $150,000
2008 $125,000
2009 $75,000
2010 $75,000
2011 $75,000

Response to C4 and S4
The ARC recommends to the Presbytery of East Tennessee

3. That PET accept the following covenarthat SMPC honor the terms of call, in their
entirety, for any Associate Pastor(s) who wishes to remain in PC(U&A)
period of time not to exceed one year, from the effective date of dismissal, or until
such time as said Associate Pastor(s) secures a call to another atagreg
ministry, whichever time is less.
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Response to S4

4. The Administrative Review Committee will recommend to the Presbytery’s
Committee on Ministry that any Associate Pastor(s) remaining in P&(b&
granted a time of transition to work at SMPC, for the period from the effective
date of dismissal until no later than October 1, 2007; said period to allow for
completion of previous obligations and tasks; graceful farewells, etc.

Response to S3
The ARC recommends to the Presbytery of East Tennessee

5. That the Congregation of SMPC be allowed to retain the name, “Signal Mountain
Presbyterian Church”.

Response to S5

No action necessary; the Committee on Preparation for Ministry is aithdress
these issues, as announced at the February 24, 2007 Stated Meeting of PET.

Recommendation for a Rapid Response Team

The Administrative Review Committee dealing with the request of Signal
Mountain Church to be dismissed to the Evangelical Presbyterian Church strongly
recommends the adoption by The Presbytery of East Tennessee of the betbw list
motion. This motion is a result of our experiences on this administrative committee

6. That the Presbytery of East Tennessee approve the formation of a Rapid
Response Team, appointed by the Coordinating Council and consisting of seven members
of PET, balanced as evenly as practicable between Ministers of Word and Sd@ac
Elders. This Rapid Response Team'’s responsibilities shall be as follows:

Once the leadership of presbytery becomes aware that a congregation, or its
session, or its pastor/pastors, is in serious disagreement with the governance of the
PC(USA), the Moderator of Presbytery and the Presbytery Executiveoffealh prompt
visit or visits by the Rapid Response Team. The team shall engage the pastsr/past
elders, and/or the congregation in a time of prayer and conversation aimed at
understanding the conflict, speaking the truth in love, listening with a gracioashdar,
identifying steps toward reconciliation. When the team determines thatdbesprhas
been completed, they shall report at once their findings and suggestions for further
actions and efforts to the Coordinating Council for its review and decisions.
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Afterword

As we proceeded with our work, we found ourselves, quite unexpectedly, in the
midst of a journey. Each of us began our service on this committee with a set of
expectations and assumptions about “what happened”, asustehen undertaking
such a complex task. Some of our expectations accorded with reality, while others have
been shed. Some of our assumptions were proven true, while as many presumptions have
been shown to be false, and been set aside. We may never be certain we halk asked
the right questions, much less that we have arrivéteatuth of this matter.

The members of the ARC are gratified by the blessing of God finding a way to
use our talents in service to the Church of Jesus Christ. At the same time, we must
acknowledge that our work has been spiritually and emotionally enervating. Giving up
one’s preconceptions and biases is never easy. Engaging in truthful diddgitiiul
brothers and sisters who stand in fundamental disagreement with oneself can present
opportunities for intellectual and spiritual growth; and as Presbyterians welhvags
avail ourselves of such opportunities. At the same time, this dialog can produce
confusion, doubt, pain, defensiveness and alienation. And then we begin speaking the
language of betrayal and schism.

Such reactions block access to the truth, and especially to God’s will. We have,
we think, overcome most of the negative consequences of our task. The Holy Spirit has
enabled us to experience, perhaps in only a minimal way, the pain that many of our
sisters and brothers at SMPC have experienced. This has allowed us to letygo of an
anger we might have felt—an absolute necessity for doing our work. But it has not been
easy, and frankly has taken a toll on all of us.

