
This is the slide show that was presented by the Associate 

Pastor Nominating Committee (APNC) at Bon Air 

Presbyterian Church’s (BAPC’s) congregational meeting on 

October 7, 2018. 

 

These notes are supplied for the benefit of those who 

missed the meeting, need a refresher, or would like to look 

more closely at the information that was provided. 

 

Please understand that these notes do not represent a 

verbatim record of what was said. Please feel free to ask 

questions of the APNC members, members of session, and 

other persons identified in the slides or the notes of this 

presentation if you need additional information or 

explanation. 
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These are the members of BAPC’s current APNC. 
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As we explained in our letter to the congregation of September 24, 

2018, the APNC was elected by the congregation in 2017 to search 

for a new, full-time associate pastor.  The APNC is accountable to the 

congregation and does not answer to session or pastoral staff 

although we obviously consult with them as necessary.  The findings 

of the Staff Planning Committee were influential in the early portion  

of the APNC’s work. 
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The Staff Planning Committee (SPC) gathered input from all the 

church ministries/divisions and also considered the duties of past staff 

and the potential needs of BAPC within the next 5 or more years. 

Based upon the needs of BAPC at the time, the SPC did not think that 

BAPC had to have a full-time associate pastor; however, there were 

significant doubts about the ability to recruit someone who would want 

to accept a call to a ¾-time position.  The SPC felt that Christian 

education, youth and families, and communication (particularly via new 

media) should be the most important immediate responsibilities of any 

called associate.  Strength in using modern communication methods 

was perceived as being advantageous in working with families and 

youth and in possible future outreach and evangelism efforts. 

 

In the future, the SPC foresaw needs for evangelism and care for 

aging members of the congregation such that those areas might grow 

in importance among an associate pastor’s work and increase the 

overall workload of all pastoral staff.  The SPC felt that an associate 

with a generalist background would be preferable to a specialist in 

Christian education or another area of ministry. 
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As we also related in our letter last month, when the APNC began its 

work, it first met with Presbytery representatives who outlined the 

nature of an APNC’s work and advised us about how to complete our 

first order of business—a ministry information form (MIF) that 

describes our church and its mission and what our church is looking for 

in an associate pastor.  After completing the MIF, the APNC posted it 

online in a manner designated by the PCUSA and notified the major 

Presbyterian seminaries in our denomination about the posting. 

  

Since that time, the APNC has reviewed 30 pastoral information forms 

(PIFs).  Most of these PIFs came to our attention through a matching 

process that is not unlike that of an online dating platform that attempts 

to align attributes in BAPC’s MIF with attributes in PIFs that pastors 

post about themselves.  Pastors may also send their PIFs to a pastoral 

nominating body, and we received at least one such “self-referral.” 

After evaluating the PIFs, the APNC interviewed three candidates, 

some up to three times. 
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As the APNC’s work moved forward, we began to confront 

some concerns that ultimately led us to request the 

congregational meeting on October 7.  The two questions on 

this slide summarize our principal concerns.  These were 

briefly explained in our letter and will be elaborated in 

greater detail in the slides that follow. 
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Our current MIF says that we are looking for a full-time associate with a 

generalist skill set to concentrate heavily on education, youth and family 

ministries, and communication.  This search prioritization is based largely 

on the findings of the Staff Planning Committee. 

 

As we said in our letter, we have heard from some members of the 

congregation, including members of session, that we should give greater 

priority in our search to pastoral care and evangelism rather than to 

families, Christian education, and communication.  Because pastoral care 

and evangelism have not been skills or experiences on which we had 

focused to this point, we realized we might need to refocus our search 

rather than continue along the path we have been following.  We want new 

input from the congregation about BAPC’s needs before we continue any 

associate pastoral search. 

 

Please keep in mind that one person can only do so much, even full-time.  

Therefore, the APNC must consider BAPC’s priorities when evaluating 

candidates for associate pastor, trying to identify the individual who is best 

able to meet those highest priorities. 
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Our presbytery requires that its churches pay a minimum effective full-time salary equal 

to $45,645.  “Effective salary” is the term presbytery uses for a compensation package 

that includes cash salary plus housing allowance (or manse value) plus other 

compensation such as auto allowances, funds for pastoral development, and SECA 

(FICA equivalent for pastors) but does not include pension contributions.  Board of 

Pensions contributions appear in our budget among “Other Staff” expenses.  

 

Arguably, any veteran, ordained pastor would expect to be paid more than the minimum 

salary for full-time work. The APNC has noted that the best candidates that it has 

considered were all experienced pastors for whom the presbytery’s minimum effective 

salary would probably not be appropriate compensation to offer as part of BAPC’s 

pastoral call. 

