CREC Council Minutes
September 27-28, 2023
Moscow, Idaho

I. Call to order
I1. Roll Call and Establishment of quorum

PMOC

Virgil Hurt
APMOC

Stuart Bryan
Anselm

John Stoos

Michael Denna
Athanasius

Joe Thacker

Matt Carpenter
Augustine

Laurence Windham

David Cooper
Hus

Bogumil Jarmulak

Ben Zedek Smith
Knox

Douglas Wilson

Gene Helsel
Tyndale

Steve Hemmeke

Bill Smith
Wycliffe

Randy Booth

Rob Hadding
Quorum is established.

II1. PMOC Devotional by PMOC Virgil Hurt
IV. PMOC Report

Presiding Minister of Council

Report to Delegates

September 27, 2023

Moscow, Idaho

General Reflections
It has been my pleasure to serve as the Presiding Minister of Council for these



last six years. Much has happened in that time. You prayed me through heart
attack and cardiac arrest five years ago this September. You encouraged and
comforted me in serious health concerns in my family. You provided financial
support for a mountain of medical bills. I am glad to have suffered among so
many good and godly men, women, and children. You had compassion on me and
my family and have relieved our suffering, comforting us with the comfort that
the Lord has given you in your trials. At the core of the CREC is this love of the
saints and the ability to weep with those who weep and rejoice with those who
rejoice.

When I began my first term as PMOC, there was some internal differences that
threatened the continuing like-minded health of the CREC. By God’s grace, we
figured out how to work together, in spite of the differences, which has become a
defining characteristic of the CREC. The Lord has blessed us with a spirit of unity
in a bond of peace and we are stronger today than ever. Praise God.

I see some concerning signs of the ability to get along as we have had several
church splits in the last few years. I know that each case is unique, and that there
are sometimes legitimate reasons to divide a church. However, my experience
over the last 23 years of ministry in the CREC, is that these splits are usually
preventable if the sessions of the churches would hear and follow the counsel
given to them by their fellow presbyters. A denomination of any size is going to
see conflict and church splits. Remember Paul and Barnabas. But we should learn
from these church splits how to better counsel the elders and pastors in the midst
of them, so that the saints do not suffer as a result. My prayer is that we will
improve both our ability to give good oversight and counsel, as well as our
humility to follow that counsel.

The covid madness, with its vast governmental encroachments, has served to
further unite us. Although the covid era was not the cause of creeping liberalism
in the church, it was a revealing source. As churches got pushed around by the
state, many complied too willingly and too long. This revealed an internal disease
in the broader church, the desire to make peace with the surrounding culture and
its power players. The disease continues to spread as liberalism, feminism, and
sexual confusion are all gaining ground in the broader evangelical church. As this
disease spreads into the previously conservative church, many Christians,
pastors, and even entire churches, are finding their way to the CREC.

What they find here is robust historic worship, bold biblical preaching, rejoicing
in community, an emphasis on personal holiness in marriages and families. To
us, perfectly normal Christianity. To a crumbling culture, a highly appealing
haven of rest for God’s people.

Many of our churches have seen rapid growth the last three years. Outside of
Moscow, rapid CREC growth has been an exception rather than the norm. Things
are changing. As long as we remain faithful, I do not expect this trend to slow
down any time soon. While we are not merely about numbers, this growth is both
good and important. If you are not growing, you are dying, so we welcome the
growth. Like those faithful saints in the Book of Acts, we are praising God, having



favor with all the people and the Lord is adding to our churches daily such as
should be saved.

As I end my second term as PMOC, I am highly encouraged by the state of the
CREC. We continue to receive a great deal of interest from individuals in the USA
and Canada looking for good churches and we regularly get inquiries from
pastors looking to find a call in our world. They are coming from the PCA, SBC,
OPC and some independent churches. That has been a big change in the last
three years. We are glad to receive these good men. We need to be diligent to
uphold our CREC culture as we bring in these many new voices. We also need to
train up many of our own men to the ministry and are making headway towards
that end.

On the international side, in addition to the works we already have going in
England, Eastern Europe, Japan, Philippines, and Brazil, we are receiving calls
for connections in Norway, Kenya, Ireland and other countries. We have a vast
opportunity to influence the Reformed Church around the world in the next 25
years.

The Lord grant us His grace and favor as we seek to do our part to expand the
Kingdom of Christ to the ends of the earth. I also pray the Lord will greatly bless
the next Presiding Minister of Council and Presiding Ministers of Presbytery, as
these next several years are likely to be full of rapidly expanding work and
growth. To God be the glory.

Actions to Ratify
1. Responded to a request for Appeal, 5/24/2023

Reviewed the appeal brought by William and Andrew Carlin against Tyndale
Presiding Minister Bill Smith’s decision not to hear the complaint of the Carlins
against the Trinity Evangelical Church (TEC) session. Tyndale Presbytery upheld
PM Smith’s decision and there is no merit to further the appeal.

Response to Appeal from Willian and Andrew Carlin

In reviewing the pertinent information of your appeal of Presiding Minister Bill
Smith’s decision, there is no merit for an appeal to Council. PM Smith noted that
you had been released from membership of TEC as members in good standing.

Since you were released, there was no standing decision from TEC to be
appealed. PM Smith made the appropriate call and this was confirmed by
Tyndale Presbytery.

If your intent is to seek reconciliation with TEC and return to TEC as members,
that request can be made to the session of TEC but they are under no obligation
to receive you back as members. I pray that the Lord will guide you with wisdom
and grace in your new church body. Grace and peace,



Virgil Hurt
Presiding Minister of Council

2. Issued a statement on July 2, 2022, after the overturning of Roe v. Wade.

Statement on the Overturning of Roe v. Wade
Communion of Reformed Evangelical Churches
Presiding Minister of Council

Pastor Virgil Hurt

July 2, 2022

The CREC thanks God for the overturning of Roe v. Wade by the United States
Supreme Court.

While we know that this does not end the wicked carnage of abortion in the
United States, we are grateful that in this decision God has answered fifty years of
prayers by millions of His people, and that it will greatly reduce the number of
abortions in our land. Praise be to God!

In light of this decision, the CREC reaffirms the sacred right to life given to us by
God from conception to natural death.

We call upon God’s people to continue to pray for national repentance for the
slaughter of countless millions of preborn children. We also call upon our
national and state leaders to affirm and promote a culture of life and to denounce
and forbid the culture of death surrounding abortion on demand.

Christians have long been on the forefront of ministering to women and their
babies in crisis pregnancies. This decision will increase our opportunities to
proclaim the good news in Jesus Christ and to meet pressing needs, the very
things the Church is called to do.

We know that this decision is going to cause much division in our land.

We pray that the bitter fury now being expressed would spend itself quickly.

We pray that God will grant wisdom to His people and that they will not return
evil for evil.

We pray that God will bring peace and stability to our land.
We pray that His will be done on earth, and in America, as it is in heaven.

Presiding Minister of Council



Virgil Hurt

3. Formed Several Committees

A. Committee on Sacramental Cooperation

Chairman: Rob Hadding

Members: Toby Sumpter, Jon Herr, Gabe Wetmore, Michael Foster, Rich Lusk
Purpose: To study the current and likely future situation within the CREC
regarding sacramental differences and cooperation, and report same to 2023
Council.

To explore the need to update CREC governing documents to clarify sacramental
cooperation between churches, and to propose, if necessary, changes to existing
governing documents.

B. Critical Social Justice Committee

Purpose: Develop a Memorial on Critical Social Justice (CSJ)

Committee Members: Steve Jefferey, Steve Wilkins, Douglas Wilson

Memorial Language: Keep in mind that our new memorials need to be said in 100

words. The longer paper will be adopted as a Resource.

Resource: The committee can use Steve Jeffery’s paper on CSJ, read at 2021
Council, as a resource starting point.

C. Committee on New Proposed Memorials from Knox and Hus Presbyteries
Purpose: Hus and Knox Presbyteries have submitted proposed new memorials
that have overlapping scope and language. PMOC Hurt created the committee for
Knox and Hus to attempt to bring the language together into one or two Proposed
Memorials.

Members: Douglas Wilson (Knox), Ben Zedek Smith (Hus). A third and/or fourth
member agreed upon by these two committee members. Please notify PM Hurt
who the other members are.

D. Memorial Rewrite Committees

Purpose: To rewrite all Memorials to our 100 Word Memorials.

Formed 7 Committees: 1. Ministerial Training 2. Christian Education 3. Creation.
4. Terrorism 5. Homosexuality 6. Worship 7. Abortion



John Stoos moved to ratify PMOC Hurt’s Report
Laurence Windham seconded
Motion carried

V. Consent Agenda:

David Cooper asked to pull Memorial F

Steve Hemmeke asked to pull Memorials E, G, and H

Bogumil Jarmulak asked to pull Memorial D

Douglas Wilson asked to pull pages 14-16: Section 8 Constitutional Revision (as
follows below):
P. 14d Courts, Consent
PP. 14-15 e 1.2.A.B Consent, but Pull C and D. for Discussion and vote. I am
suggesting we get rid of the language about electing a pro-tempore eldership. It is
temporary. If they cannot get new elders, then they revert to mission status
anyway.
Pull D to alter, discuss striking ‘having been approved by the Congregation’. See
comments on C above.
P.16 All but one sentence at 16. 1.b. pull to discuss striking “but deciding the
matter is solely within the authority of duly appointed members of the Court,
acting as a body.” This is understood in what was said above. The PM is not a
member of the Court.

Douglas Wilson asked to pull pages 14-16: Section 8 Constitutional Revision (as
follows below):
P.22 Consent, except pull 4. To clarify language. I'm not sure what it is saying.
P. 22-24 Consent. This has been renumbered from our previous documents to
add the new items above. However, the language in B and C is exactly the same as
our previous documents Articles X and IX, respectively.
P.26 Consent, except pull I for discussion and clarification. It says governed by
‘session’. How about a Board of Elders of CREC churches? Clarify what it means
to be formally associated.
P. 27 Consent but pull last three words to discuss striking ‘at Article XII”. Things
get moved around over time and then other parts do not get updated and point to
the wrong location.

Michael Denna moved to pass the remaining consent agenda
David Cooper seconded
Motion carried*

VI. Memorial D
Memorial D: Creation

God is the Author of history. Poetic descriptions and multivalent meanings of
Scriptural history never negate the reality of historical events. God reveals in Genesis

! Note: All page numbers in this section correspond to the original Council Documents agenda/packet and not the
current minutes. The original packet will be attached as a separate pdf so the page humbers can be seen.



1 that he created all there is in the space of six days. Man is to pattern his own work-
rest rhythm according to the pattern of God’s work-rest rhythm in creation (Exodus
20:8-11), a command that assumes the reality and definition of the original creation
days as being the normal twenty-four-hour days we experience. We reject any
interpretation that redefines these days into anything other than six sequential
twenty-four-hour days.

Ben Zedek moved to amend the title of Memorial D to “Creation in Six Days”
John Stoos seconded
Motion carried

Gene Helsel moved to accept the memorial as it now stands
David Cooper seconded
Motion carried

Final Approved Text:

Memorial D: Creation in Six Days

God is the Author of history. Poetic descriptions and multivalent meanings of
Scriptural history never negate the reality of historical events. God reveals in Genesis
1 that he created all there is in the space of six days. Man is to pattern his own work-
rest rhythm according to the pattern of God’s work-rest rhythm in creation (Exodus
20:8-11), a command that assumes the reality and definition of the original creation
days as being the normal twenty-four-hour days we experience. We reject any
interpretation that redefines these days into anything other than six sequential
twenty-four-hour days.

VII. Memorial E
Memorial E: Terrorism

We believe that the West’s apostasy deserves God’s judgments, which He
administers when, how, and as He sees fit. Such judgments include the wicked
actions of wicked men through whom God works to accomplish His holy and
righteous purposes including summoning individuals and nations to repentance.
While such judgments come from God, it is lawful for nations to respond to them, as
needed, with military force. Yet it is utterly unlawful to muster women for combat or
to retaliate against injustice with more injustice. Just uses of violence are defensive
in nature, defending life, liberty, and property against an aggressor.

Randy Booth moved to change the name of memorial E to “Just War’ and replace
“the West’s apostasy” with “our cultural apostasy.”

Ben Zedek seconded

Motion carried

David Cooper moved to table Memorial E “just war” and compare it to the
rewritten memorial E from Tyndale Presbytery until tomorrow.
Bill Smith seconded



Motion carried
Motion was later untabled.
Title “Terrorism and Warfare” to replace “Terrorism”

Douglas Wilson suggested friendly amendment. Accepted.
Change “nor should” to “nor may”

Memorial carried

Final Approved Text:

Memorial E. Terrorism and Warfare

Christians are called by our Lord to be peacemakers. We therefore renounce all acts
of aggression and terrorism, while recognizing the right to self-defense for
individuals and nations. Combat is lawful when it defends life, liberty, and property
against criminal action. Biblical principles of warfare must be followed, never
returning evil for evil, nor may women or children be mustered for combat. While
God may use the actions of wicked men to administer judgment on persons or
nations, His hidden decrees have not been revealed to us. Regardless, it is
appropriate to respond to such events with humility and repentance.

VIII. Memorial F

Memorial F: Homosexuality

Because the one true God is Triune, love, honor, service, submission,
headship, authority, and fidelity are part of divine life and are modeled by
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit in creation and redemption. Through male
and female, marriage, sex, procreation, and family, God gives man the
privilege of learning to love like God loves——monogamously for life, one
man, one woman, with children brought up unto God. Any deviation from
God’s creational design is sinful and destructive, for it turns away from
God’s blessing, will, and glory.

Gene Helsel suggested that F be renamed to I and be titled “on Sex, Marriage,
and Procreation” and that Memorial F be retitled as “on Sexual Perversion” with
proposed rewritten memorial from Knox. This reflects what the 100-word memorial
actually was—the abbreviated version of the memorial which was approved for a first
reading in Monroe in 2021.

David Cooper moved to table until tomorrow the 100-word-rewrite of Memorial
F presented to the presbyteries and to compare it to Knox’s new proposal.

Rob Hadding seconded

Motion carried



Motion was later untabled.

David Cooper moved that the Knox memorial “on Sexual Perversion” be adopted
as Memorial F.

Memorial F. Sexual Perversion

“Confessing the Bible to be the authoritative Word of God, we together with the
unanimous testimony of the historic Church believe that God has spoken clearly and
sufficiently to the issue of human sexuality. Perversion, in its varied forms, whether
gay, lesbian, bisexual, or transgender, violates God’s design for human sexuality and
is sinful, therefore, in the eyes of God. The only remedy for this, and all other sin, is
found in the gospel of the Lord Jesus Christ. We call our brothers, who have strayed
from this confession, to return to faithfulness in a spirit of repentance.”

Douglas Wilson Seconded.

Laurence Windham suggested friendly amendment: change “brothers”
to “brethren” in the last sentence.

Ben Zedek moved to strike the last sentence as an amendment

Bogumil Jarmulak seconded.

Ben Zedek and Bogumil withdrew their amendment

Douglas Wilson suggested friendly amendment. Accepted.

“All who have strayed from this confession, should return to biblical faithfulness in a
spirit of repentance.”

Ben Zedek suggested friendly amendment to make title “Sexual
Perversion”. Accepted.

Motion carried

Final Approved Text:

Memorial F. Sexual Perversion

Confessing the Bible to be the authoritative Word of God, we together with the
unanimous testimony of the historic Church believe that God has spoken clearly and
sufficiently to the issue of human sexuality. Perversion, in its varied forms, whether
gay, lesbian, bisexual, or transgender, violates God’s design for human sexuality and
is sinful, therefore, in the eyes of God. The only remedy for this, and all other sin, is
found in the gospel of the Lord Jesus Christ. All who have strayed from this
confession, should return to biblical faithfulness in a spirit of repentance.