At the same time, we pray that all members of SMPC come to realize that the
withdrawing from PC(USA) has caused many in the Presbytery great iagne is no
way around it: In order to leave PC(USA), one must also leave PET. When PC(USA) is
rejected, so to are those of us in PET. We have been told many times that SMPC has no
quarrel with PET, only PC(USA); that they are not rejecting PET, only B&JLthat
PC(USA) is the problem, not PET. We do not doubt the sincerity of these statements.
But if the preferred solution is withdrawal from PC(USA), and PET doéwithdraw,
how can we be anythingutthe problem?

At the same time, the leadership of PET maieen proactive in interacting with
SMPC, despite being well aware of the discontent “on the Mountain”. This leadership
includes three former Moderators of PET now serving on this ARC. This unwillsignes
or inability, to maintain lines of communication with SMPC falls on athafshoulders,
and is just as much a denial of our connectional reality than is the actions of SMPC.

And so, we come to this—a member of the family is leaving, seeking greener
pastures. We pray our brothers and sisters at SMPC find what they seek. Watpray th
everyone in PET holds fast to the reality that is the Church—and that all of the
congregations of PEdndthe congregation of SMPC are inextricably bound together in
the Body of Christ. And we pray that all that has been done and will be done in this
matter has been and will continue to be attuned to God’s plan for SMPC, for PET, and for
The Church of Jesus Christ.

And to God be all glory and honor, now and forever mé#IlEN.

30



ATTACHMENTS
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Motion from The Coordinating Council Forming the
Administrative Review Committee

That the Coordinating Council appoint an Administrative Review Committee to
interact on behalf of the Presbytery of East Tennessee with the Signalaviount
Presbyterian Church in response to the session’s call for a congregatiotiatyrore
January 28, 2007 to consider a proposal to seek withdrawal from the presbytery and the
Presbyterian Church (U.S.A)).

That the Committee shall have the authority to:
review the records of the session,
require that no meeting of the Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church
session take place without members of the committee present,
ask the moderator of the congregational meeting to allow a member of the
Committee to preside,
communicate by letter with each member of the congregation before the
January 28, 2007 meeting,
meet with any and all members of the congregation to discern the
understanding and will of the congregation,
meet with each ordained minister related to the congregation,
request the congregation to postpone action on the session’s proposal until
the presbytery has adequate time to represent itself to the congregation in
accord with its responsibilities as outlines in the Book of Order.

The Committee shall be appointed by the moderator of the Coordinating Council and
report to the February stated meeting of the presbytery.
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(Explanation for Web Site)
January 25, 2007

In a letter to Moderator Dan Sansbury dated January 10, 2007, the Session of
Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church informed the Presbytery of EaséJsee that it
had called a Congregational Meeting for January 28 to vote on the Session’s “unanimous
recommendation to request the Presbytery of East Tennessee to dismigadhe S
Mountain Church to another Reformed denomination.” The denomination to which
SMPC will seek dismissal is the Evangelical Presbyterian Church.

In response to this letter the Coordinating Council of PET, at its Statedhyleéti
January 16, 2007, established an Administrative Review Committee, “...to interact on
behalf of the Presbytery of East Tennessee with the Signal Mountain Bresbyt
Church...” This action is, of course, subject to action by PET at its February 11, 2007,
Stated Meeting. The Council gave the ARC broad authority to gather information on
behalf of PET. The members of this Committee, appointed by Jeff Paris, Moderator of
the Coordinating Council, are: Charles Child, Elder, Lake Hills Presagt&inurch,
Knoxville; Lucy Dethero, Elder, Rivermont Presbyterian Church, Chattanoogaakli
Gant, Elder, Lake Hills Presbyterian Church, Knoxville; John Guthrie, EldezriRont
Presbyterian Church, Chattanooga; Harris Lovingood, Elder, First Preahy@turch,
Sweetwater; the Rev. Joe B. Martin, Northside Presbyterian Church, Chattaaodga;
Dianne Stocker, CLP, New Hope Presbyterian Church, Chattanooga.

