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DOCKET 0415-1 

IN RE: Review of a Bishop’s Decision of Law in the New England Annual Conference Regarding 

Whether Its Resolution RS-204 Conforms to Article XXII of the Methodist Articles of Religion 

RS – 204 – TO AFFIRM GOD'S CALL TO MINISTRY AND 

MARRIAGE 

As those who oppose, seek to change, and intend to live in disobedience to the United 
Methodist Disciplinary language that "homosexuality is incompatible with Christian teaching" 
as a criteria for ordination and marriage and those policies that emanate from this language, 
we submit the following for adoption and implementation by the New England Annual 
Conference of the United Methodist Church, WHEREAS our Conference, just as the general 
church, is not of one mind, RESOLVED: 

 

1. We prayerfully support those clergy who have been brought to trial for solemnizing 
marriage vows for all properly prepared couples. 

2. We strongly urge our Board of Ordained Ministry, Appointment Cabinet, and Resident 
Bishop to do all within their power to make the New England Annual Conference a 
place of welcome and refuge to those convicted by Church trial courts for presiding 
over same gender Christian weddings or faithfully responding to the call to ordained 
ministry. 

3. We strongly urge the next General Conference of the United Methodist Church to 
remove all language that prohibits the ordination and marriage of persons based 
upon gender orientation or to allow Annual Conferences a “local option” to discern 
their own criteria in these matters. 

We strongly urge our New England Conference congregations and their clergy to open 
their "hearts, minds, and doors" to all couples regardless of gender seeking to sanctify 
their unions in holy matrimony. 
 

BISHOP’S RULING OF LAW  

Resolution 204 – by which the 2014 New England Annual Conference voted to: (1) 
prayerfully support clergy brought to trial for solemnizing same gender marriage vows; (2) 
strongly urge the Board of Ordained Ministry, the Cabinet and Bishop to do all within their 
power to make the Conference “a place of welcome and refuge for those convicted by 
church trial courts for presiding over same gender Christian weddings or faithfully responding 
to the call to ordained ministry”; (3) strongly urge that the next General Conference remove 
certain prohibitive language from the Book of Discipline or to allow Annual Conferences a 
“local option” to discern their own criteria in these matters; and (4) strongly urge the New 
England Annual Conference congregations and clergy to open their hearts, minds and doors to all 
couples regardless of gender seeking to sanctify their union in holy matrimony – is a resolution 



that is thoroughly aspirational in nature. None of the actions being urged in any way break 
the mandates of the church rites and ceremonies noted in Article XXII. If the wording of 
Resolution 204 is read as I read it, nothing contained within the four corners of Resolution 204 
would serve to mandate, negate, ignore, or violate The Book of Discipline, nor is any of it in 
any way unlawfully prescriptive in nature, and I rule that it is upheld as lawful in its entirety. 

IV. REASONS SUPPORTING BISHOP DEVADHAR’S RULING OF LAW  

Resolution 204 calls for four things. First, it calls for the New England Annual 
Conference to “prayerfully support those clergy who have been brought to trial for solemnizing 
marriage vows for all properly prepared couples.” Secondly, it “strongly urges” the Board of 
Ordained Ministry, the Cabinet, and the Bishop to do “all within their power to make New 
England Annual Conference a place of welcome and refuge” for those convicted by church 
trial 
courts for presiding over same gender weddings. Third, Resolution 204 “strongly urges” the 
next General Conference to remove certain language that prohibits the ordination and 
marriage and persons based on gender or to allow Annual Conference a “local option” to discern 
their own criteria in these matters. Finally, it “strongly urges” New England Annual 
Conference congregations and clergy to open their “hearts, minds and doors” to all couples 
regardless of gender orientation, seeking to sanctify their unions in holy matrimony. All four 
of those components of Resolution 204, as expressly and intentionally worded by its makers, 
are aspirational, without prescriptive force, and do not serve to negate, ignore or violate a 
provision of the Discipline, or an act of the General Conference. The aspirational nature of the 
chosen language can be seen by reference to governing Judicial Council Decisions, as noted 
below. 