 

For perspective, consider that, although Shawn Thomas Smith came to us in his 30s, our 

church was his first call as an ordained pastor.  Most of his years of service at BAPC 

were during the economic recovery period from the Great Recession, yet the final 

compensation package that BAPC approved for him—for 2014—totaled $55,277. 

 

Our current covenant pastor (Lauren) receives a 3/4-time compensation package.  A full-

time position at the same rate of compensation would be $56,666. 

 

As we stated in our letter to members, the APNC approached session requesting a 

salary range within which it might negotiate compensation for any called associate 

pastor. Session would not authorize any compensation package greater than the 

presbytery minimum. 
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This slide is a modified version of one that was included in our letter to 

the congregation.  It shows that overall income—pledges, prior year 

pledges, loose offering, etc. (the white line)—is barely rising while the 

greatest portion of that income—pledges—is trending down (see the 

thin, straight blue statistical trend line as noted on the graph). Actual 

pledge income has been roughly $10,000 less than pledges for several 

years—explaining the gap between the thicker blue line and the red line. 

 

It is important to note the monetary scale on the left side of the graph. It 

does not start at zero. Some of our other graphs do. Because this Y-axis 

does not start at zero, the apparent distance between the graphed lines 

and the changes from year-to-year on this graph appear greater than 

they otherwise would. 

 

A concern highlighted by this graph is the growing gap between pledge 

income and overall income. This indicates that some people may be 

giving—for special causes or in loose offering—but not through pledging 

channels.  While BAPC appreciates the generosity of these individuals, 

their manner of giving prevents church leaders from being able to plan 

with as much certainty during the budget process.  Giving in this manner 

may also reflect a lack of trust in church leadership. 
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Here are graphs displaying the number of pledges within specific dollar 

ranges in 2013 and 2017. The number of pledges in all but two of the 

ranges declined from 2013 to 2017, including in the highest range, and 

the total number of pledges declined by 36.  Consider how many new 

pledges at the most common giving levels ($1,000-$1,999 and $2,000-

$2,999) are required to replace one pledge in our highest range. 

Essentially, the loss of income associated with the loss (generally to 

death) of some older, higher-pledging members is not being replaced by 

remaining or new members. Remember that pledges may be made by 

couples or families, not necessarily by individuals. 

 

Notice that there are no disproportionately high giving units (e.g., pledges 

far higher than these general ranges—such as $50,000 or more).  Even if 

there were members who could give at such levels, it would be wrong and 

unhealthy for the congregation to depend on a few such individuals to 

maintain the budgetary health of the church. 

 

Even if those who continue to pledge increase their pledges, can we 

expect for them to make up for all the pledges lost because members 

have died, stopped coming or moved, or chosen not to pledge any more? 

Can we increase new membership enough to improve church income? 
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The bar graph on this slide shows that BAPC has no appreciable 

source of income beyond that from pledges (shown by the green 

portion of the bars).  From 2014 to 2018, pledge income for any given 

year (not counting that received for prior year pledges) has been 

averaging almost 97% of total income.   

 

Considering income options, the endowment fund (not reflected on 

this graph) is not supposed to be used for operating expenses, and 

good business practices call for avoiding the use of operating 

reserves for regular budgetary expenses (particularly when reserves 

are as low as ours currently are—equaling roughly 10% of our total 

budget rather than a healthier 25% to 50%). Operating reserves 

should be maintained for emergencies, i.e., as a “rainy day” fund.  

 

Arguably, the church could pursue additional revenues, for example, 

by increasing charges for use of the facilities, but such a decision 

would alter our traditional outreach/benevolence posture with respect 

to the local community. 
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In this “stacked” bar chart, BAPC’s total annual expenses are illustrated. 

Each of the major expenditure categories in the budget is a different color 

in each annual expenditure bar. Staff expenses (orange) are the largest. 

The green line across the top represents total income; it becomes broken, 

then dotted as it shifts from actual to approved to projected figures. 
 

Even with minimal changes in staff expenses, e.g., adding only cost-of-

living increases to current expenses (either continuing our current 

covenant pastor at ¾-time or with a full-time AP at the presbytery 

minimum), our projected income will not be enough to meet projected 

expenses in 2021. In that year, we assume that the capital campaign will 

have ended and loan payments (black) will begin for the remainder of the 

construction debt. Those payments are estimated to be between $15,000 

and $20,000 depending upon the balance at the end of the campaign and 

interest rates. The figure used here is $18,000 (Nora’s best estimate). 
 

This graph assumes no significant changes in income or other expenses, 

most notably property (light blue). If we are fortunate, property 

maintenance expenses might decrease as a result of some of the capital 

improvements we’re now completing. Consider that our current economy 

is in one of the longest periods of expansion in U.S. history. What is the 

likelihood of a recession in the next three years? What would a recession 

mean for our projected income? Remember that projections & trends 

indicate possible futures. We have the ability to shape our future.  
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This graph displays only the staff expenses from the budgets approved 

for 2014 through 2017, proposed for 2018, and projected for 2019 

through 2021.  In the prior slide, these were the orange portions of the bar 

graphs. 