It is important to understand that the Coudal not establish an Administrative
Commission The ARC established by the Council, hasndependent authority to act
on behalf of PET. For example, the ARRGes nothave the authority to exercise original
jurisdiction over SMPC, nor to dissolve the pastoral relationships between the
congregation and the Ordained staff.

The following letter was sent to the congregation of SMPC earlier this week by
the ARC. We are making this letter available so that all interested pevibkisow of
our existence; the bases of our authority to gather information on behalf of PET; the
approach we are taking; and what we hope to accomplish.

We ask for your prayers, for the Presbytery, this Committee and SMPE as w
attempt to navigate these waters.

In Christ,

Michael Gant, Moderator
Administrative Review Committee for Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church
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January 23, 2007
To The Congregation of Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church

On behalf of the Presbytery of East Tennessee, | bring you greetithgsname
of our Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ.

In a letter dated January 10, 2007, the Session of Signal Mountain Presbyterian
Church informed the Presbytery of East Tennessee that The Congregation@haWP
been called to meet on January 28, to act on a request to PET for dismissal to another
Reformed denomination. On January 16 the Coordinating Council of PET formed an
Administrative Review Committee to gather information and make recommemnsl &bi
Presbytery concerning this request.

I am writing on behalf of this Committee to respectfully ask that you votddyg de
your consideration of Session’s request at your January 28 meeting. This iequest
presented so that an orderly process of discernment, prayer and informating-stear
be completed.

Our Form of Government states that “[t]he presbytery is responsible for the
mission and government of the church throughout its geographical district. fothere
has the responsibility and power...i. to divide, dismiss, or dissolve churches
consultation with their membetgBook of Order, G.110103, emphasis added). PET
cannot act on a request for dismissal in the absence of consultation with the sneimber
the requesting church. Our Committee has been tasked to begin this consultation, a
process that may be jeopardized if SMPC moves forward with a vote on January 28.

During this process we seek to join the Session and Congregation of SMPC in
discerning God’s will. We want to hear from you, and to share with you, information
about the relationship between SMPC and PET. Our purposétsdissuade or
impede you from voting your conscience. Our prayer is that the Body ot,@ris
which we are all united, is neither scarred nor distressed, regardless aintiadeul
outcome of this process.

God’s will may be that SMPC leaves our denomination, although we pray
earnestly that such is not the case. But above all else we pray to discovirenhtof
God is, so that we act only in accord with His will. We know that the Session and
Congregation of SMPC share this desire. We ask only that you join PET in this process
of discernment, and agree to delay a final vote on January 28.

May the Holy Spirit be our only guide during this time, and God’s will be our
only goal. And may God continue to richly bless the ministries of SMPC.

In Christ,

Michael Gant, Chair
Administrative Review Committee
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January 24, 2007
To The Session of Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church

On behalf of the Presbytery of East Tennessee, we bring you geeigtithe
name of our Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ. We thank you for your gracious invitation t
meet with you this evening, so that The Presbytery of East Tennessee imayubeg
Constitutional responsibility and authority to consult with members of churchéageek
dismissal from our denomination. Further, we are gratified that this Session hadj throug
their invitation, acknowledged the role that PET must play in the process of dismissa

In response to your letter of January 10 to the Rev. Dr. Daniel Sansbury,
Moderator of the Presbytery of East Tennessee, the Coordinating Council oféd?Eidn
adopted the following motion:

That the Coordinating Council appoint an Administrative Review Committee to
interact on behalf of the Presbytery of East Tennessee with the Signal Mountain
Presbyterian Church in response to the session’s call for a congregational meeting on
January 28, 2007 to consider a proposal to seek withdrawal from the presbytery and the
Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.)...The Committee shall be appointed by the moderator of
the Coordinating Council and report to the February stated meeting of the presbytery.