IX. Memorial G
Memorial G: Worship
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Corporate Lord’s Day worship is our highest privilege, greatest duty, and
deepest joy. Here the Triune God gathers us together in His presence
among a glorious assembly consisting of angels with the church militant
and triumphant. Through the mutual service of the liturgy, God renews
His covenant relationship with His people and consequently changes us
and the world. Worship should be informed and governed by the Bible in
its entirety and conducted with a joyful solemnity. The work of reforming
worship requires wisdom, patience, and liberty as we seek to maintain a
Biblical catholicity.

Steve Hemmeke moved to table Memorial G until tomorrow and to compare
with the proposed changes from Tyndale.

David Cooper seconded

Motion carried

Motion was later untabled.
John Stoos moved to adopt Tyndale wording of memorial on worship below:

“Corporate worship on the Lord's Day is one of our highest privileges and greatest
duties. God draws us into his special presence to serve us in Word and Sacrament.
He uses this time to transform us, and the world, into his likeness. A church's liturgy
must be shaped by the biblical pattern of worship, including a confession of sin, the
preaching of the Word, and celebrating the Lord's Supper. Worshipers must respond
to God's service with submission and joy, singing psalms and hymns with glorious
music. The Scriptures require regular participation in the life and worship of a local
church.”

Bogumil Jarmulak seconded
Motion carried

The original memorial on worship should be included in the Book of Resources.

Final Approved Text:

Memorial G. Worship

Corporate worship on the Lord's Day is one of our highest privileges and greatest
duties. God draws us into his special presence to serve us in Word and Sacrament.
He uses this time to transform us, and the world, into his likeness. A church's liturgy
must be shaped by the biblical pattern of worship, including a confession of sin, the
preaching of the Word, and celebrating the Lord's Supper. Worshipers must respond
to God's service with submission and joy, singing psalms and hymns with glorious
music. The Scriptures require regular participation in the life and worship of a local
church.

X. Memorial H
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Memorial H. Abortion

Because unborn humans from conception bear the image of God and are innocent of
criminal wrongdoing, the act of abortion is murder and results in a corporate guilt
which defiles the land when justice is not pursued on behalf of the innocent.
Therefore, we oppose taking unborn human life by any means including the various
types of abortive procedures, the use of the so- called morning after pill, or the use of
abortifacients. Even in those rare circumstances when a pregnancy causes an
immediate threat to the life of a mother, the overriding priority is to preserve life, not
take it.

Steve Hemmeke moved to table Memorial H until tomorrow and to compare with
the proposed changes from Tyndale.

Doug Wilson seconded

Motion carried

Motion was later untabled.

Douglas Wilson moved to receive the original 100-word summary as Memorial
H.

Gene Helsel seconded.

Motion carried

Final Approved Text:

Memorial H. Abortion

Because unborn humans from conception bear the image of God and are innocent of
criminal wrongdoing, the act of abortion is murder and results in a corporate guilt
which defiles the land when justice is not pursued on behalf of the innocent.
Therefore, we oppose taking unborn human life by any means including the various
types of abortive procedures, the use of the so- called morning after pill, or the use of
abortifacients. Even in those rare circumstances when a pregnancy causes an
immediate threat to the life of a mother, the overriding priority is to preserve life, not
take it.

XI. P. 14d Courts, Consent

PP. 14-15 e 1.2.A.B Pull C and D
Rev. Jack Phelps was invited to speak to the Council and to answer questions about
the details of these proposals.

Douglas Wilson moved to table the issues in pages 14-16 and take them up
tomorrow or the next acceptable time.

David Cooper Seconded

Motion carried
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Motion was later untabled.

After some consultation, Jack Phelps suggested that the PMOC form a
committee.

PM Hurt appointed Jack Phelps, Chris Schlect, and Rich Lusk as a
committee to create an acceptable solution to the issues identified
yesterday within 6 months.

John Stoos moved to ratify PMOC Hurt’s decision

David Cooper seconded

Motion carried

Note that none of the material in pages 14-16 were passed at this Council.
XII. P. 22 1X.A4

Jack Phelps was asked to clarify this point.

John Stoos moved to approve amendment to Article IX. A.4

Douglas Wilson Seconded

Motion carried

Final Approved Text:

IX.A.4

4. Deadlines set by the Court are to be complied with by the parties. Any
Ruling that may subsequently be issued may not be set at jeopardy
because of a party’s failure to provide requested documents in a timely
manner.

XIII. P. 26 Constitution, Article IL.i

Douglas Wilson says that “formally associated” needs defining. This leaves the door
open for parachurch organizations to form that are not under the authority of a local
church.

John Stoos moved to approve amendment to Article II. h and i
Seconded by Douglas Wilson
Motion carried

Final Approved Text:

Article II.H and I

H. If a church having a 4-office system desires the ordination of a teacher to be
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recognized on a broader scale within the CREC, comparable to the way the
ordination of a pastor or minister currently is, such a church may request a modified
examination of that man by Presbytery.

I. All institutions and processes of ministerial education and training that are
formally associated with the CREC must be governed under the authority and
supervision of a local Session of elders in a local CREC church (2 Tim. 2:1—2).

XIV. P. 27 Constitution, Article III. D
David Cooper moved to receive the amendment, but strike “at Article XII” from
the amendment.

John Stoos seconded
Motion carried

Final Approved Text:

Article II1I.D

D. Each church shall adopt into its statement of faith the Confessional Statement on
Sex, Gender, and Marriage adopted by CREC Council on August 26, 2020 and
incorporated into the CREC Constitution.

XV. Memorial on Critical Social Justice (2" Reading)
Final First Reading Approved Text as Proposed:

The Critical Social Justice Movement builds upon a Marxist vision of class conflict,
incorporating themes from postmodernism and critical theory, and insisting that all
of life consists of a conflict between oppressed and oppressor groups in either side of
an endlessly increasing range of group identities (sex, race, etc.). In so-doing, it
exacerbates conflict, undermines the pursuit of true justice, confuses and deceives
Christians into abandoning long-held tenets of the faith, and obscures the true
nature of the problem of human sin and the glory of God's solution in Christ. The
CREC wholeheartedly opposes it.

Douglas Wilson moved to adopt this memorial as Memorial J: On Critical Social
Justice

Bogumil Jarmulak seconded

[Discussion ensued based on concerns by Augustine that the CREC not respond to
“flavor of the day” issues with memorials. Douglas Wilson argued that social justice
is not such an issue but is the thing burning down our culture today.]

David Cooper formally challenged the ruling that this is a second reading but is
rather a first reading of a new memorial.
Challenge failed.
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It was subsequently discovered that the paper was never accepted as a first memorial
reading in 2021, and thus can’t be accepted as a second reading.

Douglas Wilson moved to accept this as the first reading of Memorial J on
Critical Social Justice

Bogumil Jarmulak seconded

Motion carried

The new PMOC is asked to make a public statement on Critical Social Justice using
this proposed memorial as a framework.

John Stoos moved to place the larger paper by Steve Jeffrey in the Book of
Resources.

David Cooper seconded

Motion carried.

XVI. New Memorial Proposals Hus/Knox Presbyteries (First
Consideration)

Council Committee recommended passing the new committee version of the
Hus memorial proposal

Hus Presbytery: Memorial on Nations

We believe God made all nations from one man, Adam. These nations were sundered
by sin. But God, by the cross of Christ and the outpouring of his Holy Spirit at
Pentecost, is reuniting and reconciling the nations, drawing them into one Church,
the Body of Christ. We, therefore, detest and repudiate all forms of nationalistic and
racial hatred, prejudice, segregation, discrimination, and persecution, including anti-
Semitism, oikophobia, white supremacy, Critical Race Theory, and kinism. We seek
to unite the nations in the worship of the triune God, sanctifying all peoples,
languages, and customs to His glory.

Randy Booth from Wycliffe Presbytery moved to amend by striking the
portion of sentence 3 starting with “including...”

David Cooper seconded

Motion failed

Ben Zedek moved to pass the Hus Memorial proposal.
Matthew Carpenter Seconded.

Douglas Wilson suggested friendly amendment to add “at Babel” after
“sundered by sin”. Accepted.

John Stoos called for the question:
Motion Carried
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Final Approved Text:

Memorial J: Nations

We believe God made all nations from one man, Adam. These nations were sundered
by sin at Babel. But God, by the cross of Christ and the outpouring of his Holy Spirit
at Pentecost, is reuniting and reconciling the nations, drawing them into one Church,
the Body of Christ. We, therefore, detest and repudiate all forms of nationalistic and
racial hatred, prejudice, segregation, discrimination, and persecution, including anti-
Semitism, oikophobia, white supremacy, Critical Race Theory, and kinism. We seek
to unite the nations in the worship of the triune God, sanctifying all peoples,
languages, and customs to His glory.

Douglas Wilson moved that a longer paper on the topic be written within a year
to add to the book of memorials.

John Stoos seconded

Motion Carried

XVII. Division of Augustine and Knox Presbyteries pp. 8-11

David Cooper on behalf of Augustine Presbytery moved that Council
approve the formation of a new presbytery from the member churches presently in
Augustine.

The new presbytery would be made up of the 11 churches in Pennsylvania, New York,
New Hampshire, Maine, and Massachusetts. The name of the new presbytery would
be called Bucer.

The geographic bounds of Augustine Presbytery would then be Virginia, West
Virginia, Ohio, North Carolina, Kentucky, and Maryland. (14 churches).

Gene Helsel seconded
Motion carried

Douglas Wilson on behalf of Knox Presbytery moved that Knox Presbytery
be divided into two presbyteries at Council 2023.

The churches in Washington, Canada, and northern Idaho will retain the name Knox
Presbytery. The churchesin Colorado, Montana, Oregon, and southern Idaho will
form a new presbytery named Kuyper. The geographical dividing line will be through
the center of Moscow.

Joe Thacker seconded
Motion carried

XVIII. Clarifying ‘Communion’ in CREC, Hus
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Bogumil Jarmulak moved that the following be added to the Preamble to the
Constitution:

New addition: “As a Communion, we recognize the ordination of all the ministers of
our churches. Additionally, we recognize the baptisms of all the members of our
churches, and we receive at the Lord’s Table all communicant members of our
churches.”

Proposed reading: “We use the word Communion in its common sense of being
participants in one particular body gathered within the broader body, the church of
the Lord Jesus Christ, by the ministry of the Holy Spirit. As a Communion, we
recognize the ordination of all the ministers of our churches. Additionally, we
recognize the baptisms of all the members of our churches, and we receive at the
Lord’s Table all communicant members of our churches.”

Gene Helsel seconded.

Steve Hemmeke moved to table the motion until after the discussion about the
Sacramental Report.

David Cooper seconded

Motion carried

Motion was not untabled. Rather than being taken up again as a separate
motion, it was taken up as part of the discussion on sacramental
cooperation. The

XIX. Sacramental Cooperation Committee Report

Several members of the Council were invited to summarize their presbyteries’
preferences.

Bill Smith moved that recommendation 4 from the committee be adopted.
Bogumil Jarmulak seconded

Doug Wilson read the new version of 4 from Knox:

G. The CREC is a unified communion of churches with various confessional
differences. While we allow a variety of views and practices related to the
sacraments (e.g., paedobaptism and credobaptism, paedocommunion and
credocommunion), we seek mutual submission to one another (Eph. 5:21).
Therefore, all CREC churches agree to recognize the sacramental actions of other
CREC churches by accepting the baptismal and communicant status of their
members, regardless of any confessional differences between the churches.

1. All members in good standing of a CREC congregation must be received by any
other CREC church with their baptismal and communicant status intact, even if
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the receiving church would not have conferred that status themselves. All CREC
churches will handle problems arising from differences in how membership is
reckoned from church to church (e.g., individual vs. household) with all charity
and good faith, seeking to include one another’s members.

2. Any credobaptist church in this Communion must accept the validity of
baptism administered in another CREC church, even if it would not have
performed that particular baptism. Such a church shall accept that the person is,
in fact, baptized, though they might consider the baptism irregular.

3. Any paedobaptist and credocommunion church (defined as having both
communicant and non-communicant members, where non-communicants
become communicants after the session accepts their profession of faith as
credible), shall agree to accept the communicant status conferred by other CREC
churches upon their members. Therefore, the, credocommunion churches shall
agree to accept transfers of members in good standing from other CREC churches
and will honor and accept the communicant status they held in their sister
church, regardless of age or mental capacity, by transferring them as
communicant members.

H. Members in good standing of one CREC church shall be received by transfer to
another CREC church, with their baptismal and communicant status intact,
regardless of confessional differences. However, once a member has transferred,
the receiving church is not under obligation to deviate from its regular practice if
children are subsequently born to the member. Any new admission to baptism
and the Lord’s Supper shall be done according to the church’s normal practice.

Language for Baptists and CREC Constitution
Proposed Language:

As a church that subscribes to the 1689 London Baptist Confession of Faith, we
believe, teach, and practice that “those who personally profess repentance toward
God and faith in and obedience to our Lord Jesus Christ are the only proper
subjects of baptism,” and that “immersion, or dipping of the person in water, is
necessary for this ordinance to be administered properly.” Nevertheless, in
keeping with our historic Reformed Baptist heritage, we will accept infant
baptisms and baptisms performed through sprinkling or pouring as valid but
improper baptisms for the purposes of membership in the local church and
communicant status at the Lord’s Table.

Explanation:

This proposal allows a Baptist church to believe, teach, and practice
according to their credo-baptistic convictions, while also welcoming into
membership and to the Lord’s Table those whose baptismal practice they regard
as flawed and erroneous. Because infant baptisms are administered in the triune
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name, they are treated as valid, but they are improper because, according to
Baptists, they err in the mode (sprinkling/pouring) and/or timing (administered
prior to personal profession of faith). (The word “improper” has been chosen
because it reflects the categories of the London Baptist Confession).

This proposal is in keeping with the historic Reformed Baptist tradition, as
reflected in the adoption of the London Baptist Confession. When the Confession
was originally adopted in 1677, it “purposely omitted” taking a stand on the
question of open and closed communion, in order to accommodate the diverse
positions on that question among subscribers. In other words, the 1689 London
Baptist Confession was deliberately composed in such a way as to allow for the
open communion position, which the CREC is asking Reformed Baptist Churches
to embrace in order to join the Communion.

John Stoos moved to adopt Wilson’s suggested language into the BoP as a section
on Sacramental Cooperation, and to adopt Hus’s proposal to amend the preamble.
This would do the job of fulfilling the committee’s option 4 recommendation.
David Cooper seconded.

Steve Hemmeke moved to table the discussion
Matthew Carpenter seconded
Motion carried

This motion is tabled until after lunch, and discussion is opened on the
other options.

The committee was commended and thanked for the time and labor in creating
options and recommendations.

John Stoos moved that the committee’s report be placed in the Book of Resources
Michael Denna seconded

Motion carried

The motion was later untabled.

John Stoos moved to receive the motion from Knox Presbytery below which also
includes the change in the preamble to the Constitution from Hus Presbytery.
David Cooper seconded.

Hus Proposal for Constitutional Preamble

“As a Communion, we recognize the ordination of all the ministers of our churches.
Additionally, we recognize the baptisms of all the members of our churches, and we

receive at the Lord’s Table all communicant members of our churches.”

Leave Article III, G and H in the Constitution as is
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Insert Amplifying and Explanatory Language in BoP as Article XIII

BOP Article XIII

The CREC is a unified communion of churches with various confessional differences.
While we allow a variety of views and practices related to the sacraments (e.g.,
paedobaptism and credobaptism, paedocommunion and credocommunion), we seek
mutual submission to one another (Eph. 5:21). Therefore, all CREC churches agree
to recognize the sacramental actions of other CREC churches by accepting the
baptismal and communicant status of their members,

regardless of any confessional differences between the churches.

