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Personnel Committee 
Report to Synod Council 

May 31, 2018 

The Synod Personnel Committee is once again up and functioning.  The current 
members are: Lyle Bardele, Pr. Karen Boda, Mike Franklin, Judy Shealy Hays, Pr. Barb 
Koch, and Lloyd Marquardt. 

We started, reviewing existing policies – you will see the modified for your approval, 
Suggested Personnel Policy for Congregations (“Suggested” changed to “Model”), 
provided separately. Other policies will be reviewed in a timely manner and presented 
for your approval. 

As important as that work is, a large part of our most recent meeting was dedicated to 
discussing staffing issues.  As I am sure all of you know, the CWA decisions in 2008 
regarding same-sex marriage and the recession starting in 2009 severely hampered the 
operation of the Synod.  Much of the Synod budget is hard-wired.  It goes to support 
missions both at the national level as well as around the Synod.  It goes to pay for 
facilities and the other expenses of operating an office.  One (1) of the very few places 
cuts could be made was the staff line item. 

Staffing took a hit two (2) ways.  There were general across the board salary cuts and 
there was a cutback in staffing (full-time equivalents or FTEs). 

Over the next several years, starting with a Synod Council appointed Compensation 
Task Force report in 2012 and continuing to the present, tremendous strides have been 
made in restoring salaries to nearly what they would have been had those two (2) 
events in 2008 and 2009 not occurred.  A copy of that task force report is appended to 
the end of this report.  It is written much more elegantly than what I could do and I will 
not repeat any more of the contents than I already have. 

Recently, and presented at our last Personnel Committee meeting, Deacon Michelle 
Angalet performed a second review of staffing issues facing the Synod.  She very 
elegantly laid out the issues of the staff FTE cuts that were made and how that is 
affecting ministry today in many ways, namely congregations requiring staff time for a 
myriad of reasons, candidacy, Synod office communication to the members of the 
Synod, a large ELCA that is unable to make changes quickly as changes occur at the 
local level and subsequently more has to be done at the local level to compensate (think 
large ocean liner trying to change directions).  Read her report, also appended at the 
end. 

One other item appended at the end are comments from one of the DEMs, Wayne Fell.  
He doubles down on many of the issues Michelle raised.  He also looks at one, at least 
partial, solution.  The large amount of travel time required to cover a Synod our size is a 
“killer.”  When the Bishop estimates ten (10) hours per week per person traveling, that is 
obviously too much for folks already putting in at least forty (40) hours per week, often 
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much, much more without the travel.  Wayne raises the possibility of having deployed 
staff.  That is a potential model but means each hired staff person has to have a 
multitude (read all) skill sets and would be the single person for a given area.  We 
already operate a lot in that manner, but we also have experts in certain areas that not 
all could manage as well.  That is a thought to contemplate when a new Bishop is 
elected and as vacancies inevitably occur. 

We are now down over three (3) FTEs from the high mark of almost 13 FTEs before 
reductions began in 2008.  In the meantime, we have elected a Bishop that much to the 
satisfaction of the Synod, has seen the utility of a Synod staff that is seen and known in 
the congregations, not spending a high portion of their time in their office in Atlanta.  
This style has received much acclaim but it has come at a price, especially in this time 
of diminishing resources. 

Looking forward, to the election of a new Bishop in 2019, the Personnel Committee 
strongly endorses all efforts that can be made to increase staff FTEs and is willing to 
work with the Synod Council, the Mutual Ministry Committee and the Bishop to best 
determine exactly what staffing needs are needed first, second, etc.  However, it 
appears obvious from Michelle’s report that the largest areas of need are candidacy and 
congregation contact. 

 

Submitted by 

Mike Franklin - Chair 
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Confidential Report - Synod Staffing Concerns 

Deacon Michelle Angalet, Assistant to the Bishop 

ELCA Southeastern Synod  

April 11, 2018 

Background 

      As the Personnel Committee prepares to gather for a meeting later this week, I give thanks for the 

work to which you have committed yourselves on behalf of the Southeastern Synod and the people who 

serve as its synod staff.  Like most of the work done on behalf of who we are as a synod of the 

Evangelical Lutheran Church in America, you do what this committee has been tasked to do as 

volunteers who manage many other responsibilities and you do so with very limited financial resources 

to support your efforts.  Like my synod staff colleagues, I appreciate you and what you do on our behalf. 