The members of this Committee, appointed by Jeff Paris, Moderator of the
Coordinating Council, are: Charles Child, Elder, Lake Hills PresbytelfiamcG,
Knoxville; Lucy Dethero, Elder, Rivermont Presbyterian Church, Chattanoogaakli
Gant, Elder, Lake Hills Presbyterian Church, Knoxville; John Guthrie, EldezrRRont
Presbyterian Church, Chattanooga; Harris Lovingood, Elder, First Preahy@turch,
Sweetwater; the Rev. Joe B. Martin, Northside Presbyterian Church, Chattanooga,;
Dianne Stocker, CLP, New Hope Presbyterian Church, Chattanooga dod
members Steve Benz, Executive Presbyter, PET; and the Rev. Frank Jump, Stkied Cle
PET.

We feel compelled to emphasize the following:

1. The Coordinating Councdid not establish an Administrative Commission for
SMPC. Rather, the Council establishedammittegewith quite limited authority
and responsibility. The difference between a Commission and a Committee is
substantial, and understanding the distinction between the two is critical to our
charge.

2. Specifically, an Administrative Commission acts on its own authority, based on
the grant of authority from the presbytery (G-9.0505). On the other hand, a
committee may be formed by a presbytery to inquire into specific mattdrs
recommend appropriate actions, and must report fully to the presbytery; and its
recommendations must be acted upon by the presbytery (G-9.0501a).

3. A presbytery is required and authorized to consult with the members of a church
requesting dismissal to another denomination (G-11.0103i). Appointing a
committee to engage the congregation in such consultation is certainly an
appropriate way in which to fulfill this Constitutional responsibility.
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4.

5.

The Coordinating Council of PET has the authority to act on behalf of PET
between its stated meetings , when such action is warranted. Given that the
Congregational Meeting of SMPC will occur before the next meeting of RET, t
authority of the Coordinating Council to act is not in question.

As ordained officers of the Presbyterian Church (USA), we have all promised to
“be governed by our church’s polity” (G-14.0207e; G-14.0405b(5)); and “to
further the peace, unity, and purity of the church” (G-14.0207g; G-14.0405b(7).

Why We Are Here

This Committee hopes to accomplish two things this evening: 1) To begin the

process of consultation with the members of SMPC, described above; 2) To seek a delay
of the vote to be taken at the called congregational meeting on January 28, 2007, so that
this consultation may be completed in a decent and orderly fashion.

The Issues Before Us

In its letter of January 10 this Session raised a number of issues ariitsal t

decision to call a congregational meeting. Moreover, these issues weckeinaas

moderate, indeed pastoral, tone, and we pray to respond in like manner. To talk about all
of the issues raised, not only in your letter, but also by a request for didnyissa

church, are numerous and complex, and cannot be addressed in one or two meetings. We
ask that we begin the conversation with the following two requests made by tlomSess

A. The future status of the current ordained staff of Signal Mountain Presbyterian

Church.

The Session has requested that those current Ministers of Word and Sacrament
who do not renounce their Ordination Vows under PC(USA) be allowed to
continue on staff should dismissal be granted. Essentially, thisip@ori

request for permission to labor outside the jurisdiction of PET. This is a request
that must be made by a Minister of Word and Sacrament, and is to be considered,
and acted on, by the Committee on Ministry (G-11.0401&ldamual of the

Presbytery of East Tenness€bapter 7, Section 7.0200). It should be noted that
granting permission to labor under the jurisdiction of another denomination, while
not unprecedented, is exceedingly rare.

The future status of current seminarians under the care of this Session.

The Session asks that sensitive consideration be made for the needs of any
seminarians, currently under the care of this Session, who seek to remain under its
care, but to remain in PC(USA). As recognized by the Session, these decisions
are to be made by the presbytery, on recommendation by the Committee on
Preparation for Ministry. The process of preparation for ministry is destnn
G-14.0300 of ouBook of Order We note only that G-14.0300 implicitly

assumes that all parties involved are part of PC(USA); that G-14.0306 a, b result
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in extraordinary difficulty for a presbytery and session to fulfill thegpective
obligations to an inquirer or candidate; and that G-14.0311 may very well forbid
the requested allowances, regardless of the recommendations of our CPM, or the
feelings of PET on the matter.