1. All members in good standing of a CREC congregation must be received by any
other CREC church with their baptismal and communicant status intact, even if the
receiving church would not have conferred that status themselves. All CREC
churches will handle problems arising from differences in how membership is
reckoned from church to church (e.g., individual vs. household) with all charity and
good faith, seeking to include one another’s members.

2. Any credobaptist church in this Communion must accept the validity of baptism
administered in another CREC church, even if it would not have performed that
particular baptism. Such a church shall accept that the person is, in fact, baptized,
though they might consider the baptism irregular.

3. Any paedobaptist and credocommunion church (defined as having both
communicant and non-communicant members, where non-communicants become
communicants after the session accepts their profession of faith as credible), shall
agree to accept the communicant status conferred by other CREC churches upon
their members. Therefore, the, credocommunion churches shall agree to accept
transfers of members in good standing from other CREC churches and will honor
and accept the communicant status they held in their sister church, regardless of age
or mental capacity, by transferring them as communicant members.

Members in good standing of one CREC church shall be received by transfer to
another CREC church, with their baptismal and communicant status intact,
regardless of

confessional differences. However, once a member has transferred, the receiving
church

is not under obligation to deviate from its regular practice if children are
subsequently born to the member. Any new admission to baptism and the Lord’s
Supper shall be done according to the church’s normal practice.

Language for Baptists in the CREC BoP
Proposed Language for churches entering under the 1689:

“As a church that subscribes to the 1689 London Baptist Confession of Faith, we
believe, teach, and practice that ‘those who personally profess repentance toward
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God and faith in and obedience to our Lord Jesus Christ are the only proper subjects
of baptism,” and that ‘immersion, or dipping of the person in water, is necessary for
this ordinance to be administered properly.” Nevertheless, in keeping with our
historic Reformed Baptist heritage, we will accept infant baptisms and baptisms
performed through sprinkling or pouring as valid but improper baptisms for the
purposes of membership in the local church and communicant status at the Lord’s
Table.”

Explanation:

This proposal allows a Baptist church to believe, teach, and practice according to
their credo-baptistic convictions, while also welcoming into membership and to the
Lord’s Table those whose baptismal practice they regard as flawed and erroneous.
Because infant baptisms are administered in the triune name, they are treated as
valid, but they are improper because, according to Baptists, they err in the mode
(sprinkling/pouring) and/or timing (administered prior to personal profession of
faith). (The word “improper” has been chosen because it reflects the categories of the
London Baptist Confession).

This proposal is in keeping with the historic Reformed Baptist tradition, as reflected
in the adoption of the London Baptist Confession. When the Confession was
originally adopted in 1677, it “purposely omitted” taking a stand on the question of
open and closed communion, in order to accommodate the diverse positions on that
question among subscribers. In other words, the 1689 London Baptist Confession
was deliberately composed in such a way as to allow for the open communion
position, which the CREC is asking Reformed Baptist Churches to embrace in order
to join the Communion.

London Baptist Confession on the Ordinance of Baptism

Chapter 29

1. Baptism is an ordinance of the New Testament, ordained by Jesus
Christ. To those baptized it is a sign of their fellowshlp with h1m in his death and
resurrection, of their being grafted into him, of remission of sins, and of submitting
themselves to God through Jesus Christ to live and walk in newness of life.

2. Those who personally profess repentance toward God and faith in
and obedience to our Lord Jesus Christ are the only proper subjects of this
ordinance.

3. The outward element to be used in this ordinance is water, in which
the individual is to be baptized in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the
Holy Spirit.

4. Immersion, or dipping of the person in water, is necessary for this
ordinance to be administered properly.

Appendix to London Baptist Confession

“We are not insensible that as to the order of God’s house, and entire communion
therein there are some things wherein we (as well as others) are not at a full accord
among ourselves, as for instance; the known principle, and state of the consciences
of diverse of us, that have agreed in this Confession is such; that we cannot hold
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Church-communion, with any other than Baptized-believers, and Churches
constituted of such; yet some others of us have a greater liberty and freedom in our
spirits that way; and therefore we have purposely omitted the mention of things of
that nature, that we might concur, in giving this evidence of our agreement, both
among ourselves, and with other good Christians, in those important articles of the
Christian Religion, mainly insisted on by us: and this notwithstanding we all esteem
it our chief concern, both among ourselves, and all others that in every place call
upon the name of the Lord Jesus Christ our Lord, both theirs and ours, and love him
in sincerity, to endeavor to keep the unity of the Spirit, in the bond of peace; and in
order thereunto, to exercise all lowliness and meekness, with long-suffering,
forbearing one another in love.”

Commenting on this section, James Renihan writes, “Not every subscribing
congregation practiced in the same way. Some required believer’s baptism for
church-communion (i.e., membership), while others received unbaptized members
who had not been convinced of the duty of baptism. Since there were differences
among them, a conscious decision was made to respect the two diverse positions and
overlook mention of the issue in the Confession of Faith.” (To the Judicious and
Impartial Reader: Baptist Symbolics Vol. 2, p. 595).

Renumber current Article XIII to Article XIV

Bill Smith suggested a friendly amendment. Accepted.
Insert the following at the end of Article III.H in the Constitution.

“After their transfer, any new admissions to baptism and the Lord’s Supper shall be
done at the discretion of the receiving CREC session, according to their normal
practice. Credobaptist CREC churches are strongly encouraged to allow paedobaptist
member families to have their children baptized at a paedobaptist CREC church and
to subsequently recognize that baptism, although this constitution does not require
that they do so.”

Bogumil Jarmulak suggested a friendly amendment. Accepted.
Keep the word “improper” in the subsequent paragraphs, but strike it from the first
paragraph where it explains what we expect from 1689 churches.

“As a church that subscribes to the 1689 London Baptist Confession of Faith, we
believe, teach, and practice that ‘those who personally profess repentance toward
God and faith in and obedience to our Lord Jesus Christ are the only proper subjects
of baptism,” and that ‘immersion, or dipping of the person in water, is necessary for
this ordinance to be administered properly.” Nevertheless, in keeping with our
historic Reformed Baptist heritage, we will accept infant baptisms and baptisms
performed through sprinkling or pouring as valid batimpreper-baptisms for the
purposes of membership in the local church and communicant status at the Lord’s
Table.”

David Cooper suggested a friendly amendment. Accepted.
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Move “according to Baptists” under “explanation” to the beginning of the clause:

This proposal allows a Baptist church to believe, teach, and practice according to
their credo-baptistic convictions, while also welcoming into membership and to the
Lord’s Table those whose baptismal practice they regard as flawed and erroneous.
Because infant baptisms are administered in the triune name, they are treated as
valid, but, according to Baptists, they are improper because—&eee%dmg%e%aphs%s
they err in the mode (sprinkling/pouring) and/or timing (administered prior to
personal profession of faith). (The word “improper” has been chosen because it
reflects the categories of the London Baptist Confession).

Motion Carried

Bogumil Jarmulak moved to remove Article 3.H and all of 3.G except for the first
sentence, since that information is now covered by the BoP.

David Cooper seconded

John Stoos suggested friendly amendment. Accepted

Include in G the phrase “as included in the Book of Procedures”

Motion carried.

Final Approved Text and Actions:

- Add the proposed addition to the Preamble of the Constitution. The
first paragraph of the Preamble will now read as follows:

The name of this confederation of churches is the Communion of Reformed
Evangelical Churches [CREC]. We use the word Communion in its common sense of
being participants in one particular body gathered within the broader body, the
church of the Lord Jesus Christ, by the ministry of the Holy Spirit. As a Communion,
we recognize the ordination of all the ministers of our churches. Additionally, we
recognize the baptisms of all the members of our churches, and we receive at the
Lord’s Table all communicant members of our churches. By Reformed, we testify
that we stand in the stream of historic Protestant orthodoxy and call to mind the
importance of continual reformation and sanctification for the Church of Jesus
Christ in light of Holy Scripture, which is the only infallible rule of faith and practice.
By Evangelical, we confess that the Gospel of the Kingdom of our Lord Jesus Christ
is the power of God unto salvation, and the Church’s calling is to proclaim it with
love and doctrinal integrity. The nature of our affiliation is one of confederation, that
is, we have formed a broad connection between churches which, with respect to
polity, is representative, being neither hierarchical nor autonomous. Our gathering
of churches is not intended as a separation from other orthodox believers who
confess the name of Christ, but rather as a gathering within that broader church, in
order to work together effectively for reformation.

- Remove all of Article II1.H from the Constitution.
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- Amend Article I11.G of the Constitution to:

All members in good standing in a local CREC congregation must be received by any
other CREC church regardless of confessional differences between the churches as
included in the Book of Procedures.

- Insert the following in the Book of Procedures as Article XIII

BOP Article XIII

The CREC is a unified communion of churches with various confessional differences.
While we allow a variety of views and practices related to the sacraments (e.g.,
paedobaptism and credobaptism, paedocommunion and credocommunion), we seek
mutual submission to one another (Eph. 5:21). Therefore, all CREC churches agree
to recognize the sacramental actions of other CREC churches by accepting the
baptismal and communicant status of their members,

regardless of any confessional differences between the churches.

1. All members in good standing of a CREC congregation must be received by any
other CREC church with their baptismal and communicant status intact, even if the
receiving church would not have conferred that status themselves. All CREC
churches will handle problems arising from differences in how membership is
reckoned from church to church (e.g., individual vs. household) with all charity and
good faith, seeking to include one another’s members.

2. Any credobaptist church in this Communion must accept the validity of baptism
administered in another CREC church, even if it would not have performed that
particular baptism. Such a church shall accept that the person is, in fact, baptized,
though they might consider the baptism irregular.

3. Any paedobaptist and credocommunion church (defined as having both
communicant and non-communicant members, where non-communicants become
communicants after the session accepts their profession of faith as credible), shall
agree to accept the communicant status conferred by other CREC churches upon
their members. Therefore, the, credocommunion churches shall agree to accept
transfers of members in good standing from other CREC churches and will honor
and accept the communicant status they held in their sister church, regardless of age
or mental capacity, by transferring them as communicant members.

Members in good standing of one CREC church shall be received by transfer to
another CREC church, with their baptismal and communicant status intact,
regardless of confessional differences. However, once a member has transferred, the
receiving church is not under obligation to deviate from its regular practice if
children are subsequently born to the member. Any new admission to baptism and
the Lord’s Supper shall be done according to the church’s normal practice.

Proposed Language for churches entering under the 1689:

“As a church that subscribes to the 1689 London Baptist Confession of Faith, we
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believe, teach, and practice that ‘those who personally profess repentance toward
God and faith in and obedience to our Lord Jesus Christ are the only proper subjects
of baptism,” and that ‘immersion, or dipping of the person in water, is necessary for
this ordinance to be administered properly.” Nevertheless, in keeping with our
historic Reformed Baptist heritage, we will accept infant baptisms and baptisms
performed through sprinkling or pouring as valid baptisms for the purposes of
membership in the local church and communicant status at the Lord’s Table.”

-  Renumber current Article XIII to Article XIV
XX. Arbitration

Randy Booth moved to Amend the Book of Procedures and Constitution as
follows:

Book of Procedures
Article I1. Definitions

C. Nonbinding Arbitration

An informal minitrial conducted by a third party or panel in an attempt to assist
disputing parties to more objectively assess the respective merit of their positions
and the likely outcome of a formal trial. The outcome of non-binding arbitration is
advisory only. A local church may voluntarily request binding arbitration via their
local constitution or written request of the session.

Constitution
Article IV The Broader Assemblies

2. The authority of the broader assemblies of the CREC is set forth in various parts of
this Constitution. The assemblies shall only deal with ecclesiastical matters in an
ecclesiastical manner and hence their authority includes the following powers:

k. to require mediation and non-binding arbitration, when appropriate, in order to
reconcile brothers; (a local church may voluntarily request binding arbitration via
their local constitution or written request of the session)

Bill Smith Seconded
Rob Hadding suggested a friendly amendment. Accepted.
“Alocal church may voluntarily request binding arbitration by the written request of

the session as allowed by their constitution”

New wording of Book of Procedures Amendment portion of the motion:
Book of Procedures

Article I1. Definitions

C. Nonbinding Arbitration
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An informal minitrial conducted by a third party or panel in an attempt to assist
disputing parties to more objectively assess the respective merit of their positions
and the likely outcome of a formal trial. The outcome of non-binding arbitration is
advisory only. A local church may voluntarily request binding arbitration by the
written request of the session as allowed by their constitution.

David Cooper moved to table the motion
John Stoos seconded
Motion carried

This motion was later untabled.

Randy Booth the following language for the BoP and Constitution in
place of what was offered in the previous conversation.

Replace “non-binding arbitration” in BoP II.C with “arbitration” and add the
following:

“A local church may voluntarily make a written request, consistent with their
constitution, and agree to abide by the decisions of the Presiding Minister, which are
subject to the approval of the presbytery.”

Replace “non-binding arbitration” with “arbitration” in the constitution
(Article IV.A.2.k)

David Cooper suggested a friendly amendment. Accepted.
change “agree” to “agree beforehand”

Steve Hemmeke suggested a friendly amendment. Accepted.
“alternatively” to be added to the first sentence.

“Alternatively, a local church may voluntarily make a written request consistent with
their constitution and agree beforehand to abide by the decision of the presiding
minister which are subject to the approval of the presbytery.”

Randy Booth suggested a friendly amendment. Accepted.

that the phrase “non-binding arbitration” be changed simply to “arbitration” in the
sentence before this statement in the book of procedures.

Motion carried

Final Approved Text:

Constitution Article IV.A.2.k

k) to require mediation and arbitration, when appropriate, in order to reconcile
brothers;



BoP II1.C
Arbitration

An informal minitrial conducted by a third party or panel in an attempt to assist
disputing parties to more objectively assess the respective merit of their positions
and the likely outcome of a formal trial. The outcome of arbitration is advisory only.

Alternatively, a local church may voluntarily make a written request, consistent with
their constitution, and agree beforehand to abide by the decisions of the Presiding
Minister, which are subject to the approval of the presbytery.

XXI. Church Planting Commission Report, Motion on Church Plants
The Commission makes the following motion to Council:

Inquiries from existing or fledgling churches regarding membership in the CREC
are increasing. Some of these are viable and others are not, but one thing that has
become evident is that we are not able to facilitate very many church plants under
our current system of “Mission Churches.” The Book of Procedures addresses the
process of “Mission Churches,” which requires a current member-church to
assume oversight responsibility and to provide a pro tempore session for at least
two years. This is a large commitment for a church. Smaller churches often cannot
spare the resources and larger churches are limited in other ways (e.g., their own
growth, distance, etc.).

The other provision in our Book of Procedures addresses the process of
receiving established churches into our membership by way of a “sponsoring
church,” whereby they become a “candidate church,” which is a much lower
level of commitment.

Our Book of Procedures provides these guidelines—these two ways to come into
the CREC—but it does not prohibit other ways. For example, a group could
form an independent church and after two years (if they meet the requirement
of two or more elders), they could apply by way of the “candidate church”
process. The Church Planting Commission recommends that we add this to our
Book of Procedures to offer a third process and to provide some regular
guidance for those who want to go that route:

The Church Planting Commission recommends that we add this to our Book of
Procedures to offer a third process and to provide some regular guidance for those
who want to go that route.

Article: CREC Guided Church Plant

1. Purpose
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When a group wishes to attempt to plant a church in a new location and cannot
find a sponsoring church under our “mission church” guidelines, that group may
seek to establish a voluntary “pastoral counsel,” (at least three men), of current
CREC pastors/elders (not necessarily from the same church or the same
presbytery), who agree to offer counsel and guidance to the group.

. Definitions

a) A CREC Guided Church Plant: is an informal group of families and
individuals who are exploring the possibility of establishing a church and
who might culminate in constituting an independent church with the intent
of becoming a particularized church in the CREC.

b) Particularized church: a constituted body of Christians who have met all the
criteria established by this policy to become a separate church governed by
its own session and received into the CREC as full members.