      One of the ways that the Personnel Committee has advocated on behalf of synod staff most 

recently is to call for restoration of salaries for synod staff following deep cuts to compensation 

following the 2009 ELCA Churchwide Assembly decisions.  While this has taken some time, progress has 

been made in recent years for which I am personally grateful. 

      However, as one of the eleven people (bishop, three full-time assistants to the bishop, a full-time 

DEM and a half-time DEM – both of whom are paid by the churchwide organization – three full-time 

administrative support staff, a half-time administrative dean of the Lutheran Theological Center in 

Atlanta paid for by the churchwide organization, and a fiscal advisor who receives a stipend) who 

comprise the synod staff and who are compensated for the work that they do as part of their calls to 

service, and as one who has been called to tend to administrative matters on behalf of the synod, I write 

this repot because I am compelled to speak about what I see as a significant concern for the future of 

the Southeastern Synod.  As you know, this synod is understaffed for the work that its staff has been 

called to do.  This committee has given public voice to that in the recent past. 

      In the last 12-18 months, it has become increasingly apparent to me that the current level of 

staffing to accomplish what the bishop and office of the bishop are responsible for is unsustainable.  As 

we stand just a little over a year away from calling a new bishop, I believe part of my call is to name this 

reality and be sure that it is included in conversations about the current and future needs of the 

Southeastern Synod. 

      As you are likely aware, between 2009 and 2012 a full-time administrative support staff position 

had to be cut as did one full-time and one half-time assistant to the bishop (A2B).  This included an A2B 

position which was dedicated to the synod’s candidacy wok.  This was in addition to salary cuts that had 

to be made after mission support giving declined dramatically following the 2008 recession and the 2009 

Churchwide Assembly decisions.  

Current Concerns 

      Today, a number of new realities exist that continue to stress the capacity of the already 

understaffed office of the bishop.  I believe that they are vitally important to address on behalf of the 
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future of the Southeastern Synod.  Without some change in resource allocation, they cannot be 

adequately addressed by the current staffing level and configuration:  

1) Congregations are in need of more synod staff time and direct support for many reasons: 

a) The number of retirements are increasing and will continue to do so for the next several 

years;  

b) Congregational membership/participation is declining which is not an inherently 

negative reality in and of itself; but it has usually meant that congregational budgets are 

simultaneously shrinking and congregation leaders (rostered and lay) do not know how 

to respond and increasingly call on the synod staff for guidance; 

c) Shrinking financial resources mean that many congregations are beginning to think 

about moving to part-time pastorates which is, again, not inherently bad but which 

require more time and attention from synod staff to assist with this discernment; 

d) We have fewer interim pastors available to serve our congregations which means we 

spend more time helping them manage their periods of transition and more time trying 

to find interim pastors to serve; 

e) Our smaller congregations that have scarcer resources often request an increasing 

amount of staff time to deal with conflicts that result as members disagree about how 

to move forward; synod staff can (and often do) help congregations look at options for 

holy closure but this can be time and relationship-intensive work to honor the life of the 

congregation and the commitment of those who must make difficult decisions; 

f) All of our congregations are, to some degree or another, trying to make appropriate 

shifts in what it means to be a mainline congregation today.  The answers that used to 

address difficult questions about congregational health and vitality are in most cases, no 

longer applicable.  Some congregations are better equipped than others to wrestle with 

those questions.  Many congregations aren’t interested in wrestling with the questions 

at all.  As staff, we do not come with easy answers to address congregational issues 

because there are not easy answers to address today’s congregational issues.  What we 

can suggest is a process for evaluating mission and ministry and for making decisions 

about how to discern what the Holy Spirit might be up to through them in their unique 

community contexts. 

g) For 157 congregations and new starts plus campus ministries spread over four states, 

four and a half staff (3 A2Bs and 1 full-time DEM and 1 part-time DEM) who have 

additional responsibilities other than just ministry support, and who spend a significant 

amount of time traveling (Bishop Gordy recently estimated that three of our staff spend 

an average of 10 hours per week driving, though more than three of us travel as part of 

our regular responsibilities), is simply not sufficient to meet the needs of our 

congregations and ministries today.   