All of the other requests and proposals made in your letter of January 10 should
be addressed in mutual conversation, so that PET can act in a faithful and intelligent
fashion. Given the complex nature of these issues, we there conclude this staiément
the following earnest requesthat the Session of Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church
act to delay the vote of the congregation, scheduled for January 28, 2007, on the matter
of requesting the Presbytery of East Tennessee to dismiss the church to the Elangelic
Presbyterian Church.
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March 15, 2007
To Our Sisters and Brothers in Christ at Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church,

As you are most likely aware, on January 28, 2007, Signal Mountain Presbyterian
Church voted in a congregational meeting to request to be dismissed by theéePyaxby
East Tennessee to the Evangelical Presbyterian Church.

As the Administrative Review Committee established by Presbyteejate to
SMPC on this matter, we have been given several tasks, which have been deascribed t
you in a previous letter. We are seeking to fulfill these tasks both conscigndnds
expeditiously.

One of our tasks is to communicate with those members of SMPC who wish to
remain a part of the PC(USA) or who have questions in that regard. Specifically, we
wish to determine whether the PC(USA) can remain a viable witness to Jest®&hr
Signal Mountain; and how you can be a part of that work, should that be where God is
leading you.

Toward this end, we have enclosed a self-addressed stamped postcard that you
may return to the Administrative Review Committee. We ask your cooperation in
responding by April 2, 2007. If you desire to make more personal contact with our
committee, you may correspond with me. All communications to us from you will
remain confidential until you give us your permission to make any of it pubhie ¢ed
for that arises.

If it is your desire to be affiliated with the EPC, it is not necesgairyou to
respond to this letter.

May we be in prayer for one another and may all we do and say in resolving this
matter bring glory and honor to God.

Thank you for your assistance and most especially for your prayers.

In Christ,

Michael Gant, Chair
Administrative Review Committee
Presbytery of East Tennessee

Members of the Committee: Charles Child, Lucy Dethero, John Guthrie, Harris
Lovingood, Joe B. Matrtin, and Diane W. Stocker

Address for the ARC chair:
mgantl@utk.edor
3304 South Circle, Knoxville, TN 37920
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Information for the postcard which will have the return address of the Presbfferey
and will be metered such that postage is paid upon return (if possible.)

Response to the Presbytery of East Tennessee
Administrative Review Committee

Yes, | wish to discuss remaining a part of the PCUSA.

Name Address

Telephone Number E-mail address
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April 23, 2007
To Our Sisters and Brothers in Christ at Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church,

On January 28, 2007, Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church voted in a
congregational meeting at which church records show you to have been present to reques
to be dismissed by the Presbytery of East Tennessee to the Evangelicgicifses
Church.

As the Administrative Review Committee established by Presbyteejate to
SMPC on this matter, we have been given several tasks, which have been deascribed t
you in a previous letter. We are seeking to fulfill these tasks both conscignéinds
expeditiously.

One of our tasks is to communicate with those members of SMPC who wish to
remain a part of the PC(USA) or who have questions in that regard. We recognize that
among those who voted against the request for dismissal there will be those who still
wish to remain a part of SMPC. Likewise, we recognize that some may havervoted i
favor of the motion, considering it the right move for the congregation, but not for them
personally. Specifically, we wish to determine whether the PC(USA) ozaine viable
witness to Jesus Christ on Signal Mountain; and how you can be a part of that work,
should that be where God is leading you.

If you are interested in remaining a member of the PC(USA), please comact
preferably by email or by U.S. Postal Service by May 3, 2007. All communicabions t
the ARC from you will remain confidential until you give us your permission tcema
any of it public if the need for that arises.