Words of aspiration, as identified by Judicial Council Decisions, are usually easy to 
identify. First, they are non-mandatory. Secondly, they are typically expressions of human 
hopes, dreams, goals or commitments, all directed towards affirming, supporting or seeking to 
change certain social policies, institutions or attitudes. For example, a resolution “affirming the 
sacred worth,” committing to continue to build inclusive communities, and inviting churches and 
individuals to adopt a statement, was upheld as aspirational. Calls to affirm, commit or invite are 
lawful according to the Judicial Council. Decision No. 1220 (2012). Similarly, a resolution 
“reaffirming a historic commitment,” declaring a passionate opposition to continued gender-
oriented distinctions, acknowledging a grave pastoral crisis facing the church, stating that while 
Bishops, boards, agencies and clergy “are bound by the Book of Discipline”, they are also 
“bound to exercise their consciences and are bound by Jesus’ call to stand with the 
marginalized and the oppressed”, and finally urging the annual conference to recognize that the 
individuals conducting certain actions do so “contrary to the historic expression of the annual 
conference at the risk of causing great harm to LGBT persons” was also all upheld as aspirational. 
Language declaring a passionate opposition, stating a belief, and urging recognition, has no 
prescriptive force and is lawful. Decision 1218 (2012). Similarly, an annual conference 
resolution calling for a “commendation” for those who have provided nurture to same sex 



couples, was upheld as “a historical recounting of actions by others, and is aspirational.” 
Decision 1255 (2013). 

By contrast, annual conference resolutions that cross the boundary of lawfulness 
tend to be far more forceful, prescriptive and commanding. A resolution to “renounce” a 
legislative act of General Conference was not legal, as it was plainly and openly disobedient to 
the Discipline (“We renounce the statement that homosexuality is incompatible with Christian 
teaching...”) Decision 1220 (2012). A resolution informing annual conference of the names of 
clergy willing to perform same gender unions in violation of the Book of Discipline was also 
unlawful, again as attempting to negate, ignore, or violate the provisions of the Book of 
Discipline. Decision 1111 (2009). A resolution which proclaimed that its own stated principles 
were “a more authentic and truthful representation of the United Methodist Church” implied 
that it believed the present language of the Book of Discipline was less authentic, less 
truthful and presumably, therefore, less lawful than its own resolution; and that was 
considered by the Judicial Council to go beyond a permissible expression of a mere 
disagreement. Decision 1120 (2009). Another variety of an impermissible resolution is found in 
Decision 1250. In that Decision, the annual conference attempted to impose a suggested 
alternative penalty to a church trial court sanction in a manner that violated the trial court’s 
prerogatives under the Book of Discipline. Obviously, this resolution was by its nature a 
usurpation of powers not granted to annual conference, and therefore unlawful and 
unenforceable. Decision 1250 (2013). 

Turning now to each item in Resolution 204: 

Item #1 of Resolution 204 says that the Conference will keep clergy brought to trial in prayer. 
Absolutely nothing in Article XXII is violated by praying for someone. This is aspirational in 
nature. See, Decision 1255 (Commendation for those who have taken a stand for justice). 

Item #2 of Resolution 204 calls for the New England Conference to be a welcoming conference 
and a refuge for those whom the church has convicted. Absolutely nothing in Article XXII is 
violated by a conference being a welcoming refuge – to ANYONE, and it should be to ALL. 
This, too, is aspirational in nature. See, Decision 1255. 

Item #3 of Resolution 204 urges that actions be taken by General Conference 2016. This is 
totally appropriate and is part of the process by which General Conference discerns issues. It is 
anticipated that many petitions concerning this topic will be submitted. Absolutely nothing in 
Article XXII is violated by urging General Conference to adopt new laws. See, Decision 1255 
(Commending) and 1218 (Reaffirming and Recognizing). 

Item #4 of Resolution 204 – and probably the main item being asked for a ruling of law, 
although not specifically stated as such, urges local United Methodist Churches to open their 
“hearts, minds and doors”. To open one’s heart is to care for people; to open one’s mind is to 



gather information, learn and discern; to open one’s doors is to let someone in to worship. 
Not one of these acts, actually announced as United Methodist ways of behaving, is a 
violation of Article XXII. Additionally, Item # 4 does not prevent nor override the provisions 
of Par.340.2(3)a of the Book of Discipline of the United Methodist Church, 2012, which gives 
the pastor the authority to determine whether or not to perform a marriage ceremony 
after due counsel of the parties involved and in accordance with the laws of the state and the 
rules of the United Methodist Church. This applies to all couples seeking to be married in the 
church and/or by the pastor. Additionally, the encouragement to welcome all couples...is 
keeping with par.161F which affirms our commitment to be in ministry with and for all 
persons. 