 

2) Significant changes in Candidacy in the ELCA means more is expected from synod staff: 

a) We used to have one A2B dedicated to candidacy, in addition to staff support Jeanette 

Burgess.  When staff positions were cut in 2009, we lost our dedicated A2B for 

candidacy.   

b) Since 2009, there has been significant change in the candidacy process as well as who 

our candidates are.  It used to be that the “traditional” candidate (young college 
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graduate entering four-year ELCA seminary experience not long after college 

graduation) was the norm.  In this case, timing of movement along the candidacy 

process was known and predictable.  Today this “traditional” candidate is the exception.  

Most of our approximately 70 candidates today are either individuals embarking on a 

second career, those coming as “ordained in another tradition,” or people coming with 

MDiv degrees from non-ELCA seminaries.  With this number of candidates, the 

Southeastern Synod is actually a net producer of candidates in the ELCA.  In addition, 

theological education is undergoing rapid and significant change and our ELCA 

seminaries are responding with different education models which means our ELCA 

seminary candidates have different candidacy paths to track and to support.  While the 

Candidacy Committee shares in responsibility for this work, the need for dedicated 

synodical level candidacy staff to manage and coordinate this increasingly complex and 

resource-intensive work is needed now more than any time in the recent past as all of 

our candidates have, in essence, their own Candidate Accompaniment Plan (CAP) that 

synod staffs and committees are responsible for guiding our candidates along. 

c) Specifically, the Southeastern Synod responded to some very specific needs that we had 

in this synod four years ago by creating what is now referred to as the Lutheran 

Formation Experience (LFE).  It was originally called the Atlanta Lutheran Formation 

Experiment (ALFE).  We worked with Lutheran Theological Southern Seminary (LTSS) 

and the ELCA Churchwide organization to create a way for nine of our candidates who 

had done their seminary coursework at non ELCA seminaries to complete their 

candidacy requirements without doing what was then required as a Lutheran year in 

residency at an ELCA seminary.  We worked with the candidates to help them get 

required courses without leaving Atlanta, found them congregations that could provide 

internship experiences, and provided for some Lutheran formation for them as a cohort 

of students in addition to the courses and the internship experiences.  The coordination 

of this fell primarily to me as an Assistant to the Bishop.  Today, the LFE model has been 

adopted for use by any synod in the ELCA Candidacy Manual given the flexibility it 

provides in assisting synods to meet the needs of its candidates as well as the leadership 

needs of the church.  It will, in this synod, be a significant part of candidacy going 

forward and requires more time than what can currently be given to manage it 

efficiently for our candidates and congregations. 

d) Additionally, these rapid and significant changes require a systematic overhaul of how 

we manage candidacy in this synod.  We will be best served by staff who are open to 

change and who are willing to proactively initiate systematic and process changes that 

will support the work that needs to be accomplished.   

 

3) Need for frequent and targeted communication with all constituents is critical and cannot 

be adequately addressed with current staff: 

a) Quite simply, this synod needs a dedicated staff person for communications.  We need 

additional staff who can work closely with the bishop and the assistants to communicate 

with our congregations and our rostered ministers.  We need to be able to do regular 

Enews communications and social media posts and interactions that tell stories about 
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the work that is going on across this synod and to tell stories about the work that we do 

as one of 65 synods and as 157 congregations out of some 9000 across the ELCA.   

b) We hear often that folks in our congregations don’t know what’s going on across this 

church that they are a part of.  We hear that they don’t know what a synod is and who 

the ELCA is.  While this challenge is not unique to our synod and is made more difficult 

by rostered ministers who don’t honor their ordination and consecration vows to lift up 

the work of this church seriously, synods have worked successfully at countering this 

challenge by committing resources to communications. 

c) As mission support continues to be flat, the Synod Council and staff have given voice to 

the need for increased communication to tell the story of what we do as church and 

how we do it together through mission support.  It has also given voice to a need to 

have dedicated resources at the staff level to incorporate targeted capital campaigns as 

a source of revenue for ongoing funding of synodical work. 