If it is your desire to be affiliated with the EPC, it is not necesaryou to
respond to this letter.

May we be in prayer for one another and may all we do and say in resolving this
matter bring glory and honor to God.

Thank you for your assistance and most especially for your prayers.

In Christ,

Michael Gant, Chair
Administrative Review Committee
Presbytery of East Tennessee

Members of the Committee: Charles Child, Lucy Dethero, John Guthrie, Harris
Lovingood, Joe B. Martin, and Diane W. Stocker

Address for the ARC chair:
mgantl @utk.edor
3304 South Circle, Knoxville, TN 37920
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Signal Mountain Presbyterian Church

612 JAMES BOULEVARD, SIGNAL MoUNTAN, TeNNEssEE 37377

January 10,2007

The Reverend Dr. Daniel Sansbury, Moderator
The Preshytery of East Tennessce
Knoxville, Tennessee

Dear Dan:

On behalf of the Session of Signal Mountain Church, we thank you and our fellow
presbyters for meeting with us this past Wednesday evening to discuss the differences
with onr denomination which we, the Session, have determined are major issues for cur
continucd ministry in the Presbyterian Church USA. After prayerful counsel and
deliberation, the Session voted unanimously to call a Congregational Meeting on Sunday,
January 28, 2007, At this meeting, the Session will present its unanimous recommendation
to reguest the Presbytery of East Tennessee to dismiss the Signal Mountain Church to
another Reformed denomination. Our call of the congregational meeting to make this
request to the Presbytery js with onr understanding of the rights as provided in the Book
of Order ~ G~11.0103i, The unanimity of the elders reflects the stremgth of our conviction
in recommending this matter to the congregation. Consideration of this issue and of this
call of the meeting has been given by both the elders serving as the Session of 2006 and
the elders serving as the Session of 2007 - a total of thirty-three persons.

During the fall months there were two congregational gatherings called ‘Let’s Tall’ in
which Session members expressed their points of theological and Biblical difference with
the General Assembly and congregational members had opportunity for discussion,
Presbytery’s Stated Clerk, Frank Jump, attended both of those meetings.

The congregational meeting on Sunday, January 28, 2007 will be held in the sanciuary
and will be presented as one for active church members and Presbytery representatives,

The purpose of this meeting is to receive the recomamendations of the Session and to vote
on those recommendations,

While we, as a Session, have had expressed differences within the PCUSA for decades,
more recent decisions and theological positions have indicated to us that we are the ones
who are ont of accord within the dememination. Our differences with the PCUSA. exist
primarily in both the recognition of the absolute Lordship of Jesus Christ, the
unguestionable sole means of salvation for the world through Him, and the recognition of
the infallible authority of God’s Word in all matters of faith and Jife.

41



Additionally, we find discord in the PCUSA’s issue of inclusive language for God, especially
as evidenced by the reading paper on the Trinity received by the 2006 General Assembly.
The commendation cf this reading paper extends far beyond boundaries with which we
feel comfort in interpreting and applying Scripture. The name of God, as He has revealed
Himself to us in Scripture, remains a major tenet for us both in liturgy and mission.
Another major point of contention for us came in the PUP Report’s neglect of
representative consideration through our presbyteries for constitntional change.

The efforts, enexrgy, and financial resources that we expend acting against these
denominational positions certainly should be directed to more fruitful mission endeavors
in our community, in our nation, and throughout the world. Since we recognize the
differences created by the most recent Assembly meeting and in knowing that these
decisions have placed a fetter upon us, we feel the cause of our Lord Jesus Chyist will be
served in a more honoring manner for all by our request to be dismissed.

While these decisions are omes of deep convictiom, the decisions do not diminish the
appreciation and affection which the elders of this congregation hold for the brothers and
sisters in Christ within the Presbytery of East Tennessee.