. Procedure

a) CREC Guided Church Plant: A church shall be considered a CREC Guided

Church Plant when the following conditions have been met:

i. A “pastoral counsel” of three or more CREC pastors/elders has formally
agreed to sit on the pastoral counsel and provide advice and guidance to
the group.

ii. A constitution has been written to define and govern the church plant
work.

iii. The local presbytery has approved the church plant.

b) Conditions for Particularization

i. The church plant shall have its own constitution and bylaws.

ii. The church plant shall have been formally constituted for not less than
two years.

iii. The church plant shall have at least two pastors/elders.

iv. The church plant must then start the “candidate church” process as
contained in the CREC Book of Procedures.

¢) Relationship to the CREC

i. CREC Guided Church Plants have an associate status with the CREC, as
long as the above conditions are met, the pastoral counsel is maintained,
and the local presbytery has approved.

ii. Delegates from these church plants may attend presbytery meetings as
visitors.

d) Termination of Relationship

i. Termination of the associate relationship between the CREC and the
church plant can happen in four ways:

(1) The church plant becomes particularized, defined by being received
into CREC membership.

(2) A decision by the established “pastoral counsel” to terminate the
relationship.

(3) A decision by the church plant to terminate the relationship with the
CREC.

(4) A vote of the presbytery to terminate the relationship.
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Bogumil Jarmulak seconded.

David Cooper suggested friendly amendment. Accepted.

Purpose:

When a group wishes to attempt to plant a church in a new location and cannot find
a sponsoring church under our “mission church” guidelines, that group may seek to
establish a voluntary “pastoral council.” The “pastoral council” would consist of at
least three men, two of which must be from the Presbytery where the church is
located, current CREC pastors/elders who agree to offer counsel and guidance to the
group.

3.a.1

A “pastoral council” of three or more CREC pastors/elders has formally agreed to sit
on the pastoral council. They should vet the group, provide advice, give guidance,
and report annually to Presbytery.

Motion carried.

Final Approved Text:

Article: CREC Guided Church Plant

1. Purpose
When a group wishes to attempt to plant a church in a new location and cannot
find a sponsoring church under our “mission church” guidelines, that group may
seek to establish a voluntary “pastoral council.” The “pastoral council” would
consist of at least three men, two of which must be from the Presbytery where the
church is located, current CREC pastors/elders who agree to offer counsel and
guidance to the group.

2. Definitions

a) A CREC Guided Church Plant: is an informal group of families and
individuals who are exploring the possibility of establishing a church and
who might culminate in constituting an independent church with the intent
of becoming a particularized church in the CREC.

b) Particularized church: a constituted body of Christians who have met all the
criteria established by this policy to become a separate church governed by
its own session and received into the CREC as full members.

3. Procedure
a) CREC Guided Church Plant: A church shall be considered a CREC Guided
Church Plant when the following conditions have been met:
i. A “pastoral council” of three or more CREC pastors/elders has formally
agreed to sit on the pastoral council. They should vet the group, provide
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advice, give guidance, and report annually to Presbytery.

ii. A constitution has been written to define and govern the church plant
work.

iii. The local presbytery has approved the church plant.

b) Conditions for Particularization
i. The church plant shall have its own constitution and bylaws.
ii. The church plant shall have been formally constituted for not less than
two years.
iii. The church plant shall have at least two pastors/elders.
iv. The church plant must then start the “candidate church” process as
contained in the CREC Book of Procedures.

c) Relatlonshlp to the CREC
i. CREC Guided Church Plants have an associate status with the CREC, as
long as the above conditions are met, the pastoral counsel is maintained,
and the local presbytery has approved.
ii. Delegates from these church plants may attend presbytery meetings as
visitors.
d) Termination of Relationship
i. Termination of the associate relationship between the CREC and the
church plant can happen in four ways:
(1) The church plant becomes particularized, defined by being received
into CREC membership.
(2) A decision by the established “pastoral counsel” to terminate the
relationship.
(3) A decision by the church plant to terminate the relationship with the
CREC.
(4) A vote of the presbytery to terminate the relationship.

XXII. Pro Temp Elders/Church Status, Tyndale

Steve Hemmeke moved on behalf of Tyndale Presbytery to add the following to
the Constitution as Article I11.0

Constitution III.O

1. A CREC Session may ask a nearby CREC church Session to have one of its
members serve on its Session as a Pro Tempore (for a time) elder. His renewable
term, and purpose shall be specified by the Session. The purpose may be
enriching its counsel, or also to temporarily supply a plurality of elders. Presiding
Ministers should be advised and offer counsel before proceeding.

2. Member churches whose Session number is reduced to one local pastor/elder,
shall be reduced in status to mission church at the second consecutive presbytery
meeting in that situation, or earlier, at the presbytery’s discretion, regardless of
pro tempore elder activity on said Session. The presbytery shall appoint an
established Session to take oversight of the work until it is ready to return to full
member status.
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3. Pastors/elders from two different Sessions shall not serve on each other's
Sessions, where either Session has only one local pastor/elder, without consent
from the presbytery. A Session with only one local elder shall not allow him to
serve as Pro Temp on another Session, without consent from the presbytery.

Bill Smith Seconded

Douglas Wilson suggested a friendly amendment: changing “advised” to
“informed” under 1.

David Cooper suggested a friendly amendment: changing final sentence in 2
to remove “the Presbytery shall appoint” — new text: “An established Session will
take oversight of the work until it is ready to return to full member status.”

Both accepted

Motion carried

Final Approved Text:

Constitution II1.0

1. A CREC Session may ask a nearby CREC church Session to have one of its
members serve on its Session as a Pro Tempore (for a time) elder. His renewable
term, and purpose shall be specified by the Session. The purpose may be
enriching its counsel, or also to temporarily supply a plurality of elders. Presiding
Ministers should be informed and offer counsel before proceeding.

2. Member churches whose Session number is reduced to one local pastor/elder,
shall be reduced in status to mission church at the second consecutive presbytery
meeting in that situation, or earlier, at the presbytery’s discretion, regardless of
pro tempore elder activity on said Session. An established Session will take
oversight of the work until it is ready to return to full member status.

3. Pastors/elders from two different Sessions shall not serve on each other's
Sessions, where either Session has only one local pastor/elder, without consent
from the presbytery. A Session with only one local elder shall not allow him to
serve as Pro Temp on another Session, without consent from the presbytery.

XXIII. Without Objection, PM Hurt adds to the agenda the second reading

of the memorial on abuse.

Abuse is the mistreatment of any person by neglect, cruelty, or violence, whether
spiritually, physically, or verbally as defined by the Word of God alone. God requires
His people to provide compassionate and judicious care that defends true victims,
and which calls for appropriate reporting, church discipline, and criminal
prosecution of genuine perpetrators. Therefore, we reject all coercive or
manipulative pressure or alien evaluative standards that pervert biblical justice,
whether by those who would ignore true abuse or by intellectual trends that seek to
weaponize victimhood, since they necessarily distort the healing grace offered to all
in the gospel.
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John Stoos moved to approve the second reading on the memorial on abuse
David Cooper seconded
Motion carried

XXIV. Memorial I

David Cooper moved that memorial I by Tyndale be adopted under the amended
title “Human Sexuality” and that the longer paper be adopted as a resource.
Steve Hemmeke seconded.

“Humans are created in the image of God and therefore receive the highest honor
among God's creatures. Humanity consists of two sexes — male and female — each
with unique gifts, callings, and authority. God designed sexual intimacy to be
enjoyed in marriage, between one man and one woman, for their mutual pleasure
and the procreation of children. Any desire to deviate from this design is sinful and
destructive, such as premarital sex, pornography, adultery, polygamy, same-sex
attraction, homosexual behavior, and transgenderism. Christians must strive to
forsake these sins, by the power of the Holy Spirit, trusting in the forgiveness of
Jesus.”

Bogumil suggested a friendly amendment “replace “mutual pleasure and the
procreation of children” with “union and the procreation of children”. Accepted.
Douglas Wilson suggested a friendly amendment: “union, protection,
companionship, and procreation of children.” Accepted.

“Humans are created in the image of God and therefore receive the highest honor
among God's creatures. Humanity consists of two sexes — male and female — each
with unique gifts, callings, and authority. God designed sexual intimacy to be
enjoyed in marriage, between one man and one woman, for union, protection,
companionship, and procreation of children. Any desire to deviate from this design
is sinful and destructive, such as premarital sex, pornography, adultery, polygamy,
same-sex attraction, homosexual behavior, and transgenderism. Christians must
strive to forsake these sins, by the power of the Holy Spirit, trusting in the
forgiveness of Jesus.”

John Stoos suggested an amendment. Add “lust” to the list.
Douglas Wilson countered with striking “same-sex attraction”
David Cooper suggested an amendment: Add “or act” after “desire”
Wilson and Cooper amendments accepted.

Motion carried

Final Approved Text:

Memorial I. Human Sexuality

Humans are created in the image of God and therefore receive the highest honor
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among God's creatures. Humanity consists of two sexes — male and female — each
with unique gifts, callings, and authority. God designed sexual intimacy to be
enjoyed in marriage, between one man and one woman, for union, protection,
companionship, and procreation of children. Any desire or act that deviates from this
design is sinful and destructive, such as premarital sex, pornography, adultery,
polygamy, homosexual behavior, and transgenderism. Christians must strive to
forsake these sins, by the power of the Holy Spirit, trusting in the forgiveness of
Jesus.

XXV. Common Confession
Hus moved to recommend that the incoming PMOC establish a committee that
would propose a common confession of faith for all the CREC churches.
Randy Booth seconded.
Motion carried

XXVI. 2026 Council meeting
The Nashville churches have invited Council to be in Nashville for 2026

XXVII. Election of New PMOC and PMOC Pro Tempore
John Stoos moved to open elections for Uri Brito as PMOC and Randy Booth as
PMOC Pro Tempore.
Michael Denna Seconded

Uri Brito passed election
Randy Booth passed election

XXVIII. John Stoos moved to commend PMOC Hurt for his work as PMOC.
Ben Zedek Seconded
Motion carried

XXIX. John Stoos moved to commend Trinity Church and Christ Church for their
hospitality and service in hosting Council
Steve Hemmeke Seconded
Motion carried

XXX. John Stoos moved to adjourn
Michael Denna seconded
Motion Carried
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Council Documents
BEGIN CONSENT AGENDA

Proposed 100 Word Versions of Memorials

Memorial A. Ministerial Training

We believe that ministerial training is best conducted under the oversight of a local
session, including an intense apprenticeship within the church which tests

and develops the gifts, skills, knowledge, and spiritual qualifications of the
candidate. At the same time, we recognize that many local congregations

lack the resources to provide rigorous academic training, including training

in the original languages. Therefore, we still see a place for churches to

send men to seminaries, while retaining their responsibility to oversee and
facilitate the training.

Ideally seminaries would function as an academic extension which
supplement the overall training program of the church.

Memorial B: Confessional Revision
Ok, as is.

Memorial C: Christian Education

God has explicitly commanded parents to bring up their children in the
education and admonition of the Lord (Eph. 6:4). Given the impossibility of
neutrality in education, we do heartily affirm the necessity of educating our
children in a manner that is explicitly Christian in content and rigor. While
parents who do not fully understand the indispensability of Christian
education should be warmly received into membership, we nevertheless
encourage Christian parents to seek alternative to the government school
system. In cases, where Christian education is an impossibility, parents
must be active and diligent in overseeing the education of their children.

Memorial D: Creation

God is the Author of history. Poetic descriptions and multivalent meanings
of Scriptural history never negate the reality of historical events. God
reveals in Genesis 1 that he created all there is in the space of six days. Man
is to pattern his own work-rest rhythm according to the pattern of God’s
work-rest rhythm in creation (Exodus 20:8-11), a command that assumes
the reality and definition of the original creation days as being the normal
twenty-four-hour days we experience. We reject any interpretation that
redefines these days into anything other than six sequential twenty-four-
hour days.

Memorial E: Terrorism
We believe that the West’s apostasy deserves God’s judgments, which He
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administers when, how, and as He sees fit. Such judgments include the
wicked actions of wicked men through whom God works to accomplish
His holy and righteous purposes including summoning individuals and
nations to repentance. While such judgments come from God, it is lawful
for nations to respond to them, as needed, with military force. Yet it is
utterly unlawful to muster women for combat or to retaliate against
injustice with more injustice. Just uses of violence are defensive in nature,
defending life, liberty, and property against an aggressor.

Memorial F: Homosexuality

Because the one true God is Triune, love, honor, service, submission,
headship, authority, and fidelity are part of divine life and are modeled by
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit in creation and redemption. Through male
and female, marriage, sex, procreation, and family, God gives man the
privilege of learning to love like God loves——monogamously for life, one
man, one woman, with children brought up unto God. Any deviation from
God’s creational design is sinful and destructive, for it turns away from
God’s blessing, will, and glory.

Memorial G: Worship

Corporate Lord’s Day worship is our highest privilege, greatest duty, and
deepest joy. Here the Triune God gathers us together in His presence
among a glorious assembly consisting of angels with the church militant
and triumphant. Through the mutual service of the liturgy, God renews
His covenant relationship with His people and consequently changes us
and the world. Worship should be informed and governed by the Bible in
its entirety and conducted with a joyful solemnity. The work of reforming
worship requires wisdom, patience, and liberty as we seek to maintain a
Biblical catholicity.

Memorial H: Abortion

Because unborn humans from conception bear the image of God and are
innocent of criminal wrongdoing, the act of abortion is murder and
results in a corporate guilt which defiles the land when justice is not
pursued on behalf of the innocent. Therefore, we oppose taking unborn
human life by any means including the various types of abortive
procedures, the use of the so- called morning after pill, or the use of
abortifacients. Even in those rare circumstances when a pregnancy causes
an immediate threat to the life of a mother, the overriding priority is to
preserve life, not take it.

Potential New Memorial On Critical Social Justice, Formerly
referred to by us in previous reading as Critical Race Theory

100 Word Memorial Version

The Critical Social Justice Movement builds upon a Marxist vision of
class conflict, incorporating themes from postmodernism and critical
theory, and insisting that all of life consists of a conflict between



35

oppressed and oppressor groups in either side of an endlessly
increasing range of group identities (sex, race, etc.). In so-doing, it
exacerbates conflict, undermines the pursuit of true justice, confuses
and deceives Christians into abandoning long-held tenets of the faith,
and obscures the true nature of the problem of human sin and the
glory of God's solution in Christ. The CREC wholeheartedly opposes it.

Below is the re-written statement. There was a first reading at
Council 2021. If it is adopted as a Memorial, this statement would
become a resource.

The Critical Social Justice Movement and the CREC

In recent years, the so-called Critical Social Justice movement and its
ideological underpinnings in Critical Theory have gained increasing
prominence in the public square, in particular with the rise of the Black
Lives Matter movement. The Critical Social Justice Movement (hereafter
CSJ) claims to be committed to addressing injustices in our society, and
many Christians and churches have begun to speak its language and
embrace its tenets. We believe this is a serious mistake, and the aim of this
short statement is briefly to explain why.

This statement does not attempt to expound CSJ in detail, much less to
articulate a comprehensive critique. Our aims are simply to summarize in
the broadest possible terms the intellectual history and nature of the
ideology, to describe some of its present effects, and to state briefly our
position on the issues it raises. Anyone wanting to discuss in more detail
the CREC’s position on any of these matters is encouraged to contact their
nearest CREC Church.

CSJ traces its intellectual roots back at least as far as the 19th century and
Karl Marx’s theories of class warfare. Marxism portrayed all of life as a
conflict between the oppressive bourgeoisie and the oppressed workers,
and sought to awaken the workers to their oppressed status, encouraging
them to rise up and overthrow their wealthy bourgeoisie overlords.