Finally, Item #4 does not urge the sanctification of same gender marriages that would 
negate, ignore or violate the Book of Discipline. See, Decision 1111 (Offering names of retired 
clergy who would perform same gender marriages did serve to negate, ignore, or violate 
Discipline). Rather, Item #4 as worded, merely urges clergy and congregations to open their 
hearts, minds, and doors to all couples “seeking to sanctify their unions in holy matrimony.” 
This is aspirational, and does not have the effect of negating, ignoring or violating the 
Discipline. 

However, the Judicial Council may view Item #4 of Resolution 204, like the person who 
requested the ruling of law, that the words really are urging local congregations to have same-
gender marriages in United Methodist churches and that the services be conducted by United 
Methodist clergy. If this is the interpretation to be given, then Item #4 is a violation of the 
Discipline as discussed above and should therefore be removed from Resolution 204 as null 
and void. 

V. CONCLUSION  

Resolution 204 - by which the 2014 New England Annual Conference voted to: (1) 
prayerfully support clergy brought to trial for solemnizing same gender marriage vows; (2) 
strongly urge the Board of Ordained Ministry, the Cabinet and Bishop to do all within their 
power to make the Conference “a place of welcome and refuge for those convicted by the 
church trial courts for presiding over same gender weddings”; (3) strongly urge that the next 
General Conference remove certain prohibitive language from the Book of Discipline; and (4) 
strongly urge the New England Annual Conference congregations and clergy to open their 
hearts, minds and doors to all couples regardless of gender orientation - is a resolution that is 
thoroughly aspirational in nature. None of the actions being urged in any way break the 
mandates of the church rites and ceremonies noted in Article XXII. Nothing contained within the 
four corners of Resolution 204 mandates negating, ignoring or violating the Book of Discipline, 
nor is any of it in any way unlawfully prescriptive in nature. Resolution 204 of the 2014 New 
England Annual Conference is upheld as lawful in its entirety. 

 

 



 

DOCKET 0415-2 

IN RE: Review of a Bishop’s Decision of Law in the Detroit Annual Conference Regarding 

Whether Resolution #14 Complies with ¶¶ 2702.1b, 2704.2a, and 324.13, as well as Judicial 

Council Decisions 1111, 1115, 1120, and 1218 

Pursuant to 1151 and 1156.3 of the 2012 Book of Discipline of The United 

Methodist Church ("Discipline"), I hereby submit for Judicial Council review my 

Decision of Law on the written and signed request made for such a decision by a 

lay member on May 18, 2014 from the floor of the plenary session of the Detroit 

Annual Conference of The United Methodist Church ("DACUMC") as to Resolution 

#14, adopted by the DACUMC on May 17, 2014. 

Resolution #14, as adopted, states: 

Therefore be it resolved the Detroit Annual Conference of The United 

Methodist Church in response to our common belief that God's grace and love is available 

to all persons and in keeping with the United Methodist tradition of diversity that each 

member, pastor, deacon, congregation, bishop, and committee be strongly encouraged 

to: 

1. Support lesbian, gay, bisexual,and transgender lay members who marry and to 

refrain from filing complaints against pastors and deacons who perform 

marriages between gender and sexual minorities (also referred to as "same-sex 

marriages"); and 

2. Refrain from using its resources to investigate or enforce a ban on marriages 

between lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender people, or for church trials, or 

for otherwise disciplining clergy that offer the ministry of marriage to all 

persons in their congregation or community; and 

3. Refrain from using its resources to investigate the gender or sexual orientation 

of a minister or candidate for ministry, and not to use its resources to enforce 

a ban on the certification of a lesbian, gay bisexual, or transgender candidate 

for ministry, or the ban on ordination of a lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender 

minister. 

The request for a Decision of Law as presented states: 
I hereby request that Bishop Deborah L. Kiesey determine the following as to Resolution 



#14 adopted by the 2014 session of the Detroit Annual Conference on May 17, 2014. 

1.  Is section 1of the resolution in compliance with 2702.l(b) of the 2012 Book of 

Discipline of The United Methodist Church and Judicial Council Decisions 1111, 

1115, 1120, and 1218? 

