
St. Peter’s Episcopal Church 
Charlotte, North Carolina 
Vestry Minutes 
April 17, 2012 
 
Quorum:  The vestry of St. Peter’s met on Tuesday, April 17, 2012, with the following members present: John 
Arrowood, William Bellamy, Steve Bentley, Ellison Clary, Harris Holt, John Hurst, John Knip, Maria Long, Judy 
McLeod, Kathleen Mundle and Cindy White; newly elected vestry members Mark Boyd, Sam Gardner and Amy King, 
and Timothy Raasch, Interim Rector. 
 
Opening Prayer:  The meeting began with compline led by Judy McLeod. 
 
Minutes: The minutes for the March 20, 2012 meeting were approved with one typographical correction. 
 
Reports of Officers: 
 
Treasurer:  Contributions and income were slightly below the budget with $200,416 total; this is approximately $500 
less than budget.  Pledge and plate offerings were short by $5,662 in March.  However, miscellaneous income has 
exceded budget to date by $7,245, thus offsetting the shortfall from contributions.  Expenses were in line with budget for 
March, and the parish maintenance budget, music department and church program budgets were under budget for March.  
 
The Capital Campaign received $16,046.01 in pledge payments in March, and 82.6 percent of the pledges have been 
paid.   The current note balance was $298,000.  At the end of 2010, 332 pledges to the Capital Campaign had been 
received.  Since then, 12 pledges have been withdrawn, 159 pledges have been paid in full and 161 have some portion 
outstanding.   
 
The treasurer’s report was accepted and approved.   
 
 
 
 
Senior Warden: 



 
E-mail Voting:  A subcommittee of the vestry made up of William Bellamy, Cindy White and Maria Long met and 
presented a proposal to the vestry about when e-mail voting should be used to make decisions.  After discussion, it was 
agreed that the vestry would defer decision on this proposal.  However, an accurate list of the e-mail addresses of all 
vestry members will be put together to be easily accessed so that at all members, and incoming members, are included on 
e-mails involving vestry business.   
 
Capital Campaign Letter – Kathleen circulated a draft of a letter from Bill Williamson, Chairman of the Capital 
Campaign, that would be sent to people who have not completed the capital campaign pledges.  The letter will be sent 
from Bill, Kathleen as Senior Warden, and Tim, Interim Rector.  Vestry members made suggestions, and Kathleen will 
incorporate those changes, circulate the edited letter to the vestry and then have it mailed to those with outstanding 
pledges.   
 
Junior Warden:   
 
Since Bill Krewson was unable to attend, John Knip presented the Junior Warden’s report on Bill’s behalf.   
 
 John reported that the HVAC engineers have completed a study of the A. Anthony space on the third floor.  We will 
need to insulate the main trunk and change the airflow.  
 
The lease with La-Tea-Da’s is signed. 
 
A quote has been received for the cost of wireless speakers in the nursery.   
 
Interim Rector:   
 
Fr. Raasch reported that he had received good feedback for the programs in Lent, and there was good attendance at the 
Holy Week services.  He also reported that Father Charles Foss did an incredible job with the Good Friday service.   
 
After discussion with the vestry, it was agreed that a link to the Diocesan Resolution concerning Amendment 1 would be 
included in the weekly e-mail from Mary Ann.   
 



 
Search Committee: 
 
Steve Bentley reported on behalf of the Search Committee that the committee has received all of the candidates’ 
information.  The committee has reviewed the Office of Transition Ministry profiles, cover letters and resumes of the 
candidates.  Through Skype interviews, the committee has narrowed the group and from that group, will invite candidates 
to visit here during May and early June.  From that group, the committee will decide on the final candidates, and Search 
Committee members will visit those candidates in the home parishes.  By early July the committee hopes to make a 
recommendation to the vestry, and if all goes well, we would have a rector in place by mid-September. 
 