In the middle of the 20th century, philosophers of the Frankfurt School
began to apply Marx’s theories of class conflict in other domains. For
example, they claimed that all of life is a conflict between oppressive white
and oppressed black people, and sought to awaken black people to their
oppressed status and encourage them to rise up against their white
oppressors. This Marxist analysis was replicated in other spheres,
eventually giving birth to Critical Gender Theory, Queer Theory,
Postcolonial Theory, and so on.

The uprising of “the oppressed” envisaged by the Frankfurt School would
not be altogether peaceful. Herbert Marcuse, one of their most prominent
representatives, argued that physical violence, through theoretically wrong
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on ethical grounds, is justifiable when practiced by “the oppressed” (in
Marcuse’s view, those on the political left) against “the oppressors” (in
Marcuse’s view, political conservatives).

These ideas were further sharpened in the later 20th century by
postmodern philosopher Michel Foucault, who insisted that all claims to
truth are in fact merely disguised tools of political power, instruments of
manipulation wielded by dominant groups in an attempt to keep the
oppressed in their place. The proper aim of all discourse is not to uncover
the truth, but rather to expose how this manipulation is being done.

Around the same time, legal scholar Derrick Bell combined many of these
themes, insisting famously that racism is the ordinary state of society, and
that even the attempts by some whites to promote black welfare are
motivated by cynical self-interest. He coined the term “Critical Race
Theory” to refer to this philosophical framework. His student Kimberlé
Crenshaw introduced the term “intersectionality” to highlight the fact that
many people exist at the “intersection” of two or more of these oppressed
groups (black women, for example, or disabled transgender people),
further intensifying their oppressed status.

The contemporary Social Justice movement is the natural product of all
these ideas. It defines all people by their membership of one or more
“oppressed” or “oppressor” groups; insists that every white person is racist,
every man is sexist, every straight person is anti-gay, and so on; and
demands that oppressors apologize for their (and in some cases their
forebears’) prejudice, while at the same time paradoxically maintaining that
all such apologies are motivated by cynical self- interest and cannot in any
case expiate the guilt of the accused. It encourages ceaseless activism in
every sphere of life, with the result that the mission of every organization is
effectively rendered subservient to its overarching aims. It refuses to engage
in any kind of reasoned discussion, since all claims to truth are merely tools
of manipulation and all claims of innocence merely prove the speaker’s
guilt. Ultimately, the Social Justice movement legitimates physical violence
against people and property in the pursuit of its goals.

Most contemporary Social Justice activists appear to be unaware of this
history and the true aims of the movement, and their involvement is
arguably more naive than malicious. Many have been recruited through
social media, which fosters the rapid spread of new ideas without generally
encouraging the careful thought necessary to assess them rigorously.
Others have been pressured into compliance by administrative mechanisms
and compulsory training programs in academic, government, and
commercial sectors, which impose CSJ’s vision for social change via speech
codes, hiring practices, community guidelines, and so on. Many have been
deceived by CSJ’s professed desire to pursue ideals such as “diversity,”
“equity,” and “inclusion,” which appear superficially laudable, but which
have in fact been redefined by CSJ so that they function as linguistic Trojan
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Horses for toxic ideological content.

The CREC is determined to resist the ideology of CSJ and the activism it
produces. It is not that we deny there is injustice in our society. Quite the
contrary. Clearly, there is a history of racism in the Western world and
beyond, and such prejudice — along with sexism, xenophobia, and ungodly
discrimination of every kind — tragically persists today in many contexts.
We stand against all such sins, provided that the definitions and
boundaries of such sins are established by Scripture alone, and not from
the lexicons of Critical Theory. The problem with CSJ is not its claim that
there is injustice in our world, but rather its inaccurate portrayal of the
history of this injustice, its catastrophically mistaken philosophical
analysis, its flawed diagnosis of the present

situation, and its proposed solutions which will, to the extent that they are
implemented, merely make the situation incalculably worse.

We are committed to tackling the injustices in our society not by embracing
CSJ’s vision of social transformation, but by seeking to shape our lives by
the teaching of Scripture as individuals and Churches. We recognize that
temptations to sin lurk within the heart of every one of us, and that these
may include the sins of malice, prejudice, and vainglory, whether racial,
sexual, tribal, or national. We are committed to lives of ongoing repentance
from these and all our sins. We seek the forgiveness that is found in Christ
and the renewal of God’s Spirit, so that we may be reconciled with our
Heavenly Father and with one another within the body of Christ. We long to
see a world in which justice prevails in every corner of society, and we are
convinced that this will take place as the Spirit of God works in and through
the Church, and as we all take responsibility for living day by day as faithful
disciples of Christ. We invite you to join us.

Proposals for New Memorials

PMOC Hurt Note: Knox and Hus Presbyteries have proposed the
following Memorials. I have created a committee of members from each of
these Presbyteries to attempt to reduce these three proposals to one or two
agreed upon memorials.

Knox Presbytery On Ethnic Balance

We believe the human tendency to congregate around shared affections is
natural and can be good—it creates the blessing of cultures and
subcultures, for example. But as with all natural goods in a fallen world,
there is a temptation to exalt it to a position of unbiblical importance,
thus making it an idol. While an ethnic heritage is something to be
grateful for, and which may be preserved in any way consistent with the
law of God, it is important to reject every form of identity politics,
including kinism—whether malicious, vainglorious, or ideologically
separatist/segregationist.
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Knox Presbytery On Anti-Semitism

We believe the conversion of the Jews is key to the success of Christ’s
Great Commission, and it is incumbent upon us to pray and labor toward
that end. While, apart from Christ, the Jews are as all others——alienated
from God—they have remained an object of God’s care because the gifts
and calling of God are irrevocable. God’s plan for converting them is for
them to see Gentile nations under the blessings of Christ’s lordship, thus
leading them to long for the same. Hence, the cancerous sin of anti-
Semitism has no place in God’s plan.

Hus Presbytery Memorial on Nations

(Filed by Mitaka Evangelical Church, Tokyo, Japan; Hus Presbytery)

We believe God made all nations from one man, Adam. These nations were
sundered by sin. But God, by the cross of Christ and the outpouring of his
Holy Spirit at Pentecost, has and is reuniting and reconciling the nations,
drawing them into one Church, the Body of Christ. We, therefore, detest
and repudiate all forms of nationalistic and racial hatred, prejudice,
segregation, discrimination, and persecution, including anti-Semitism,
white supremacy, kinism, oikophobia, and Critical Race Theory. We seek to
unite the nations in the worship of the triune God, sanctifying all peoples,
languages, and customs to His glory.
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A proposal from Augustine Presbytery.

We move that Council approve the formation of a new
presbytery from the member churches presently in
Augustine.

The new presbytery would be made up of the 11 churches in
Pennsylvania, New York, New Hampshire, Maine, and
Massachusetts. The name of the new presbytery would be called
Bucer.

The geographic bounds of Augustine Presbytery would then be
Virginia, West Virginia, Ohio, North Carolina, Kentucky, and
Maryland. (14 churches).

Committee Report to Knox Presbytery on
Dividing into Two Presbyteries Submitted
on to PM Gene Helsel for
Consideration

Charge from the Spring 2023 Knox Presbytery:

For the Knox Presiding Minister to form a committee that shall make a proposal

on the following: propose a plan on the division of Knox Presbytery including

which churches go where, and joint meeting model and to

coordinate with [the] presiding minister of CREC. The committee will make a report
to be circulated before the next Presbytery meeting and to be taken up at Council.

Members of Committee: Terrance Tollefson (Christ Covenant Church, OR)
(Chair), Stuart Bryan (Trinity Church, ID), Ben Zornes (Christ Church, ID),
Desmond Jones (Trinity Covenant Church, BC), Alan Burrow (King's
Congregation, ID), Brian Brown (Trinity Denver Church, CO), Brad Donovan
(Christ Covenant of Church of Grande Prairie), Ryan Handermann (Trinity
Reformed Church, ID)

Proposal

The committee proposes that Knox Presbytery be divided into two presbyteries
at Council 2023. The churches in Washington, Canada, and northern Idaho will retain
the name Knox Presbytery. The churchesin Colorado, Montana, Oregon, and southern
Idaho will form a new presbytery with a new name. (This
committee recommends two options, to be approved by presbytery and Council:
Kuyper or Edwards). The geographical dividing line will be through the center of
Moscow (see below for the detailed list).

This committee further proposes that the presiding ministers of each presbytery
commit to

coordinating presbytery meetings together (i.e. in the same town) at least until Council
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of 2026. The PM of the new presbytery will be Joshua Appel, and Knox presbytery will
vote to decide their next PM. We also recommend that Knox Presbytery and the new
presbytery each pass a resolution encouraging the Idaho

churches to continue to work together in the political and cultural arena of Idaho, e.g.,
through the Idaho Family Policy Center.

Rationale

This committee makes this proposal based on the feedback we received at
Presbytery and the recommendations set forth in the Constitution. This proposal
combines larger and smaller churches, as well as churches newer to the CREC with
churches that have been in the CREC for a long time
(“greybeard churches”) (7.A.1.c.ii & iv). This particular division retains a balance of
experienced pastors and elders in each presbytery who have a historic
understanding of the CREC governing documents and culture (7.A.1.c.iii). It also
achieves an even distribution of churches (7.A.1.c.i). While this requires a split of
the state of Idaho, it also achieves a simple geographical division (7.A.1.c.v), and
calls the Idaho
churches to continue to work together in their state..

While the constitution does not require us to split up now, it recommends forming
anew

presbytery at around 20 churches. It does require that this formation be ratified at
Council (7.A.1.b). Given that we have 5-7 mission churches and church plants on
the horizon, if we wait until Council

2026 to divide, this would mean our presbytery might potentially grow far beyond
the trigger number for a new presbytery. Of course, if the Lord continues to bless
us with more churches, there may be more new presbyteries on the horizon, but
attempting to plan for such an eventuality lies beyond the charge of this
committee. The committee considered several other geographical divisions, but
the

committee considers these other options to be inferior because they do not
achieve an equitable division of greybeards in each presbytery, nor do they
equally distribute the number of churches.

Knox Kuyper or Edwards

Idaho Idaho

Trinity Church Trinity Reformed

Coeur d'Alene, Idaho USA Church Moscow,
Idaho USA

Christ Church The King’s

Moscow, Idaho USA Congregation



King's Cross Church
Moscow, Idaho USA

Canada

**Covenant Presbyterian
Church Cochrane, Alberta
Canada

Trinity Covenant
Church Fort St. John,
BC Canada

Christ Covenant Church of Grande
Prairie Grande Prairie, Alberta Canada

Washington
Christ Church
Spokane, Washington USA

King’s Cross Church
Wenatchee, Washington USA

Holy Trinity Church
Colville, Washington USA

**King's Church
Spokane Valley, Washington USA

**Holy Covenant
Church Colbert,
Washington, USA

Nebraska
*Christ
Church
Omaha, NE
USA
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Meridian, Idaho USA

Valley Covenant
Church Lewiston,
Idaho USA

**Palouse Fellowship
Moscow, Idaho USA

Colorado
Redeemer Community Church
Centennial, Colorado USA

Trinity Church Denver
Denver, Colorado USA

*The Well
Boulder, Colorado

*Christ Church,
Denver, CO

Oregon

Christ Covenant
Church Enterprise,
Oregon USA

Montana
Christ Covenant Reformed
Church Billings, Montana USA

Christ Church
Missoula
Missoula,
Montana USA

Emmanuel
Church Helena,
Montana USA



Brazil
*Protestant Reformed Church

*Potential candidate churches **Current mission churches *** Current
Candidate church
Proposed division represented geographically:

CREC Constitution ; Article IV.C

C. Workand Authority of the Presiding Minister

1. Broader Assemblies shall elect a Presiding Minister from their
assembled delegateswhenthatofficeisvacant.Intheeventthatnomore
thanoneCouncil delegateiswillingorabletoserveorisnominatedas
Presiding Ministerof Council,theassembled presbyterydelegatesalso
shallbeeligiblefornomination as Presiding Minister of Council.

2. ThePresiding Ministers of Presbyteryand Council servethree-year
terms. They assume authority and responsibilities following
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adjournment of the assemblymeetingatwhichtheyareelected,which
concludesthetermoftheir predecessor.

3. All nominations for the position of Presiding Minister should be
pre-posted ontheagenda.Ifnonominationsarereceivedpriortothe
postingoftheagenda, nominations may be made from the floor of the
assembly. Upon the establishment of anew presbytery, Council shall
assignayeartobeginthethree- yearrotationfortheelectionofthe
Presiding Minister ofthatpresbytery. The presbytery shall havethe
discretion to haveits first Presiding Minister serve one or two additional
years in order to meet this rotation requirement.

4, Term limitation

a) No Presiding Minister of Presbyterymay servetwo
consecutiveterms asPresidingMinisterunlessnoqualified
candidateiswillingtoserve(1 Peter5:1—4).Insuchcasesatwo-
thirdsvotecanextendthetermofthe current Presiding Minister.

b) The Presiding Minister of Council may be elected to a
second consecutivetermbyatwo-thirdsvoteofCouncil. A
PresidingMinisterof Council may not be elected to athird
consecutive term unless the Council determines by a three-
fourths majority that the circumstances are extraordinary.

5. Each Presiding Minister shall be concurrently serving as amember
ofthe local session. Ifa Presiding Minister ceasestoserveinsuchalocal
office,thenhis

term as Presiding Minister ceases at that time. Before histerm is
completed, a PresidingMinistermayresignhisposition,orhemaybe
removedbyathree- fourths vote of the assembly.

6. Presiding Ministers protempore

a) AssembliesshallalsoelectaPresiding Minister Pro Tempore,
toserve incasesofthe Presiding Minister’sabsence, ortofill out
thetermofthe PresidingMinisteriftheofficeof Presiding
Ministerbecomesvacant.

b) WhenCouncilelectsaPresidingMinister Pro Tempore,he
shallalso serve as Assistant tothe Presiding Minister of
Council.

1. Presiding Ministers properly act on behalf of the broader assemblies
when actions have been declared in writing by the Presiding Minister and



thenincluded in that Minister’s written report to the next duly
constituted meeting of the

broader assembly. At the meeting, the Presiding Minister’s report must be
received and acted upon by the broader assembly in accordance with the
procedure described in the Meeting Protocols.

8. With regard to meetings, the Presiding Ministers of Presbytery and
Council havethefollowingauthorityandresponsibilities:toprepare
agendas,chairthe meetings, submit reports of their work, call ad hoc
meetings when necessary, and prepareminutesofthemeetingstobe
postedinpublic.Inaddition,thePresiding Minister of Chureh Council
shall bear the responsibility for maintaining a true and accurate copyofthe
CRECConstitution, reflectingallamendmentsand additions thereto, and
for making the Constitution available by means of electronic
publishing.

Q. ThePresidingMinisterof Presbyteryand Councilisalsoa
spokesmanand representative,whoseauthorityandresponsibilitiesin
thatcapacityareas follows:

a) First,betweenmeetingsofthebroaderassembly,the
Presiding Minister represents the broader assembly by initiating
and taking prudent stepsinfurtheranceofanaction,whichhe
mustreporttothebroader assembly for ratification. In this way,
the Presiding Minister represents the broaderassemblyforany
actionempoweredtothatassemblybythis constitution,except
forthefollowing: admittingmembers;amending

confessional orgovernmental standards; makingformal
recommendations (whetherfororagainst)ministerialcandidates
forordination;removinga member church; requiring
arbitration; and adjudicating a trial.

b) Second, as representative of Presbytery or Council, the
Presiding Ministerhastheauthoritytoencourageandspiritually
strengthenthe sessionsofelderswithinhisbroaderassembly,
meetwiththePresiding Ministers of other broader assemblies,
both within and without the CREC, toencouragethemortobe
encouraged,andtoinquireaboutthespiritual anddoctrinal
healthofotherbroaderassembliesaswellasthechurches within
his ownassembly.

c) Third, PresidingMinistersaretoactaccordingtothe
authority conferred tothem byvirtue oftheirofficeand all
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theiractionsaretobe confinedandlimitedtotheauthority
specifiedbytheConstitutionofthe CREC. They shall report to
Presbytery or Council on their work as spokesman and
representative. Additionally, priorto a Presiding Minister
censuringaCRECchurchorofficerhemustreceiveapproval
fromtwo other Presiding Ministers.

d) Fourth, PresidingMinistershavethediscretionand
authorityto appointcourts,assistants,clerks,or,whenthe
PresidingMinister Pro Temporeisnotavailable,chairmenof
assemblies,onacase-by-casebasis.

e) Fifth, under the circumstances listed below, the Presiding
Minister of Presbytery shall have authority to appoint a temporary
pro tempore Session for a local member church within his

Presbytery.