2. Is section 2 of the resolution in compliance with  2704.2(a) of the 2012 Book of 

Discipline of The United Methodist Church and Judicial Council Decisions 1111, 

1115, 1120, and 1218? 

3. Is section 3 of the resolution in compliance with  324.13 of the 2012 Book of 

Discipline of The United Methodist Church and Judicial Council Decisions 

1111,1115, 1120, and 1218? 

 

Although the request for a Decision of Law on Resolution #14 references only 

specific provisions of the Discipline and certain Judicial Council Decisions, my analysis 

and ruling of necessity have considered any relevant provisions and Decisions. 

My Decision of Law is: 

1. Although the three numbered sections of the Resolution are preceded by the 

phrase "resolved ...that each member, pastor, deacon, congregation, bishop, and 

committee be strongly encouraged to" take or to refrain from taking specified 

actions, with no penalty for a failure to comply, which could arguably make the 

entire Resolution aspirational 

and non-binding in nature, and hence, valid and not in violation of the Discipline, 

prior decisions by the Judicial Councilsuggest that the full context of the 

Resolution and its debate, the substance of each numbered section, and their 

impact must be separately considered in determining whether the Resolution 

would negate, ignore or violate provisions of the Discipline. 

2. In section #1, with regard to the phrase "support lesbian, gay, bisexual, and 

transgender lay members who marry", the Resolution is valid as an aspirational 

hope, and to the extent "support" is limited to actions that are not in violation of 

the Discipline (e.g. offering emotional support for lay people that have a same-sex 

marriage), consistent with Decision 1262 of the Judicial Council and the 

distinctions offered therein. 

3. In section #1, with regard to the phrase "and to refrain from filing complaints 

against pastors and deacons who perform marriages between gender and sexual 



minorities (also referred to as "same-sex" marriages"), the Resolution is null and 

void as an intention, encouragement, or summons either to ignore or to violate 

Church Law, 

or to expressly discourage the enforcement of Church Law, since conducting same-

sex marriages by pastors is within the scope of the phrase "performing same-sex 

wedding ceremonies", a chargeable offense in the Discipline. See e.g. Discipline ¶¶ 2702; 

2704. 

4. In section #2, with regard to the phrase "Refrain from using its resources to 

investigate or enforce a ban on marriages between lesbian, gay, bisexual, and 

transgender people, or for church trials, or for otherwise disciplining clergy that offer 

the ministry of marriage to all persons in their congregation or community", the 

Resolution is null and void as a summons to violate the provisions of the Discipline 

which require a Bishop and others in positions of supervision to use their time and 

other Church resources to investigate complaints alleging that chargeable offences 

have been committed, to participate in related trials, and to otherwise participate in 

the supervisory process and to provide due process when allegations of violations of 

the Discipline have occurred. 

See e.g. Discipline ¶¶ 2702, 2704 

5.  In section #3, with regard to the phrase: "Refrain from using its resources to 
investigate the gender or sexual orientation of a minister or candidate for ministry, 
and not to use its resources to enforce a ban on the certification of a lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, or transgender candidate for ministry, or the ban on ordination of a lesbian, 
gay, bisexual, or transgender minister", the Resolution is null and void (a) as a 
summons to violate the provisions of the Discipline that require the Board of 
Ordained Ministry and others within the Church to use their time and other 
resources to determine whether a clergy person is in violation of the provision of the 
Discipline or whether a candidate for ministry would be in violation of the provisions 
of the Discipline immediately upon becoming a clergy person, and (b) as a summons 
not to use resources to enforce any related Disciplinary ban on ordination which 
currently applies. See e.g. Discipline 1111 

324.12; 324.13; 2702; 2704 
 

DOCKET 0415-3 

IN RE: Review of a Bishop’s Decision of Law in the Arkansas Conference Regarding Limitation 

of Years of Service of Cabinet Members Who Are Not District Superintendents in Light of ¶ 

418 



During the June 21, 2014, session of the Arkansas Annual Conference, Rev. David Orr made the 

following request: 

I request a ruling of church law on the matter of limitations on years of service for those serving 

on the Appointive Cabinet. Specifically, does Par 418 of the 2012 Book of Discipline apply to 

non-district superintendents serving on the Appointive Cabinet? 