The vestry then went into executive session to be updated on a pastoral matter.   
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Maria Long, Secretary 
 
  



Attachment A -  Report from Judy McLeod 

 

Vestry members and Fr. Tim: 

�I apologize that I was unable to provide this information two weeks before the next Vestry 
meeting.  I did some investigation and am providing the results to you here.  I initially contacted 
Ed Embree, Chancellor for the Diocese, with this question: What is the Episcopal Church 
(Diocesan and national) policy regarding a church donating money to a 501(c)3 organization when 
that organization is known to support lobbying for special interests?   I received an out of office 
response – he would return on March 5.  I forwarded my message to the assistant chancellor, 
Martin Brinkley.  His response is as follows: 

I am not aware of any Diocesan or national church policy on this.  As you probably know, 
501(c)(3) organizations are extremely limited in the types of lobbying activities they are 
permitted to engage in, so if this organization is a legitimate 501(c)(3) I doubt its lobbying 
work is that substantial.  You may want to ensure that they have a current exemption letter 
to prove that they in fact have 501(c)(3) status.��If they are legitimate, I know of nothing 
that would prohibit the parish Vestry from making a contribution. 

  

Then, on March 5, Ed Embree responded to my question. He said that he did not know the answer 
off the top of his head but that he saw an email discussion among other chancellors on this topic 
and he would send that.  He provided a thread from an email discussion that included a mention of 
concern about churches lobbying for legislation and how that would impact the tax free status of a 



church.  He included a link to Chapter Nine of the Nonprofit Lobbying Guide, which I include 
below.    Churches do not fall under this lobbying law. 

 I’m pretty sure you don’t want a law school essay type analysis of this law, since it doesn’t apply 
to us but rather to an organization to which we may consider providing funding.  There is 
discussion in this document that refers to private foundations that (like churches) may not elect to 
come under the law, and the fact that some foundations may be concerned about making grants to 
nonprofits that adopt programs of lobbying, whether or not they come under the lobbying law.  A 
foundation may make a grant to support a specific project that includes lobbying as long as the 
grant is less than the amount budgeted for the non-lobbying parts of the project.    That being 
said,within the document churches are mentioned separately from foundations and are not 
specifically included in this statement.    Also, the document does not define “grant.” 

I’m attaching the email thread that Ed Embree sent, in case you want more details.  The link to the 
chapter from the Nonprofit Lobbying Guide is included.  The top message is to me from Ed 
Embree. (I missed copying the headings on the email to me) 

  

Judy McLeod 

  

‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

    This email chain occurred among diocesan chancellors and might provide some help and a resource. 
         
 



 

    From: Chancellors Network [mailto:CHANCELLORS@LIST.CPG.ORG] On Behalf Of Tim Mack�Sent: 
Tuesday, January 31, 2012 11:38 AM�To: CHANCELLORS@LIST.CPG.ORG�Subject: Re: [chancellors] 
lobbying 

Jim – I have found that The Nonprofit Lobbying Guide, found on the Independent Sector’s website is a 
good resource on these issues.  Below is a link to Chapter Nine: The 1976 Lobby Law and 1990 IRS 
Regulations: An Overview: 
  
http://www.independentsector.org/uploads/Policy_PDFs/Nonprofit_Lobbying_guide/chapter9.pdf 
  
This is a good overview of the extent to which a non‐profit can lobby without jeopardizing their tax‐
exempt status.  While I am not an expert in this area, I think a good case can be made that this would 
be an instance of “self‐defense” lobbying to which the spending limits would not even apply. 
  
Good luck. 
  
Tim 
  
  
Tim Mack 
Mack Matheson & Marchesoni PLLC 
4925 Greenville Avenue, Suite 880 
Dallas, TX 75206 



  
Telephone:     214 378 6400 
Direct:               214 378 6404 
Fax:                      214 378 6406 
Email:                 tmack@mackmatheson.com 
Web:                    www.mackmatheson.com 
  
  
From: Chancellors Network [mailto:CHANCELLORS@LIST.CPG.ORG] On Behalf Of Jim Elliott�Sent: 
Tuesday, January 31, 2012 10:17 AM�To: CHANCELLORS@LIST.CPG.ORG�Subject: Re: [chancellors] 
lobbying 
  
Kathleen: 
  
It’s a state bill.  It’s actually an attempt to revise the existing Georgia church property statute.  A copy is 
attached. 
  
Jim 
  
James L. Elliott 
Elliott, Blackburn & Gooding, PC 
3016 N. Patterson St. 
Valdosta, GA  31602 
(229) 242‐3333 
(229) 242‐0696 (fax) 



  
From: Chancellors Network [mailto:CHANCELLORS@LIST.CPG.ORG] On Behalf Of Kathleen Wells�Sent: 
Tuesday, January 31, 2012 10:38 AM�To: CHANCELLORS@LIST.CPG.ORG�Subject: Re: [chancellors] 
lobbying 
  
Jim, is this a state bill or a federal bill?  Could you give more information, maybe send a copy of the 
bill?  Thanks. 
  