Sincerely in our Lord,

S L 50
Steven L. Frost Williaxn E, Dudley
Clerk of Sesgion Moderator
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THOUGHTS
REGARDING OUR REQUEST FOR DISMISSAL

HERITAGE

We recognize with reverence and thanksgiviog the heritage of faith which has been and
continues to be ours as a community of believers at Signal Mountain Church. The
Reformed faith experience firmly established us 78 years ago with a solid foundation
upon the Scriptures being the Word of God and the sole Lordship of Jesus Christ. That
foundation has remained a critical point of our worship, practice, mission and ministry.

Our request to be dismissed from the Presbyterian Church USA comes with thanksgiving
for who we have been, with whom we have been yoked in this Presbytery, and with
reverence for the Body of Christ in this place and throughout the world. The request also
comes following an extended time of prayer, deliberation, and Biblical counsel and an
affection for our brothers and sisters in Christ with whom we have served in the Presbytery
of East Tennessee. :

From our perspective, denominational identity congregates us under the canopy of an
agreed theological perspective which facilitates a common ministry to serve Jesus Christ
in the fulfillment of His commission to us, We openly confess we are no longer in
agreement with the changing theological perspective of the Presbyterian Church USA or
with the canopy of polity which now governs us. Additionally, our commitment to evangelism
and missions throughout the world does not resonate with the prioritics and mission
nctualities of the PCUSA.

The differences which identify this choice rest summarily upon a stricter view of Scripture
than that held by the greater portion of the PCUSA. This varied interpretation frequently
has placed us at odds with General Assembly actions, priorities, and program directives.
We bave remained faithfully present in the denomination for the past decades, but recent
decisions and experiences in the PCUS A reveal to us that we are no longer in the agreement
necessary to be aligned with the denomination. Our primary difference with Scriptural
interpretations and applications has multiplied to a larger number of differences.
Specifically, we are in conflict with actions of the General Agssembly last June which

vielated our own sense of government, and we are in even stronger opposition to the light
consideration of the name of our God.

We find no celebration in the recognition and decisions we, ns a Session, have adopted,
Yet, we are committed to finding a denominational identity which more readily provides

agreement and perspective for who we are as g congregation and, more fundamentaily,
our call to mission and serviee,
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DISMISSAL

We gincerely trast that the experience of our dismissal may be an exception to the
acrimonioung norm of church separations. We request to be dismissed in a timely and
honorable manner, mirroring the spirit of fellowship which we have shared in Jesus Christ
and glorifying Him who is our one Savior, Lord, and Head of the Church.

We request to be dismissed in a manner that blesses both the Presbytery of Kast Tennessee
and our congregation and continues a relationship of mutual respect and integrity. Our
intent in departing is not to injure or cause calamity in ministry.

Qur mission support for the Presbytery of East Tennessee in 2006 totaled $125,114,
This voluntary mission support is reflected in the contribution to the Presbytery and the
Per Capita for Presbytery and Synod.

We, therefore, seek to continue supporting the work of the Presbytery of East Tennessee
through the following schedule of financial mission support representing the portion of
our 2006 sapport as indicated per year: '

VEAR PERCENTAGE,
2007 100%
2008 4 80%
2009 _‘ ' 40%
2010 40,
2011 40%

The abm.r@ percfantage represents a total of three years of mission support at onr 2006
level of giving distributed over a five year period, |

it is mot our intent that the shove proposal would be a '
‘ 5 precedent or model for any other
congregation seeking to be dismissed from the Preshytery of East Tennessee, Our intent

is to prevent, inasmuch as we able immediate interrunt Nty
and progranm, y nterxuption of the Presbytery’s mimistry

The present Presbytory ministries (i.e., Newton Center, Bachin am, ete.) to which the Signal

Mountain Chureh contributes nnd sy orts wi .y
made o 43 on a1 anaual basis pports will be considered individually by the requests
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