It might be appropriate to declare this request for a ruling of law as inappropriately moot and 

hypothetical because it relates to a term, “the Appointive Cabinet,” that does not exist in, and is 

not defined by, The Book of Discipline. Further, since the request relates to “non-district 

superintendents” and ¶418 applies only to district superintendents, it appears that the 

question does not concern an issue of law under The Book of Discipline and is therefore 

improper for that reason also. Finally, it might be inappropriate because it was not an item 

related to any business undertaken during the 2014 annual conference, but legislation 

addressed in a previous annual conference session. See Judicial Council decisions 1214, 1086, 

799 and 33.  

Nevertheless, I will address the request in a substantive manner. 

¶418 limits the tenure of a district superintendent and, therefore, limits his or her membership 

in the cabinet as a district superintendent. Neither this, nor any other paragraph in The Book of 

Discipline, states that those who serve in the cabinet and are not district superintendents are 

bound by ¶418. 

Therefore, I rule that ¶418 is not binding on non-district superintendents who serve in a 

consultative fashion in cabinet meetings that address the making of appointments. 

 

DOCKET 0415-4 

IN RE: A Request from the North Georgia Annual Conference for a Declaratory Decision on the 

Constitutionality of the Deletion of ¶ 2703.2 of the 2008 Book of Discipline 

The Committee on Nominations hereby moves that the Annual Conference, as empowered by 

¶2610.2.(j) of the 2012 Book of Discipline, request of the Judicial Council a declaratory decision 

on the constitutionality of the deletion of ¶2703.2 of the 2008 Book of Discipline, the text of 

which defining the annual conference Committee on Investigation does not appear in the 2012 

Book of Discipline. Similarly, ¶2704.2 of the 2012 Book of Discipline does not contain the 

references to the Committee on Investigation that were in the same paragraph in the 2008 Book 

of Discipline, and that paragraph describes the process by which the annual conference conducts 

the investigation of charges brought against clergy members of the conference. Moreover, ¶2706, 

which describes the procedure of the Committee on Investigation, has all reference to clergy 



members of the annual conference that were in the 2008 Book of Discipline deleted there from, 

despite the fact that ¶2706.2 continues to describe the parties as "the respondent and the Church" 

without qualifying "respondent" not to include clergy members of the annual conference. This all 

must be interpreted in the light of ¶33 of the United Methodist Constitution which specifies that 

the lay and clergy members of the Committee on Investigation are empowered with vote on 

matters related to ordination, character, and conference relations of clergy, strongly and 

necessarily implying that those lay members, as well as clergy members of the annual 

conference, through their service on the Committee on Investigation, have a role in the 

investigation of charges against those clergy members. 

RATIONALE 

After many attempts over the years 2008 General Conference, subject to approval of a 

constitutional amendment in accordance with Judicial Council Decision Number 993, 

with the support of two-thirds vote of the membership of all annual conferences, changed 

the Constitution (¶33) to provide laity voting members in the clergy committee on 

investigation.  The 2008 Book of Discipline ¶¶602.6 and 2703.2 were also appropriately 

changed by the 2008 General Conference to specify full laity and clergy involvement in 

the clergy committee on investigation and clergy were instituted as voting members of 

any laity committee on investigation.  Prior to this time laity were excluded from full 

participation in clergy investigations. The changes in ¶¶33, 602.6 and 2703.2 were all 

proposed in one petition and enacted by General Conference 2008 as an integrated 

package, despite the fact that since ¶33 is part of the Constitution it had to be treated in a 

different manner. ¶¶602.6 and 2703.2 were amended as a manner of implementing the 

change effected by changing ¶33. The Council of Bishops certified passage of the 

Constitutional amendment and the 2008 Book of Discipline was changed by addendum.   

 In an attempt to streamline the fair process of determining if a clergy person will 

be brought to trial after charges have been filed, the 2012 General Conference completely 

eliminated the clergy committee on investigation and gave that responsibility to one 

clergy person appointed by the bishop to decide whether a clergy is brought to trial. This 

means the important decision on bringing a clergy to trial is no longer made by a body of 

persons elected by the annual conference but is made by one person appointed by the 

bishop with no accountability whatsoever to peers or to the laity of the Church. However, 

the controlling constitutional paragraph 33 was not changed.   

 The long standing similarity to secular accountability of a district attorney 

reporting findings to citizen peers, with that Grand Jury deciding whether to indict, has 

now been lost in our Church and a process is now in place with no independent review 

before a clergy person is placed on trial. This is not the case for laity or bishops or 

diaconal ministers because those committees on investigation have been left in place.   