Kathleen Wells 
Fort Worth 

 
From: Chancellors Network [CHANCELLORS@LIST.CPG.ORG] on behalf of Jim Elliott 
[jelliott@ebbglaw.com]�Sent: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 9:23 AM�To: 
CHANCELLORS@LIST.CPG.ORG�Subject: Re: [chancellors] lobbying 

The Dioceses of Georgia and Atlanta have joined together with the South Georgia and North Georgia 
Conferences of the United Methodist Church in hiring a lobbyist to combat a proposed bill which would 
essentially eliminate a neutral principles of law analysis in church property disputes.  Putting aside the 
fact that the bill is patently unconstitutional, it attempts to make an end run around GA Supreme Court 
decisions which look to a church’s governing documents in analyzing church property cases.  It would 
also require compliance with the state express trust statute for any church property to be held in trust 
and would effectively eliminate implied trusts for church property. 
  
In our situation, we have the government attempting to regulate how churches govern themselves in 
respect to the use of church property.  Needless to say, we aren’t going to remain mute on this. 
  



Jim 
  
James L. Elliott 
Elliott, Blackburn & Gooding, PC 
3016 N. Patterson St. 
Valdosta, GA  31602 
(229) 242‐3333 
(229) 242‐0696 (fax) 
  
From: Chancellors Network [mailto:CHANCELLORS@LIST.CPG.ORG] On Behalf Of James D. Salter�Sent: 
Tuesday, January 31, 2012 9:55 AM�To: CHANCELLORS@LIST.CPG.ORG�Subject: Re: [chancellors] 
lobbying 
  
Irrespective of my position on the matter, which I will keep to myself, a real danger is such an action as 
funding lobbying could impact the tax free status of a church or your diocese. With all the clamor that churchs 
should not enjoy the tax status they do, why give ammunition to those who will use it against you if given a 
chance. 
  
. 
  
James D. Salter 
Salter Feiber, P.A. 
3940 N.W. 16th Boulevard, Building B 
P.O. Box 357399 
Gainesville, FL 32635-7399 
Phone:  (352)376-8201 
Fax:  (352)376-7996 



e-mail jamess@salterlaw.net 
  
NOTICE TO RECIPIENT: This e-mail message is intended only for the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential 
information and/or attachments that are legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, any review, use, dissemination, distribution or 
copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify us immediately by return e-mail or by 
telephone and delete this message. Please note that if this e-mail contains a forwarded message, an attachment, or is in reply to a prior 
message, some or all of the contents of this message may not have been produced by Salter, Feiber, Murphy, Hutson & Menet, P.A.�fax: 
(352) 376-0648 
  
If this message contains tax advice, to ensure compliance with Treasury Regulations (31 CFR Part 10, §10.35), we inform you that the tax 
advice contained in this correspondence was not intended or written by us to be used, and cannot be used by you or anyone else, for the 
purpose of avoiding penalties imposed by the Internal Revenue Code. If you desire a formal opinion on a particular tax matter for the purpose 
of avoiding the imposition of any penalties, we will discuss the further Treasury requirements that must be met and whether it is possible to 
meet those requirements under the circumstances, as well as the anticipated time and additional fees involved. 
  

 
From: Chancellors Network [mailto:CHANCELLORS@LIST.CPG.ORG] On Behalf Of Steven Sanford�Sent: 
Tuesday, January 31, 2012 9:52 AM�To: CHANCELLORS@LIST.CPG.ORG�Subject: [chancellors] lobbying 
  
A bill has been introduced in the South Dakota legislature to eliminate all statutes of limitation in minor 
sexual abuse cases.  Our Diocese has been approached by the Lutherans and other denominations to 
use and pay a lobbyist to oppose the bill.  I am very reluctant to allow that.  Do we have a policy on 
this?  Or has any of you faced this before and if so, how have you handled it?  Thanks much. 
  
Steven W. Sanford 
Cadwell Sanford Deibert & Garry LLP 
200 E. 10th Street, Suite 200 
P.O. Box 2498 
Sioux Falls, SD 57101 
Phone (605) 336-0828 



Fax (605) 336-6036 
  
 


