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TEMPLE BETH ABRAHAM BOARD OF TRUSTEES MEETING

Special Meeting - Minutes
Sunday, November 23, 2014

Attendees: Gayle Aaron, Herb Baer, Alan Berkson, Rabbi David Holtz,
Karen Filler, Allison Fine, Steve Gosset, Jen Greenspoon, Julie Gur, Liza
Karsten, Phyllis Leary, Kimberly Marcus, Glen Markowitz, Rick Misrok,
Marla Peers, Mark Polisar, Jen Povman, Loren Ratner, Mel Savitch,
Meredith Siegel, Stuart Skolnick, Mike Sonkin, Mark Stein, Risa Swersey,
Jamie Wilson

Meeting commenced at 3:08PM.

Meeting opened with Herb’s explanation for this special meeting. Time
allotted for the special presentation of dues-to-donations at last meeting
was insufficient, so this meeting was called for the board to get
clarification, ask questions, and have time to appropriately deliberate.

This meeting is dedicated solely to continuing the discussion of the
Minutes from November meeting and this meeting will be presented for
approval at the December meeting. We will not vote on this item until the
December meeting and we will vote by ballot to ensure that no one will be
swayed by the mechanics of openly voted. If approved, we would hold a
special congregational meeting to vote on the proposal. Allison suggested
that if the vote is tight, then we should think strongly about whether we
have enough confidence in this to put it to the congregation.

Questions and thoughts were added to a GoogleDoc to give us some
framework to start a discussion. There were 30 questions and comments.



This is not a public hearing, and the task force began to address some
concerns.

Allison thanks the task force and Gayle and Liza. A fact sheet (an
addendum to the minutes) was passed around containing data to show us
where synagogues are, at the national and local levels. All membership
organizations are struggling now, a trend that began around 10 years ago
(accelerated by, not caused by the recession). Although membership has
remained relatively stable, many memberships were negotiated and many
are not paying full dues at this time.

Alan walked us through the questions with hope that we change our
language in how we speak about dues, including the language of dues-to-
donations. Accent is on people contributing and supporting and feeling
part of a community.

Questions fall into two categories, one strictly financial (including how the
capital campaign fits in) and the other is what does it mean to be a
member. Going from transactional- to relationship-based model. They
don’t have answers for everything.

What is the sustaining amount?: If we plan to begin to solicit in March,
amount will be determined in February but not proposed until April.
Financial assumptions will be made based on the prior years. Though they
have not determined the sustaining amount, it will probably be a bit higher
than what our dues currently are. The amount they are looking at as
sustainable is higher than the current dues amount.

Our budgetary analysis is going to begin with the assumption that people
will be giving what they have, that people pay will be whatever they are
comfortable with and hope that they will continue to give what they have
been giving already. Members will self-select what they wish to pay and
the committee is making an assumption that they will choose to pay in “the
category” that they had previously paid.

The sustaining number is not a “transparent” number because it is not the
amount that every single person would need to pay to sustain the current
levels of service. Rabbi noted that we should consider the use of this



phrase as is currently recognized and perhaps use a different, more honest
phrase.

General concern that people won’t feel so comfortable about not paying
the “sustainable” amount.

How can capital campaign and this fit together? Gayle — these are two
separate items but they go hand-in-hand with where the synagogue is
going. It’s all about having a conversation about your commitment to the
temple. Conversation about long-term commitment over the course of five
years; second part may be part of your annual commitment to open
conversation. A third may be about long-term giving. This can be done in
three-year rotations, as was described by Bob at the November meeting.
Congregants would be trained to speak with other families.

The importance of what is conveyed is important but HOW it is conveyed is
paramount. We need to be sensitive and there is much conversation about
congregants being in touch with members about their giving. There should
be no guilt assigned. Several were concerned that calls from congregants
would be made to members who were not paying the “sustainable”
amount. Rabbi said that if we don’t make the calls to families this is
doomed to fail. UJA-Fed does it as does other organizations, including
churches and while it may be uncomfortable, it is how donations are raised.

Mike said that we had asked for specifics about why people have left the
synagogue. Rabbi said that most people who leave, do so because of
dollars and cents; this dues model is not going to last and he believes that
we need to find some other way to stay in business, whether it be this
model or another one. Do we want to change the model or not.

Do we want to move from a dues model to another one? Glen suggested
that there are four possibilities put before us: “dues-to-donations” only;
capital campaign only; both plans; neither plan.

Herb noted that we have approved the campaign so that the “neither plan”
is @ moot point.



Herb asked for a motion to see if the board is in favor of switching from a
dues model. Then, if we accept this in principle, we can discuss. Kimberly
noted that we need to be able to air the concerns of all board members
who have questions.

If we agreed to make a change, Herb noted, we would be the first in
Westchester County to do this, though there are others who are also having
the same conversations.

Noted is that the capital campaign is not supposed to replace dues, that
money from that campaign is not supposed to be used for operations.
Herb added that we still have not set the goal for the campaign as we are
still in the quiet phase. In all likelihood, however, at best any endowment
established by the campaign that would generate funding for operations
from interest is likely to only be in the area of tens of thousands of dollars,
and therefore not a large component of our annual budget.