1. Ifanelderorpastor,havingbeenconvictedbyalocal
church courtofanoffencethatcallsforhisresignation,
refusestoresign,the PresidingMinistermayappoint
additionalprotemporemembersto the local Session to
bring the total number of members of that Sessiontoa
minimumofthree,excludingtherecalcitrantmember,
provided the existing Session has fewer than three
members, excluding the recalcitrantmember;

2. Iftheresignationofoneormoreelders(orthe
pastor)would resultinareductionofthenumberofelders
(includingthepastor)on

the Sessionto one, theresignation(s) shallnotbe

accepted bythe single remainingelder.

A. The remaining elder shall immediately
contact the Presiding Minister to request the
appointment of pro tempore elderssothataplural
Sessionmayconsidertheproffered
resignation(s);

B. Iftheresignation(s)is (are) accepted, the
appointed pro temporeeldersshallserve,together
withtheremaininglocal elder, as part of a
temporary form of government for the
congregation;

45
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C. Iftheappointed protemporeeldersareto
functionas thetemporarySessionbeyondthe
timeperiodrequiredto considertheacceptance of
previouslyproffered resignations, theymust
receiveapprovalbyapluralityvoteofthevoting
members of the congregation. If any member
of the pro tempore Session fails to receive the
required number of approving votes, the
Presiding Minister shall appoint replacement
protemporemember(s)toreplacethosethat
were notapproved;

D. Havingbeen approved bythe
congregation, the pro temporeSessionshall
continueinplaceuntiloneofthe following
occurs:

i) Aplural Session oflocal eldersisinstalled in
accordance with the local church’s constitution; or

i) Thechurchcomesunderthecareof
anotherCREC memberchurchin
accordancewithArticleII.Cofthis
Constitution.

CREC Constitution - Article IV.D

D. Referrals, Appeals
and Complaints 1.

General

Provisions.

a) Referrals, Appealsand Complaintsfiledunderthe
provisions ofthis Article are subject to adjudication by a
Court, duly appointed by the PresidingMinisterofthe
broaderassemblytowhichtheactionisfiled.

1) Presbytery Courts shall consist of nofewerthan three
members, all of whommustbedulyordainedandinstalled
CRECministersor elders of alocal CREC congregation.

1) Council Courts shall consist of no fewer than five




members, all of whommustbeCouncildelegateswho
havebeenelectedbytheir respective presbyteries as
representativesto Council.

b) ThePresidingMinisterwhoappointsaCourtshallnot
serveasa memberofthatCourt,norshallheparticipateinthe
deliberationsofthe Court. Heshallbeavailabletothe Courttogive
advice concerning process issues, but deciding the matter is
solely within the authority of duly appointed members of the
Court, acting as abody.

c) AllactionsarisingfromthisArticleatthePresbyterylevel
shallfirst be heard and adjudicated by a duly appointed Court of

that Presbytery. At therecommendationoftheCourt,theaction

mayresultinapresbyterial trial.

d) The final decision to elevate a matter to a presbyterial
trial rests within the sole discretion of the Presiding Minister
of that Presbytery. Exceptunder extraordinary circumstances,
onlyan action that mayresultin the defrocking of a CREC minister
would be elevated to a presbyterial trial. When held, presbyterial
trials shall be conducted in accordance with provisions set
forth in the CREC Book of Procedures.

2. Finality of local church decisions.

Issuesrelatingtothelocal congregationwhichmaylawfullybe
brought beforethebroaderassembliesarespecifiedinthissection.Except
inthecaseof referrals, appeals, or complaints authorized and accepted
underthis section, all local church decisions are final and may not be
reviewed by the broader assemblies(PresbyteryorCouncil). Nothingin
thissectionpreventslocalchurches fromseeking,orthebroader
assembliesfromoffering,informalcounseland advice. Tothecontrary, it
isstronglyencouraged asthebestwayofavoiding needless appeals and
referrals.

3. Referrals.

AreferralisawrittenrequestbyalocalchurchSessionorany
memberof the Session oraregional Presbyteryaskingabroaderassembly
(Presbyteryor Council,asthecasemaybe)toacceptjurisdictionfor
decidingamatterthat wouldnormallybedecidedbythemorelocal
assembly.Normally,allmatters shouldbehandledatthelocalchurch
level. However,shouldalocalchurch Session or any of its members, or
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subsequently a Presbytery, determine that the matterimplicatesthe
policiesorreputation ofabroaderassembly, orthatit otherwisejustifies
theconsiderationofabroaderassembly,themorelocal assembly orany
member of achurch Session or Presbytery may refer the matter tothe
broaderassembly.AllreferralsshouldbesenttothePresidingMinisterof
thebroaderassembly.ThePresidingMinistermay,subjecttoapproval of
the broaderassembly, exercise discretion to accept jurisdiction overthe
matter. The Presiding Minister may subsequently, subject to approval
of the broader assembly, remand the matter to the morelocal
assembly.

4. Appeals.

a) Definition:Anappealisanactionbroughtbyapersonorpersons
whoare orweremembersofalocal CRECcongregation(includingmission
congregations), againstwhomaformalactionhasbeentakenbyalocal
CRECchurchSessionora CREC presbyterial court and who are
aggrieved by such formal action. It constitutesarequestforremoval of
jurisdictionfromonecourttothenexthigher court.

b) AnymemberorformermemberofaCRECchurchshallpossessa
rightof appeal regarding judicial actions of which he may be or was
the subject. All mattersmustbeadjudicatedatthelevelofthelocalchurch
beforeanappealmay bemade.AnAnyappealisnermallyshallbefiledwith
thePresbyteryofwhichthe localcongregationisamember. However;an

Mini C . in his soledi ‘o 14] :
ichdtarises: At the conclusionofthematteratthe

Presbyterylevel, either partyretainstherightto make further appeal to
Council.

C) Thebroader assemblies, through the Presiding Minister, must
refuseto hearfrivolous or unconstitutional appeals. The Presiding
Ministeris also freeto denyanappealiftheappellanthasovertly
discreditedhimselfinhismannerof bringing the appeal or if the judicial
action appealed resulted in harmless error.

d) AsimplemajorityoftheCourtisnecessarytodecidetheissueon
behalfof aPresbyteryorCouncil. ThedecisionofaCouncil Courtshallbe
considered settledandbindingunlessanduntilitisfoundbyafuture
Counciltobeinconflict withtheScriptureortheConstitutionofthe CREC.
DecisionsofCouncilmaybe appealedtoafutureCouncil,thoughthe
futureCouncilisnotobligatedtohear such anappeal.




5. Complaints.

a) Definition: A complaint is a request for a judicial decision to
be made againstacurrent CRECindividual memberorassemblyona
chargethathasnot been adjudicated eitherbecausethelocal assembly
refusedtohearthecase, the local assemblyresolved the case without
formal action, thelocal assemblyisone ofthe partiescharged, orthe
complainantisfrom outsidethe CREC.

b) Complaintsagainstindividuals mustbefirstaddressed atthelocal
church level. Ifthematterisresolved byaformalaction of the Session,

therightof appealassetforthinSubsection3maybeinvoked.Ifformal

actionhasbeen takenbya CRECassemblythe matterisanappealnota
complaint.

C) Acomplaintagainsta CRECassemblymaynotbebrought except
onthe testimony of two or three witnesses. To be considered separate
testimony, the witnesses may not be husband and wife.

d) A complaint against the Session of alocal church maybe broughttoa
court above thelocal level only under the following circumstances:

I when the Session of elders is accused of participating in or
tolerating grievous dishonesty in subscription to the doctrinal or
constitutional standards of the local church;or

. when the Session of elders is accused of gross misbehavior.

e) When accusations of grievous dishonesty or gross misbehavior on
thepart ofthe Session ofalocal churcharemadetoorfromotherlocal
churchesor presented to the Presiding Minister of Presbytery or Council,
the Session under accusation mustbe promptlyinformed. However,
irresponsible accusations must be rejected and the member making the
complaint should be directed back to his own Session.

f) IfacomplaintisbroughtagainstaCRECassemblybysomeonewhois
nota memberofaCRECchurch,theCREC,inPresbytery,Council,or
throughits appropriatePresidingMinister,canagreetohearthecaseif
allofthefollowing conditions have beenmet:
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I ThePresiding Minister hasestablished thatone ormoreofthe conditionsin

IV.D.5.a applies.

. ThePresidingMinisterhasestablishedthatthegovernmentofthe
church wherethecomplainantisamemberaffirmsthetruthofthe
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Apostles’Creed,and iswillingtogivedueweight, respectand
considerationtothedecision ofthe CREC. To satisfy this requirement, the
affirmation must be set forthinadocument and submitted to the
Presiding Minister.

lii.  Thechargesasframedhavetwoorthreeavailableand
accountable witnesses listed for each specified complaint. Tobe
considered separate testimony, the witnesses may not be
husband and wife.

Iv.  Thecomplainantand his church have not overtly discredited
themselvesin the manner of bringing the charges.

Q) Thebroader assemblies must refuse to hear frivolous or

unconstitutional complaints. Complaintspresentedto Counecildonot
o] Lofi

6. Thedecisionsoftheassemblieswithregardtothelocal
congregationare spiritually authoritative. If the elders of a particular
congregation choose to refuse the instruction of the broader church, the
congregation may do so without deprivation of property. However, if
their disregard of godly counsel is particularly egregious, the congregation
may beremoved from membershipinthe CREC,in accordance with
constitutional procedure.

1. After a fair and open hearing at Presbytery, a congregation
may be removed from membership in the Presbytery by a two-thirds
vote of the Presbytery. Uponsuchoccasions, theremoved congregation
retainsthefullright of appeal toCouncil.

CREC BOP - ArticleIX

[Note: Articles IX and X of the BOP are herebyrepealed and
reenacted as a single ArticleIX, withanewtitle.Subsequent
Articlesofthe BOPtobe renumbered accordingly.]

Article IX. Procedures for CREC Courts and Trials

A. General Courtprocedures
1. Review the charges before the Court, filed by the Appellant
or Complainant. If there are multiple elements to the Appeal or
Complaint, these should be parsed so each element canbe
consideredindividually aswellascorporately.Ultimately,the
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Courtshouldruleindividuallyon eachelement,as
appropriate,aswellashandingdownarulingonthe totality of
the Appeal or Complaint.

2. IfthepersonorpersonsaccusedintheComplaintorthe
defending partiesin an Appeal havenot alreadyfiled a
Response when the Court receivesthe matter, the Court should

immediatelyrequestaResponse.
Usually,Respondents(theymightalsobetermed

“Defendants”)will havebeennotifiedbythepresidingofficer
thatanAppealorComplaint hasbeenfiled(asrequiredbythe
CRECConstitution)priortotheCourt receiving the Complaint.
This sometimes will resultin aresponse being transmittedtothe
Courtalongwiththe Appealor Complaintatthetime theCourt
isappointed.Insuchacase,theCourtwillnotneedtorequest a
Response. However, ifthe Court does not already havethe
Response inhand, the Court shall set areasonable deadline for
the Responsetobe filed.

3. IfAppellantor Complainantdidnotspecifythedesired relief
inthe AppealorComplaint,theCourtshallrequestthathefile
a“Petitionfor
Relief”asaseparatedocument,andsetareasonable
deadlinefor delivery.Thisrequestshouldbesentto
AppellantorComplainantas soon aspossible afterthe Court
isappointed. Thisdocument givesthe Courtdirectionto
knowwhatmannerofreliefisbeingsought,sothe Courtcan
tailoritsinquirytoseewhethersuchreliefisjustifiedbythe

Complaint. It will help dictate the scope of the Court’s examination
of

the case. The Court is not bound by the terms of the Petition for
Relief.

It may grant or deny such petition in whole or in part,
or it may substituteitsownjudgmentastothe
appropriatereliefinthecase.

4. DeadlinessetbytheCourtaretobecompliedwithbythe
parties.Any Rulingthatmaysubsequentlybeissuedmay
notbesetatjeopardy

because of a party’s failure to provide requested documents in a

timely
manner.

B. Appellate Procedures
1. Amidstanyappealsprocedurewithinthe CREC,
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reconciliation between parties will remain a central
objective. Such reconciliation mayrenderitunnecessary
topresstheseproceduresthroughto completion.

2. The Presiding Minister of the appropriate judicatory will
determine whether a party is qualified to bring an
appeal.

3. Appellant shall notify both the Respondent and the
Presiding Ministeroftheappropriatejudicatoryofhis
intenttoappealwithin four weeks of the decision he is
appealing.

4. AppealsmustbesubmittedinwritingtothePresiding
Ministerper hisinstructions, and the Appellant must
supply tothe Respondent a copy of all materials relevant
to his appeal.

5. Onceanappealissubmitted,itcannotbewithdrawn
withoutthe approval of the Presiding Minister.

6. The Presiding Minister may seek the counsel of other
presbytersto assistin his decision to hear or dismiss the
case.

7. IfthePresidingMinisterdecidestoallowthecasetomove
forward, heshallappointacourtofatleastthreepresbyters
(representingat leastthreedifferent CREC churches,
excluding conflicts of interest, withnomorethantwofrom
anyonechurch)toheartheappealand torendera
decision.TheCourt’sdecisionwillberegardedasthe
decisionofpresbytery,unlessitisnullifiedbythefull
presbytery.

8. TheCourtshallreportitsfindingstothefullpresbytery.By
vote,the presbyterywilleithersustainor,ifthereiscause,
nullifythecourt’s decision.

C. Presbytery Trials

1. Establishment ofJudicatory

a. Allpresbytersarevotingmembersofthejudicatory
withthe exceptionofthosewho,duetoconflictof
interest,areremoved fromthejudicatorybyathree-
fourthsmajority of presbytery.

b. Should the Presiding Minister be removed for a
conflict of interest, presbytery shall elect a Presiding
Minister pro temporeto moderate thehearing.

2. Introduction to thecase

a. Awrittencomplaint(includinganychargesor



specifications), provided by the Complainant, is
published to each member of the judicatory and read
by the Presiding Minister.

b. Hereoratanylaterpointintheintroductiontothe
case, any memberofthejudicatory,uponbeing
recognizedbytheChair, mayinterjectamotionto
dismissthecase.Ifthemotioncarried byathree-
fourthsmajority,thehearingwillnotproceedandthe
matterwillberegardedassettled. Thepresbyterywill
nothear frivolous matters.

C. ThePresiding Minister invites the Complainant to
introduce the matter.

d. ThePresiding Minister invites the Respondent to
introduce the matter.

. ThePresiding Minister (orhisdesignee) chargestheparties,

witnesses, andthejudicatoryfromtheScriptures,andthen

opensthehearingwith prayer.

Presentation of Complainant’scase.

a. The Complainant calls a witness, directs him by
questioning, and members of the judicatory may
followupwithquestionsoftheir own.

b. The witness may then be examined by the Respondent,
followed by another invitation to questions from the
judicatory.