 The Constitution of The United Methodist Church (¶33) still provides that a 

clergy committee on investigation made up of peer clergy and laity is to be part of the fair 

process when charges are brought against a clergy member of the annual conference. 

That is to say the Constitution was NOT amended even though the clergy committee on 

investigation was eliminated by legislation.   

 The motion before the Annual Conference is needed to request that the Judicial 

Council review the elimination of the clergy committee on investigation as to its 

constitutionality to determine whether the disciplinary paragraphs that support the 

constitutional requirements for the clergy investigative function should be retained and 

reinstated.   

 

DOCKET 0415-5 

IN RE: Review of a Bishop’s Decision of Law in the Arkansas Conference Regarding Non-

appointive Members of the Cabinet Participating in Appointment-making in Light of ¶¶ 403.2, 

419.2, 424,428, and 608.6 

During the June 21, 2014, session of the Arkansas Annual Conference, Rev. David Orr made the 

following request: 

I request a ruling of church law regarding the Arkansas Conference practice of non-

district superintendents participating in the making of appointments.  

 

Specifically, does the Structure of the Arkansas Conference as found in the 2013 

Conference Journal defining the Appointive Cabinet (page 445, “PURPOSE: Working with 

the Bishop, the appointive cabinet facilitates and administers the appointive process. 

STRUCTURE:  The membership of the Appointive Cabinet shall be determined by the 

presiding Bishop to address the missional needs of the Annual Conference”); and, the 

Arkansas Conference’s current practice of non-district superintendents participating in 

the making of clergy appointments comply with The 2012 Book of Discipline paragraphs 

403.2, 424, 428, 419.2, and 608.6? 

 

It might be appropriate to declare this request for a ruling of law as inappropriately moot and 

hypothetical because it was not an item related to any business undertaken during the 2014 

annual conference, but legislation addressed in a previous annual conference session. See 

Judicial Council decisions 1214, 1086, 799 and 33. Further, it might be inappropriate because it 

asks for a ruling of law about an entity, “the appointive cabinet,” that does not exist in, and is 

not defined by, The Book of Discipline.    

Nevertheless, I will address the request in a substantive manner. 



 

The Book of Discipline always takes precedence over annual conference standing rules. If there 

is a discrepancy between the two, annual conference standing rules must be changed. The 

bishop’s authority to compose the cabinet resides in The Book of Discipline and not the 

Arkansas Conference Standing Rules. In this instance the Arkansas Conference Standing Rules 

concerning the composition of the “appointive cabinet’ is consistent with the cited paragraphs 

in the request for the ruling of law. However, since The Discipline addresses this matter, this 

particular standing rule is redundant and unnecessary.  

The question of whether the Arkansas Conference “current practice” of including persons who 

are not district superintendents in providing consultation to the bishop in the making of 

appointments is not a conference practice. It is an act undertaken by the bishop based on the 

responsibilities given him by The Book of Discipline. 

¶54 Article X makes it clear that district superintendents serve in a consultative role to the 

bishop, “The bishops shall appoint, after consultation with the district superintendents, 

ministers to the charges….” ¶419 states that the district superintendent is “an extension of the 

office of bishop.” See also ¶ 403.2.  ¶425.1 states that it is the bishop who makes 

appointments: “Clergy shall be appointed by the bishop, who is empowered to make and fix all 

appointments in the episcopal area of which the annual conference is a part.” 

In sum, district superintendents do not make appointments but serve a consultative function to 

the bishop. As such, any actions they take concerning appointments while meeting as part of 

the cabinet are merely advisory in nature. 

 

¶424 clearly indicates that all district superintendents are members of “the cabinet."  ¶428 

prescribes the role of the “cabinet as a whole” in considering all appointments, but it does not 

preclude the bishop from considering information obtained from other persons, including those 

with whom the bishop consults in determining the ministry settings that are most appropriate 

for particular clergy as a part of the bishop’s exercise of his or her appointment authority. 

Likewise, while ¶419.2 provides that the district superintendent “…shall work with the bishop 

and cabinet in the process of appointment and assignment for ordained and licensed clergy,” it 

does not preclude the bishop from consulting with others, including members of the extended 

cabinet.  