In response to a comment about considering discounts or other means to
keep post-b’nei mitzvah families, Rabbi said that it has little to do with an
unwillingness to pay, but rather that they only joined to get an education
for their children. This is symptomatic of all Reform synagogues and likely
many Conservative ones. Offering a discount for one group and not
another will breed only ill will. Glen added that this is what dues-to-
donations is for; it will get people to stay. But how does it keep people
engaged? We have, as a synagogue, become more of a caring community,
offering things to build relationships among members.

If we do make a move, this may be awkward for the current membership
but as new members join, this will simply be the way this community works
and it will no longer be awkward.

We voted in principal that the current model was not a long term model
and that eventually we will need to move to something based on voluntary
contributions in either the short-to-medium term. 19 people voted in
favor; one against; no abstentions. This allows us to continue a discussion.

There were three viable alternatives that had been investigated:



1. Fair share (income would have to be disclosed);
2. Open giving — give what you want, a concept that works in very small
congregations in areas where choices are limited;
3. What we are currently calling “dues-to-donations”
Going back to some of the questions we have not addressed, will help us to
be better equipped to vote when we reconvene at the December meeting.
We will be talking about some of the logistics and the timing.

We have to consider the sequencing of these changes. Steve added that
synagogues are not the only game in town when engaging Jews. He
believes that we have to get moving now. Even if it’s not ideal to be doing
this now, it seems to be urgent.

Karen spoke about her calls to past members asking if they would rejoin
with donations. Some would though the amount would not be at the
“sustaining” number; on the other hand, it’'s more than we are getting from
them at present.

Plan B — what is it? There is no current plan, but it would depend on what
the shortfall was. We could dig into our reserves. This would be spelled
out before our next meeting. Would a shortfall lead to a special
assessment? No.

We have made assumptions based on data. A suggestion was to send out a
survey out before making any decision to see what people would be willing
to contribute. Mark Stein believes that the number of full paying members
will drop by 50%, looking at a $50,000-575,000 hit, not the 25% estimate.
Herb noted that if those who might be giving to a capital campaign think
that this is an unwise decision, they may not be as willing to contribute to
the campaign at the same level. Mel noted that some of the full-dues-
paying members are already not happy about this proposal because they
think that it may be an irresponsible move. The worst case scenario is a
40% percent reduction in revenue or $160,000 hit, which we can afford to
lose (taken from the reserve fund) with the benefit of good will and
projected increase in revenue. This might be a good time to take this risk,
with money in the reserve fund to fall back on as we work to move forward.



Allison said part of their plan is to ask for pledges; this will give us an idea of
how well or poorly we might be doing. If we don’t come up with the
amount we are looking for (as yet undetermined), what will we do? Follow-
up calls will be made to people we’ve not heard from. The
recommendation is a three-year pilot.

In response to questions from the board, Allison said that the overall
impression from the parlor meetings was that people were enthused that
we might be able to get old members back. There was an underlying
thought that people were willing to do their part but were afraid that
others might not be willing to do theirs. There were other people who had
a different impression and there were people who would rather not do
more because they would be more inclined to spend their money
elsewhere —on vacations, etc.

We have to think that there are enough people in our congregation who,
despite the fact that not everyone is paying their share, we need to be able
to say, if we feel strongly about this synagogue and about what is right, we
should be supporting our synagogue out of a sense of generosity of spirit.
Rabbi believes that our congregants, in general, think this way. Contrary to
many other synagogues, we have never asked for financial statements, we
operate on a basis of trust; we have decided that we think the best of
people and we should continue to do that as we consider this move.

Mark Polisar is concerned that the Michael’s numbers and Allison’s
numbers are not in synch and would have liked some clarification.

Neither the building fund fees nor the religious school fees will be affected
by this move. Herb noted that he had said at prior meetings of the Board of
Ed and the Board of Trustees that we might want to look at an alternate
tuition model. Rabbi noted that we might also want to look at the building
fund fees, but at this point, what was brought by the task force did not
include this.

What it means to be a member: the language was changed to leave out the
word “membership” — if you donate to the synagogue in any amount, you



are a member. Including a dollar amount was not met by all of us as feeling
comfortable and inclusive and others felt it was important to include it.

Among some outstanding concerns is that we don’t have very many people
volunteering in general to be able to accomplish both of these huge things.
We have to acknowledge that there is a segment of our congregation that
has been hearing about the move from dues-to-donations and they may be
disappointed that we aren’t moving forward. A suggestion is that we can
say that this move is step two of the capital campaign program. Rabbi
noted that because we have trouble getting volunteers for everything, it
may be easier to wrap the two in one. As Bob Evans said that if someone
has made an investment in TBA through the capital campaign, they are not
likely to walk away as they feel that they are invested in TBA.

Alan noted that there were 30 questions submitted. Half of the items
addressed what it means to be a member, yet we spent nearly all of the
time discussing the fiscal issue. This is not just a financial decision but an
issue of membership and of trust.

Sequencing will be discussed at our next board meeting on Tuesday,
December 2™ at 7:30. We will need to see proposed changes to our
bylaws. The January meeting will include a change to the not-for-profit law
and we will be required to submit conflict of interest forms.

Good and Welfare:

Dave Pomeranz’s father-in-law passed away this morning and information
about his funeral will be forthcoming.

Meeting adjourned at 6:52PM.
Respectfully submitted,

Marla A. Peers