C. IftheComplainantwishestoredirectthewitness,he
maydoso, but the same opportunities for follow-
up questions must be provided.

d. The Complainant may present any documentary or
physical evidence during the course of his
presentation. When the Complainant concludeshis
presentation, thejudicatory mayagain pose final
questions to the Complainant orto any of his witnesses.

. Atthis point, any member of the judicatory may interject a

motion to dismissthecase.Ifthemotioncarriedbyathree-

fourthsmajority,the hearing will end and the matterwill be
regarded as settled.

Presentationof Respondent’sCase—Respondent’s

presentationis patterned afterthe Complainant’s

presentation asdescribed above.

The Presiding Minister invites the judicatory to ask any further
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questions of any availablewitness.
8. Deliberation and Judgment
a. Deliberation shall begin with a prayer.
b. Judgmentrequires a simple majority of the judicatory.

C. Minorityopinions,ifformallyoffered,mustbe
receivedintothe record.
9. Closingprayerisoffered bythe Presiding Minister or hisdesignee.
CREC Constitution — Article I1

A. The CRECtakes no constitutional position on the validity of 2-, 3- or
4-office-dew systems of church polity. These documents use the word
pastoror minister torefertothemanwhohasprimaryresponsibility for
leadingworshiponthe Lord’s Day.

B. Withinthe CRECeach elder and pastor mustbe amember of the
church in which heserves. Thisrequirement maybewaived on a case-by-
casebasisbya unanimous vote of the presbytery.

C. Each congregation must be committed in principle and
practice to government by a plurality of elders (Acts 14:23; 20:17, 28;
Jas. 5:14). Congregations without a plurality of elders must have
accountability with another established CRECchurch.

D. Each congregation willbeserved aspossiblebyapluralityofdeacons
(Acts 6:5—7; 1 Tim.3:8-13).

E. TheCRECaffirmstheneedforspiritually-disciplined, well-educated
pastors, qualified in their households, grounded in rigorous and wise
handling of the Scriptures,andexhibitingathoroughunderstandingof
thebiblicalworldandlife view (1 Tim. 3:1—7; Tit. 1:5-9).

F. Anycandidateforpastor,regardlessofhislevel offormal
education,will shallbeexaminedbeforeordination (SeeArticleIV.A.2.g).
Thecandidatewillshall be examined by a local session of elders with
regard to his manner of life, knowledgeofScripture,anddoctrinal
understanding. Thepresbyterywillshall alsoexaminehimwithregardto
hismanneroflife,knowledgeofScripture,and doctrinal understanding.
The presbytery may or may not recommend his ordination to the
session of the local congregation. The local session is not judicially
bound by the recommendation of presbytery. If alocal session does not
abidebythepresbyteryrecommendation,thenthepresbyterymayor
maynot initiate proceedings according to Article IV.D.5.



G. Ifapastorhasalreadybeenordainedwithinthe CREC,hemay
notbe required toundergoacompletere-examination by another
Presbytery(see BOP XI&AppendixB).Ifamanhasbeenordained
outsidetheCREC, thelocal
congregationoughttoseekthewisdomofthepresbyteryinthe
examinationof his ministerial credentials and views (see BOP XI &
Appendix B).

H. Ifachurchheldinghavingthe4-officeviewsystemwowldlike
desiresthe ordinationofateachertoberecognizedonabroaderscale
withintheCREC, comparabletothewaytheordinationofapastoror
ministercurrentlyis,sucha church mayrequestamodified
examination ofthatmanby Presbytery.

l. All institutions and processes of ministerial education and training
that are formallyassociatedwiththe CRECmustbegovernedunderthe
authorityand supervisionofalocalSessionofeldersinalocal CREC
church(2Tim.2:1-2).

CREC Constitution — Article III.D

D. Each church will shall adopt into its statement of faith the
Confessional StatementonSex,Gender,andMarriageadoptedbyCREC
CouncilonAugust26, 2020 SeeArtieleXH),and incorporatedintothe
CRECConstitution at Article XTI.

CREC Constitution — Article ITI.K

K. Aftersendingatleastonecandidatedelegationtoastated meeting
of presbyteryandhavingbeenseatedasaCandidateChurch,achurch
maybe admittedtomembershipinaPresbyterybyatwo-thirdsvoteofthe
Presbyteryat its next stated meeting. The Presbytery shall normally
examine the pastor-elder delegation,especiallywithregardtotheir
confessionalstatus,sounddoctrine, submissionto CRECauthority,and
desiretoupholdother CRECchurcheswithall peace and love. They may
remove themselves by whatever means their respective constitutions
allow. When a church joins the CREC, this entire documentthrough
ArticleXmustbeadoptedintothatchurch’sconstitutional documents,
accordingtotheconstitutional processesandstandardsofthat church.
The membership of thelocal churchinthe CRECis finalized at that point,
and not before. New members shall make vows to the faithfulness
and commitment to the churches and standards of the CREC.
Likewise, current members shall pledge to uphold the new churchin
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prayer and love.

END CONSENT AGENDA
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CREC Constitution — Article IV.A

A. GeneralProvisions

1. There are two broader assemblies in the CREC: the Presbytery
and the Church Council. A minimum of two local churches is
necessary to establish a presbytery. Geographical boundaries of
presbyteries may overlap, butin considering this, presbyteries are
urgedtorememberthe Golden Rule(Matt. 7:12; 3 Johno).

2. Theauthority of the broader assemblies of the CREC s set forth in
various parts of this Constitution. The assemblies shall only deal
with ecclesiastical mattersin an ecclesiastical manner and hence
theirauthorityincludesthe following powers:

a) tohold regular stated and ad hoc meetings;

b) toamend their standards following due process;

(¢

)
) todesignate ad hoc committees;
)

o

toaddressmattersreferredtothembythesessionofamember
church or by another CRECbroader assembly;

e) toformulateplansofactionconcerningmatterscommontothe
churches;

f) toadmitnew churchesinto membership;
g) toevaluate men forordination (see BOP XI & Appendix B).

h) toinquireintothespiritualhealthofmemberchurchesandto
conferwith other assemblies to this end;

1) toofferatimely pastoral voice to publicissues of common concern;

) tomediate in situations wherein a local church’s session is at an
impasse andwhenalocal church’ssessionisapartyinadispute
either with one ofits own members, with the session of another
CREC church,witha CREC broader assembly, or with a non-
CREC church;

k) to require mediation and non-binding arbitration, when
appropriate,in order to reconcilebrothers;

|) to protect its own purity and peace through judicial action
followingdue process;

M) to censure or expel amember church following due process;

n) by two-thirds majority vote and pending judicial process,
censure a memberchurchoraCRECofficer.Acensureunderthis
provisiondoesnot
affect a member church’s voting rights or appeal rights in the
broader



assemblies.

. Nobroaderassemblymayown property. All propertywithinthe CREC
will be owned by the local congregations. General costs associated
with hosting a broader assembly will be borne by a geographic host
church or churches of the broader assembly where that assembly
is meeting. Specifically for Council, Presbyteries ofthe CRECshall
makeagoodfaithefforttoreimburse the host church. Specific costs
(e.g. food and travel) will be borne by the delegates or their
sending churches.

. The assemblies may form no standing committees or boards. Every
committee mustbe ad hocand automatically dissolve when it completes
itsassigned task, orsubmitsitsassignedreporttotheassembly.Assigned
tasks may not be open- ended, allowing for de facto standing
committees.

. All retirement or pension plans for CREC ministers, teachers,
missionaries, etc. will be under the authority, management and
oversight of the local churches,andwillnotbetheresponsibilityof
thebroaderassemblies.

. Books of Procedures

a) The broader assemblies shall keep a Book of Procedures that
details particular methods for carrying out the various
constitutionally- sanctioned tasks of an assembly. The broader
assemblies are informed by the Book of Procedures, but not
boundtoit. Shouldanassemblyactin exception to the Book of
Procedures, the exception must be acknowledged and
explained inthe minutes. The Book of Procedures may be altered
oramendedatanytimebyasimplemajorityofanassembly. The
various presbyteries may modify their respective Books of
Procedures between meetings of council. Each meeting of
councilwill review these various modifications and harmonize
the various Books of Procedures, in accordance with the
provisions ofthe CREC Council Book of Procedures. Presbyteries
may then approve further modifications for their own use, to be
followed in turn by conciliar review. Maintenance and
publication of a current Book of Procedures is the
responsibilityof the Presiding Minister.

b) The Book of Procedures maintained by each Presbytery will
utilize a standardized format,baseduponthe CREC Council Book
of Procedures, with local practice set out separately by Article.
The portion of the PresbyteryBooksofProcedurethatisbased
upontheCRECCouncilBook

of Procedures will be updated in conformity with the Council
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Book of Procedures as it is updated.

C) Each Presiding Minister of Presbytery will ensure that the
numbering of the Book of Procedures he is responsible for
maintaining is consistent with the Council Book of Procedures,
which will require the renumbering of Articles which appear only
onalocal basis.

7. Assemblies may from time to time address issues not included
in the historic creeds and confessions by means of overtures,

memorials (see Article IX), or confessional statements.
CREC Constitution - Article V

A. ThePresbytery must hold atleast one stated meeting each calendar

year. Eachpresbyteryshallindividuallydeterminethenumberofstated
meetingsit shallholdperyear,providingthatthedeterminationis
madeandannounced prior to January 1, of each year.

B. AsprovidedinArticleIVofthisConstitution,thePresidingMinister
hasthe authoritytocallanadhocmeetingofhisrespectiveassembly.
However,iftwo- thirdsofthechurchessubmitawrittenrequesttothe
PresidingMinister,anad hoc presbytery meeting will be called. The
decision to call for an ad hoc meeting of the Presbyterycannotbemade
atastated meeting of Presbytery.

C. TheCouncilwillhaveastatedmeetingeverythreeyears.Inthe
yearthat Council meets, Presbyteries must have theirannualastated
meeting atthe same placeandtime. Iftwothirdsofthe Presbyteries
submitawrittenrequesttothe PresidingMinisterofCouncil,anadhoc
Councilmeetingcanbecalled. The decisiontocallforanadhocmeeting
of Councilcannotbemadeatatriennial Councilmeeting. The
requirement that Presbyteries convene at the same place and time as
Councildoes not apply to ad hoc meetings of Council.

[No amendments are proposed for the remainder of Article V]
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Hus Constitutional Committee
Members: Rev. AttilaHajdu, Rev.Ben Zedek Smith (chairman), Rev. Dr. Sebastian Smolarz
Proposal #1

AdditiontothePreambleoftheConstitutionafterthesentence: “Weusetheword
Communioninitscommon sense of being participantsin one particularbodygathered
withinthebroaderbody,the church ofthe Lord Jesus Christ, bythe ministry ofthe Holy
Spirit.”

Newaddition: “Asa Communion, we recognize the ordination of all the ministers of our
churches.Additionally,werecognizethebaptismsofallthemembersofourchurches,and
wereceiveatthe Lord’s Tableall communicant membersof our churches.”

Proposedreading: “Weusethe word Communion inits common sense of being
participants inoneparticularbodygathered withinthebroaderbody, thechurch ofthe Lord
JesusChrist, bytheministryoftheHolySpirit. AsaCommunion,werecognizethe
ordinationofallthe ministersofourchurches. Additionally, werecognizethebaptismsof
allthemembersofour churches,andwereceiveatthe Lord’sTableall communicant
membersof ourchurches.”

Rationale: Theproposed addition clarifiesthe nature ofthecommunion weformtogetheras
churches.

Proposal #2

Hus Presbyteryis asking the Council/PMoCtoestablish acommittee that would propose a
common confession of faith forallthe CREC churches (apartfromtheindividual
confessions thateach churchadopts). Thatcould bean old confession, likethe New
Confession of Faith from1654(see: Appendix1),oranew,yetsimilarincontent,
confessiondraftedbythe committee. Allthe CREC churches wouldthen adoptthe
confessionasacommon confession for all the CREC churches.

Rationale: Acommon confession adopted by all the CREC churches would underline the
confessional unityofthe CRECand, togetherwiththe mutual recognition ofordination
and thesacraments,wouldexpressthefullcommunionofourconfederatedchurches
asa communion of pulpit and table.

Appendix #1
New Confession of Faith (1654)

|. The Holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testament are the Word of God and the only
rule of knowing Himsavingly, andlivingunto Himin all holiness and righteousness, in
which we mustrest;whichScriptures,whoeverdoesnotbelievebutrejectsthem,does
instead thereoftakehimselftoanyotherwayofdiscoveringthemindofGod,cannotbe
saved.
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Il. ThereisoneonlyGod,whoisaSpirit,all-sufficient,eternal,infinite,unchangeable,
almighty, omniscient, just, merciful, most holy, good, true, faithful and only wise; working all

thingsaccordingtothecounsel of Hisown will; the creator, governorandjudge ofthe world.
TheknowledgeofGodbyfaithisnecessarytosalvationandeveryotherwayofknowledge
of Him is insufficient to salvation.

lll. ThatthisGodisinfinitelydistinctfromall creaturesin Hisbeingandblessedness.
IV. ThatthisGodisoneinthreepersonsorsubsistences—Father,Son,and HolySpirit.

V. God made manuprightin His ownimagetoyield obedienceto Him, sothat the chief
end of man istolive to God and enjoy Him forever.

VI. Manwhowasthuscreatedisfallenintoastateofsinandmisery;sothatournatureis
whollycorrupted, disabled toallthatisspirituallygood,inbondagetosin, atenmity with
God,pronetoallthatisevil;and whilewe continueinthat estate, thewrath of God abides
upon us.

VIl. ThateverytransgressionofthelawofGodissin,thewageswhereofiseternaldeath.

VIll. ThatGodoutofHislovesentJesusChristtobetheonlymediatorbetween Godand
man, withouttheknowledge of whom, bytherevelation ofthe gospel, thereisnosalvation.

IX. ThatthisJesusChristisGodbynature,theonlyandeternallybegotten Sonofthe Father,
and also true man in one person.

X. ThatthisJesus Christisourredeemerandsurety, who,dyinginourstead,layingdown
His lifearansom forusandbearing our sins, has made full satisfaction for them.

XI. ThatthisLordJesusChristisHethatwascrucified atJerusalem,wasburied, roseagain
andascendedintoheaven,andtheresitsattherighthand of God, makingintercession for
us,whoremainsforeveradistinctpersonfromallsaintsand angels, notwithstanding
their union and communion with Him.

XIl. AlltruebelieversarepartakersofJesusChristandall Hisbenefitsfreelybygrace,andare
justifiedbyfaithin Himandnotbyworks, HebeingmadeofGodrighteousnessuntous.

XIll. Thatnoman canbesaved unlessheisbornagain ofthe Holy Spirit, repents, believes,
and walks in holy conversation and godliness.

XIV. ThatwhosoeverdoesnotprizeandloveJesus Christabovehimselfandall other
things, cannot besaved.

XV. Whosoeverallows himselftoliveinany known sin,uponany pretense or
principle whatsoever, is in a state of damnation.

XVI. That Godistobeworshipped accordingto Hisownwill,and that onlyinand
through Jesus Christ.

XVIl. Thatall the dead shall rise again.

XVIll. Thatinthelastday, God willjudgetheworldinrighteousnessbyJesus Christ
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and reward every one according to his works.

XIX. Thatallbelieversshallbetranslatedintoaneverlastingstateofblessednessandan
inheritance of glory in the kingdom of heaven.