 

These projections (2019-2021) are slightly lower than those used on the 

prior slide because we wanted to show only the presbytery minimum here 

with a 2% cost-of-living increase each year.  The next slide will provide 

some budget variations depending upon several staffing options. 

 

The largest component of “Other” is the payment to the Board of 

Pensions.  By itself, it would be the second largest expense after that for 

the senior pastor—budgeted at $77,318 for this year (2018).  Payments to 

the Board increase as compensation to staff increases, so an increase in 

compensation for an Associate (or covenant) Pastor would also increase 

the “Other” Staff Expenses. 

 

Janet and Steve did not receive compensation increases in 2018. 
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Nora Narum prepared the information on this slide for session to use in 
planning for the 2019 budget, and she explained the contents at the 
congregational meeting. These options address only part of the overall 
BAPC budget. Additional funding needs may appear during the regular 
budget process for 2019. Board of Pensions costs for 2019 benefits have 
not yet been set; 2018 costs were used in estimates for the options. 
 
Starting from the current 2018 budget of $493,790, this slide describes 
four progressively more expensive options for 2019 that relate primarily 
to compensation for staff. The first option, which assumes continuation of 
current staffing, provides for a budgetary package (red text) that is the 
baseline for all the other options. It would include a 3% salary increase 
for full-time staff (not the ¾ covenant pastor) & restoration of cuts in the 
2018 budget; Option 1 requires a total increase from 2018 of $10,816. 
Option 2 assumes current staffing and includes the budget package plus 
a 3% raise for the covenant pastor—requiring a total budget increase of 
$12,808. Option 3 replaces the covenant pastor with a full-time associate 
at the Presbytery minimum effective salary and offers this individual and 
the other full-time staff the previously described budget package; this 
option would require a budget increase of $15,347. Lastly, Option 4 
includes a full-time associate at an effective salary of $50,000 and offers 
all full-time staff the budget package—total increase required = $21,647. 
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This slide summarizes the budgetary picture with which we 
are concerned.   
 
Unless BAPC can obtain more income, whether from new or 
increased pledges or sources other than pledges, our 
current trends indicate that we cannot afford any real 
increase in current staff expenses over the next three years 
and possibly beyond. 
 
If this is our reality—an issue that is still debatable—then, at 
most, BAPC can afford to call either a full-time associate 
pastor at the presbytery minimum or a part-time associate 
pastor at a rate that will result in a cost comparable to the 
presbytery minimum. The APNC would have to refocus its 
call to find someone less experienced—probably just out of 
seminary—who would best be able to minister in the areas 
BAPC prioritizes. 
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At this point in the APNC’s presentation, a feedback form 

was distributed to the attending members at the meeting.  

The form is intended to allow members to provide the APNC 

with non-binding input about the issues this presentation has 

put before them. 

 

Additional copies of the form are available at the church. 
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Keeping to the theme of the Stewardship Campaign, the 

next two months are a time for contemplation in which we 

need to discern God’s intended path for BAPC.  Our 

pledging decisions will have a direct effect on our staffing 

options and the direction that the APNC should take. 

 

The trends and projections we have described do not have 

to be our future; however, if our decisions and actions do not 

change appreciably, then a different and more preferable 

future is less likely. 

 

The APNC still intends to request another congregational 

meeting near the end of the Stewardship Campaign.  As 

members consider God’s intended path for BAPC, 

contemplate what your pledging means to the APNC in its 

pastoral search. 
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This slide and the one that follows were not part of the 

APNC’s core presentation but were included in case 

members had any questions about membership or 

attendance at worship services. There was a question about 

membership but not attendance. 

 

Please note that the Y-axis of this slide does not start at 

zero.  Total membership declined by 32 between the end of 

2013 and the end of 2017, despite the addition of 24 

confirmands over the same period.  The net loss of 32 

members is roughly equal to the decline of 36 pledging units 

(see Slide 10). 

 

Obviously, confirmands, even if they pledge, would not be 

expected to contribute appreciably to our annual pledge 

income. 
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This slide presents two different ways of looking at the same 

annual attendance numbers for worship—one starting at the 

beginning of the educational year in September (blue) and 

the other following the calendar year (red).  Worship 

attendance may be our best measure of member 

engagement and willingness to pledge.  Whichever way we 

choose to look at worship attendance, the numbers are 

declining. 

 

These figures are not reported in the annual reports.  Ushers 

count attendance at services and report them to the 

registrars who record them, but the totals are calculated on 

an irregular basis, generally for reference by the Worship 

Ministry.  Therefore, the APNC does not have access to as 

many years of information regarding attendance as we do 

for the budget. 
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