¶619.2 mandates that the director of administrative services “…shall be present when the 

cabinet considers matters relating to conference administration related to the conference 



treasurer’s or conference treasure/director of administrative service’s responsibilities, or other 

matters as the cabinet and director may determine.” 

¶608b states that the director of connectional ministries (or designated person) “…shall serve 

as an officer of the conference and shall sit with the cabinet when the cabinet considers 

matters relating to coordination, implementation or administration of the conference program, 

and other matters as the cabinet and director may determine.” 

¶607.6 states, “The conference lay leader shall meet with the cabinet when matters relating to 

the coordination, implementation, or administration of the conference program, or other 

matters as the cabinet may determine are on the agenda.” 

¶619.2 explicitly states that the director of administrative services shall not meet with the 

cabinet when it is considering appointments. However, ¶607.6 and ¶608b do not have such a 

restriction. 

While ¶424 is the section of The Discipline that addresses the role and function of the cabinet, 

it never defines its membership to exclude persons who are not district superintendents, 

particularly since the work of the cabinet is not limited to appointments. Further, the 

commonly used phrase “appointive cabinet” never appears in The Book of Discipline, and only 

¶609b mentions the “extended cabinet” at all. 

While the district superintendents are always part of the cabinet - and while it is mandated that 

certain persons be present at particular times - The Book of Discipline, with one limited 

exception involving the director of administrative services, never states that bishops may not 

invite others to participate in the cabinet either during the making of appointments or any of its 

other work.   

In sum, the relevant sections of The Book of Discipline include the district superintendents as 

members of the cabinet and also describe the cabinet as a fluid entity purposely designed by 

The Discipline with maximum flexibility to help the bishop carry out her or his leadership duties 

in the annual conference, including appointments.   

Therefore, I rule that, within the limitations explicitly outlined by The Book of Discipline, 

including the tenure of district superintendents, ¶¶403.2, 424, 428, 419.2, and 608.6 give the 

bishop the right to include those who are not superintendents in a consultative fashion in 

cabinet meetings that address the making of appointments. The standing rule addressing the 

composition of the “appointive cabinet”, while substantively in compliance with The Book of 

Discipline, is not binding on the bishop and is unnecessary since it is addressed by The Book of 

Discipline. 



DOCKET 0415-6 

IN RE: A Request for a Declaratory Decision Regarding Alleged Violations, Errors, Omissions, 

and Actions during the East Ohio Annual Conference Clergy Session 

A request for a decision on the discontinuance of a provisional elder was made in the Clergy 

Session of the East Ohio Annual Conference.  The request alleged the violation of the rights of 

the provisional elder who was not provided required information and whose personal 

information was disclosed without proper consent.   

 

DOCKET 0415-7 

IN RE: A Request from the Burundi and East Africa Annual Conferences Regarding the 

Decision and Action of the General Council on Finance and Administration in Reducing the 

Bishop’s Salary 

“The Resident Bishop  Daniel  Wandabula's salary  and  Episcopal  support  was 

drastically reduced by the GCFA from 100% to 10% and then to 0% since the $4,288 

which GCFA is going to give the Bishop in 2015 will be covering only his medical 

insurance and pension. The reduction was premised on the alleged audit faults; on 

which the GBGM/GCFA raised a complaint which we understand that this complaint is 

before the Africa Central Conference following the proper procedure as spelled out 

in the Book of Discipline of the United Methodist Church. 

The East Africa and Burundi Committee on Episcopacy considers the GCFA's decision 

pre-mature, high handed, racist, discriminatory and unjustified. GCFA failed to 

observe the required procedure set forth by the Book of Discipline, 2012 there 

by denying the Bishop afair hearing. 

We the delegates HERE by Task the East Africa and Burundi Committee on Episcopacy 

to petition the Judicial Council of the United Methodist Church for a declaration on 

the inordinate decision and any subsequent related decisions of the GBGM/GCFA 

that affect our two Annual Conferences and Resident Bishop." 

This docket has the actual requests for Judicial Council action received by the Judicial Council 
inserted.  This is done to comply with the amendment of ¶2608.1 by the 2012 General 
Conference. 

For further information contact F. Belton Joyner, Jr., 1821 Hillandale Road, Suite 1B, PMB 334, 

Durham, NC 27705  E-mail: judicialcouncil@umc.org 

mailto:judicialcouncil@umc.org