 

4) Our churchwide organization has been slow to provide helpful resources for synods to 

support congregations and slow to configure itself to be responsive to the needs of this 

church. 

a) Through conversation with other bishop’s staffs across this church, we have learned that 

many synods have assumed that helpful change won’t come quickly enough to assist 

synod staffs and congregation so they have positioned themselves to make decisions 

based on their own needs and experience and staff accordingly.  Of course, mission 

support impacts and drives these decisions.  

b) Of particular concern in this synod because of the large portfolio of new starts and 

redevelopments is the role of the Directors of Evangelical Mission and the expectations 

placed upon these positions.  Despite feedback from bishops and synod staffs, and 

DEMs themselves, these positions, as well as most of the senior level positions within 

the Domestic Mission Unit of the ELCA, are often “rebranded” with a new  name and a 

new organizational structure, but real change in how things are done and how decisions 

are made doesn’t happen.   

c) Given the increasing number of retirements that are happening now and that we 

anticipate will continue to happen, and given the number of congregations that are in 

the call process (currently 23), a number that we also believe will continue to be 

constant, and the general challenges all of our congregations are experiencing as church 

today, we must begin to consider alternative ways for make the necessary resources 

available to support our congregations.  

        To be sure, the current synod staff are tireless in their work and go above and beyond for 

our congregations, rostered ministers and the ministry that we have been called to together.  

We experience relationships between our congregations and rostered ministers and the bishop 

and his staff to be, on the whole, positive and mutually respectful.  We believe that the synod 

staff are seen by most as trustworthy and as having the best interests of our congregations at 

the heart of what we do.   

        We have also made significant strides in achieving some long sought-after goals.  For 

example, in the last two years we have raised over $600,000 in gifts and pledges for the new 
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synod office.  We’ve done this by working closely with lay leaders of the Living Lutheran Legacy 

Campaign, but without any additional staffing.  We recently launched a new website and 

database, something we as staff were committing to make happen before the next bishop takes 

office.  We also continue to make progress in our ability to work remotely as staff, relying more 

on technology to keep us connected and able to accomplish our work while minimizing 

commute time and increasing productivity. 

        However, we could use more time and resources to continue our office fundraising.  I 

remain convinced that we have not tapped our potential, but we cannot do anymore than what 

we are currently doing to move the needle on this without additional time in our day to day 

ministry to do it. 

        While we have launched our new website and database, it took two of us six months of on-

again/off-again effort (as time and other responsibilities allowed) to finally be able to launch the 

website.  In addition, we have been paying one of our office volunteers who is familiar with our 

old database to get the new database current so the website could be launched.  Because the 

new website is tied to our database, much of the content is data-driven which will mean more 

efficiencies in communicating and record-keeping in the future.  But we were ultimately not 

able to accomplish this in a timely way without paying for additional help to do so.  Our new 

communications platform also includes a new emailer system (replacing Constant Contact) and 

a new event registration system (also replacing Constant Contact).  While we are using the new 

event registration platform for our Synod Assembly registration, we have not yet had time to 

invest in preparing the emailer for use.    

        While I can only speak for myself, I sense from conversations with other staff a growing 

concern that we they, like me, are less able to do the things we are called to do well because 

there is simply too much to be managed.  Such a pace is not sustainable for any length of time. 

Combined with likely retirements of some staff after a bishop’s transition, I am concerned that 

without some strategic investment of additional resources, or strategic decisions about what we 

can continue to do and not do, that our ability to be what our congregations need us to be will 

be further diminished than it is already is.   

Conclusion 

        I realize that there are no easy or ready solutions to these concerns.  I also realize that this 

is not something that the Personnel Committee can address as a committee.  However, I believe 

that this committee needs to be aware of the complexity of concerns that the staff are dealing 

with as well as the critical threshold at which the staff stand in terms of their ability to 

adequately address the needs that this synod has and will have into the future.  Your prayers are 

most appreciated as is your thoughtful consideration of the role that you as the Personnel 

Committee might play in ensuring that this conversation is continued in a way that serves the 

long-term needs of our congregations and those it serves as the ELCA Southeastern Synod.   
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