XX. Thatallthewickedandunbelieversshallbecastintoeverlastingtormentswiththedevil
and his angels in hell.

Beginning in 1652, John Owen (1616—1683) was a prominent member of the
Rump Parliament Committeeforthe Propagation ofthe Gospel. That committee, which
featured prominent Independents/Congregationalists, had drafted The Principles of
Faith (1652; reprinted Nov. 2,1654). When Oliver Cromwell (1599—-1658) dissolved the
Rump (April 20, 1653), thefirst Protectorate Parliament (September 3,1654) established a
committeeto determinethelimitsoftolerationinreligion.Owenwasonceagainakey
member,but Parliamentadded Presbyterianfigurestothe Congregational theologians
(Owen,Goodwin, Nye, and Simpson)—notably, Richard Vines (1600-1655/56), Thomas
Manton (1620—1677), Stephen Marshall (ca. 1594—1655),and Francis Cheynell (1608—
1665). Richard Baxter (1615— 1691),alsoamember, remains aquandary dueto his
Neonomian doctrine of justification and hiseclecticecclesiology. The confessionthey
drafted survivesinonlyoneextantcopy, whichoriginallybelongedto GeorgeThomason
(t1666) of “Thomason Tracts”fame. Hiscopy isnowintheBritish Library,sanscoveror
titlepage.Thatdeficiencyiscoveredbya manuscript copy of the absent page from
Thomason’shand.1

AswasthecasewiththePrinciplesof Faith (1652), Parliamenttooknoactiontoimplement
this succinct declaration. Perhaps this is due (once more) to the dissolution of a
parliamentarybodybyCromwell —theLord ProtectordissolvedthefirstProtectorate
Parliament on January 22, 1655.

Ithasbeensuggestedthatthemotivationforthisandtheprevious1652summaryof
Christian principles wasrelated tothe Englishtranslation and publication ofthe Socinian
RacovianCatechism(1652).2ThiswouldexplaintheTrinitarianlanguageofthesebriefpost-
Westminsterdeclarations. Andyetsuchorthodoxlanguagewouldbegenerictoany
statementofChristianessentials. Perhapsmoretellingisthelanguageof“ransom”in
referenceto Christ’satoning death. Thatterm would have been anathemato Socinians,
whose exemplaristicview of Christ’sdeath onthe cross eschews anynotion of propitiation
or satisfaction of divine justice.

Why this confession was produced on the heels of the republication of the 1652 Principles a
monthpriorisnotclear. Apparently,thecommittee,nowenhancedwith Presbyterian
brethren,feltafreshstartwasnecessary. Whileitusesseveralclausesfromtheformer
document,italsoenlargesandaddsanumberofdoctrinal articlesandreflectionsnotfound
inthe previous Principles. Thusitisindeed a “new confession.”

Thefulltitle of the workis Anew Confession of Faith, orthefirst principles of the Christian
Religion necessary to bee laid as a foundation by all such as desire to build on unto
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perfection. Represented byaCommitteeof Divines...untothegrand Committeefor Religion

asfitttobeownedbyallsuchMinistersasareorshallbeallowedtoreceivethepublique
maintenancefortheirworksintheMinistry. PropoundedtotheParliament,12Dec.A
transcriptisfoundinT.M.Lawrence, “Transmissionand Transformation: ThomasGoodwin
and the Puritan Project, 1600—1704,” PhD diss. (2002), 224—27.

1 Cf.Catalogueofthe Pamphlets, Books, Newspapers,and Manuscripts Relatingtothe
Civil War,theCommonwealth,and Restoration, CollectedbyGeorgeThomason,1640—
1661,2:1, 1653-1661(1908), 93 (entry for Dec. 12,1654; E. 826.[3.]).

2 John Coffey, “The Toleration Controversy During the English Revolution,” in
Christopher Durston & Judith Maltby, eds., Religionin Revolutionary England
(2006),52.

JamesT.DennisonJr.,ReformedConfessionsofthe16thand17thCenturiesinEnglish
Translation: 1523-1693,vol. 4 (Grand Rapids, MI: Reformation Heritage Books,2008—
2014), 428-429.
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Report of the Sacramental Cooperation
Committee

June 23, 2023

The Committee on Sacramental Cooperation was formed by PMoC Virgil Hurt in
October of 2022.

Committee Members: Michael Foster, Rob Hadding (Chair), Jon Herr, Rich Lusk,
Toby Sumpter, and Gabe Wetmore

Scope of Work as Directed by PM Hurt —

1. Tostudy the current and likely future situation within the CREC
regarding sacramental differences and cooperation, and report the
same to 2023 Council.

2. Toexplore the need to update CREC governing documents to clarify
sacramental cooperation between churches, and to propose, if
necessary, changes to existing governing documents.

3. PMOC recommends the committee make any changes to our
documents as small as possible while still being clear about the intent.

Introduction:

This committee was charged with examining the question of sacramental cooperation
between churches with a specific focus on paedocommunion. That is, are all CREC
churches obligated to honor the baptisms and communicant status of all other CREC
churches when visiting or transferring membership? Our current constitutional
language seems ambiguous on this question. It is also clear that, while
paedocommunion is the almost universal practice within the CREC, differences of
opinion exist on the requirements for all churches to receive visiting worshipers or
transferring members to the Lord’s Supper and into membership respectively. Thus,
our committee considered matters of CREC history, our constitutional language, the
current situation of our Communion, our commitment to Reformed catholicity, and
we have developed a series of solutions for Council to consider.

Historical Considerations

The CREC (originally the CRE — the Confederation of Reformed Evangelicals) began
with three churches in the mid- to late-9os. The founding churches were not unified
on the issues of paedobaptism and paedocommunion but, as Brett Baker recalls, “It
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was more about being

together than agreeing on every point — so we committed to making the union

work.”1 This ethos has guided and continues to be the heart of the CREC’s pursuit of
Reformed catholicity.

The CREC has been broadly Reformed since its inception, allowing a variety of
Reformed Confessions of Faith as the primary expression of respective churches’
statements of faith. From the original CRE Constitution Article II on Local

Congregations:2

F. Each church will adopt into its statement of faith at least one of the following:
1. Westminster Confession of Faith (1647);
2. American Westminster Confession of Faith (1788);
3. The Three Forms of Unity (Belgic Confession [1561], Heidelberg
Catechism [1563], Canons of Dort [1619];
4. The London Baptist Confession (1689)
5.The Savoy Declaration (1658);
6. The Reformed Evangelical Confession.

The current constitution expands this list to include The Belgic Confession (1561) and
the Heidelberg Catechism as discrete confessions, separate from the Three Forms of
Unity, and added are the Second Helvetic Confession and the 39 Articles of Christian
Religion.

Included in the list of acceptable confessions, then and now, is The London Baptist
Confession of Faith (1689). From the beginning there has been room for non-
paedobaptist — and, necessarily, non-paedocommunion — churches as full members in
the CREC (CRE). This may indicate that, all things being equal, Baptists qua Baptists
were welcomed into fellowship from the beginning. However, a note in the CREC
Founding “Fathers” Reflections explains that there was an understanding from the
beginning...

that all baptized members of a CRE church must be received by any other CRE
church. This would include London Baptist Confession churches receiving the
baptism (sprinkling), without requiring immersion, and receiving into
membership baptized children (including infants and young children). As
baptized members of the church, they would be entitled to all the benefits of
church membership, including communion.
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1 CREC Founding “Fathers” Reflections — Douglas Wilson, Brett Baker, Gene Helsel,
Randy Booth. Attached to this report as Appendix A.

2 Constitution of the Confederation of Reformed Evangelicals, Ratified November 6,
1997, amended in Presbytery January 30, 1998.

Likewise, if a Baptist family transferred their membership from a London
Baptist Confession church to a Paedobaptist CRE church, that church would
not require the children to be baptized. Baptist churches were not required
to perform infant baptisms, but must accommodate Paedobaptist families in
obtaining such baptisms. Paedobaptist churches were not required to
perform immersion baptism, but must accommodate Baptist families in
obtaining such baptisms.

These provisions applied only to membership transfers between CRE
churches. Each local church was free to have its own standards and

practices for visitors and new members from outside the CRE.3

As of this writing, the committee knows of no church in the CREC which subscribes to
the London Baptist Confession of Faith, and only one member church and one
mission church that do not practice paedocommunion (although those churches do
commune young children who are able to answer basic questions regarding faith in
Christ).

The Constitutional Language

The pertinent language of the CREC Constitution

reads:4 Article III. Local Congregations

G. All members in good standing in a local CREC congregation must be
received by any other CREC church regardless of confessional
differences between the churches. All CREC churches will handle
problems arising from differences in how membership is reckoned
from church to church (e.g. individual vs. household) with all charity
and good faith, seeking to include one another’s members.
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H. In the transfer of members from one CREC church to another,
differences arising from issues such as membership, paedo-baptism
and paedo-communion, must be handled with pastoral sensitivity.
Receiving churches do not have to

3 CREC Founding “Fathers” Reflections — Douglas Wilson, Brett Baker, Gene
Helsel, Randy Booth — attached, Appendix A.

4 CREC Constitution, Revision as of April 6, 2022.
adopt or practice such variations, but they should do all within their
power to accommodate them.

There is an apparent discrepancy in Article II1.G. In the first sentence, receiving other
members in good standing is not optional: “All members in good standing in a local
CREC congregation must be received by any other CREC church regardless of
confessional differences between churches” (emphasis added). In the second sentence
of that same section, however, there is acknowledgment that differences between
congregations may occur, particularly in how membership is reckoned. When this
happens, it says, churches ought to exercise charity and good faith in receiving these
members, making reasonable efforts to include them as full participants in the life of
the church. We note that “receiving” and “including” may be interpreted as two
different things: their reception as members and their inclusion as participants. Thus
the full expectation of how this should play out is unclear.

Article II1.H specifically addresses potential difficulties related to membership,
paedobaptism, and paedocommunion, urging pastoral sensitivity. This section stops
short of requiring churches to practice paedobaptism or paedocommunion, but again
calls on churches to do all within their power to accommodate those who do. Despite
the preference for paedocommunion exhibited throughout the majority of CREC
churches, it is notable that this article is the only place in all of the governing
documents that paedocommunion is mentioned. The virtual silence of our documents
on the topic highlights the ambiguity of these articles, and places them at the crux of
the issue.

Although the language of these two sections may be technically ambiguous, the
intention is that churches are expected to work out differences in a spirit of
cooperation and goodwill. However, this ethos, as laudable as it is, becomes more
difficult to depend upon as the CREC grows. As the CREC becomes an increasingly

39



attractive option for Reformed churches of different stripes, we will doubtless
encounter situations in which the current question becomes a significant factor. In
such cases simply relying on a shared understanding of the “spirit” of the documents is
inadequate. Greater clarity in the constitutional language is necessary.

Our Current Situation

If there are currently no churches who subscribe to the London Baptist Confession of
Faith, and only one church and one mission church that do not practice
paedocommunion, why is there such concern over our requirements? Are we trying to
solve a problem that does not exist? While the

current conversation is dealing largely with hypothetical situations, there is ample
reason to believe that the CREC is becoming increasingly attractive to churches with
other affiliations who may see the CREC as a possible denominational home. This is
owing to several factors:

* Several CREC ministers have found success in the public sphere commenting
on current ecclesiastical and cultural matters and are calling on people,
particularly men, to rethink a lot of their assumptions. Douglas Wilson; the
Fight, Laugh, Feast conferences; Cross Politic; Kuyperian Commentary; and
others have earned a hearing with Christians across the spectrum, giving the
CREC new and broader exposure.

* The majority response among CREC churches to the Covid lockdowns was to
remain open and continue worshiping, sometimes under great pressure to
do otherwise. Many CREC churches saw considerable growth during the
shutdown period as the profile of the denomination was elevated.

* The CREC’s general posture against and resistance to cultural
pressures such as wokeness, and the LGBTQ+ agenda.

* The CREC’s commitment to Reformed catholicity.

Ministers and other church leaders from diverse Reformed backgrounds are
investigating the CREC, finding it to be more hospitable than their current
denominational situation. This has led to many inquiries by individuals and churches
regarding affiliation with the CREC, and a large percentage of those are from contexts
in which paedobaptism and/or paedocommunion are not the norm. It is therefore
foreseeable that we will have churches pursue membership in the CREC which have
different sacramental commitments than most current CREC churches on the basis of
our openness to a broad range of Reformed confessions of faith. Because the
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governing documents are either ambiguous or are inconsistently interpreted, the
potential for disagreement and conflict over how we receive one another’s members as
visitors or transfers may arise.

As it stands now, the majority expectation is that all CREC churches receive all
baptized members of CREC churches at the Lord’s Supper and as transferring

members. In a recent survey of Elders in the CREC, we posed two questions:5

1. Do you believe a communing member of your church — of any age and who
is in good standing — should be accepted to the table of any CREC church while
visiting?

Yes: 94.21%; No: 5.79%

5 Survey Monkey survey conducted by the Sacramental Cooperation Committee and
posted on the CREC Presbyters email list from March 6, 2023 — March 18, 2023. Total

respondents: 121. Question 1: Yes, 114; No, 7. Question 2:
Yes, 110; No, 11.

2.1f a communing member of your church — of any age and who is in good
standing — is transferred to another CREC church, should the receiving church
honor and accept their communing status when receiving them?

Yes: 90.91%; No: 9.09%

This survey reveals something about the expectations of most of our churches: the vast
majority responded in the affirmative to these two questions. It is not unanimous,
however, and that bears some attention. The email thread connected to the survey on
the CREC Presbyters email list included a range of opinions in support of and
expressing concerns over requiring baptistic and credocommunion churches to
practice against their church’s confession and conscience. These perspectives will be
discussed below, but it is important to note that paedocommunion as such is not
central to most of the comments. That is, where there is disagreement, it is not chiefly
over whether paedocommunion is right or not (as noted above, paedocommunion is
the nearly unanimous conviction and practice among our churches), but on questions
of denominational identity, unity, and trajectory. In the same way, the work of this
committee has not been theological: that is, we did not work to defend or object to
paedocommunion per se.

From the beginning, the CREC has been a novel experiment. What other
denomination allows for multiple confessions and polities at the local level, while still
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expecting full cooperation at the presbytery and council levels? The CREC was
founded not in order to have complete sacramental purity and agreement, but as a
place where Reformed Christians of various sorts could come together and be
committed to truth in precisely those areas where other Reformed denominations had
compromised (e.g., covenant family life, Christian education, six-day creation).
Openness to confessional Baptists and non-paedocommunion Presbyterians is
evidence of this.

But it is also true that paedocommunion has been an important element of the
CREC’s identity from its earliest days. Even if a church did not share the conviction,
there was agreement that the communicant status of all baptized members was to be
acknowledged, and all baptized persons from CREC churches would be granted
access to the table by all other CREC churches, disciplinary action notwithstanding.
So, while it has not been required that all CREC churches adopt paedocommunion
into their primary beliefs and practices, it has at least been an implicit understanding
and expectation that all churches would honor the communicant status of all baptized
persons from all other CREC churches regardless of age.

We recognize that there is an interplay between governing documents and those
documents’ interpreters. It is both the case that perfect documents can be
misinterpreted and misapplied by

fallen men, and that well-intentioned men can go astray through ambiguous
documents. Getting our constitution “just right” will not make us unassailable, nor
will simply trusting our leaders to make decisions without clear constitutional
requirements: the two go hand-in-hand.

The tension of having confessional diversity on one hand, and some kind of

sacramental unity or cooperation on the other hand, is the challenge before us.6 The
current constitutional language reflects an attempt to make the tension bearable by
encouraging each to accommodate the other. For instance, the CREC accommodates
a Reformed, Baptist church, by receiving them into the denomination, affording them
all the benefits of membership; and in turn, the Reformed, Baptist church
accommodates the CREC by submitting to Presbyterian polity and receiving members
from other CREC churches it would otherwise not ordinarily receive. This appeal to
accommodation and charity, however, leaves the actual requirements and
expectations with regard to sacramental cooperation ambiguous. Accommodation
and charity can mean different things to different people.
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Reformed Catholicity

Reformed catholicity is highly valued as constituent to the CREC’s identity, a fact
made obvious by the array of Reformed confessions of faith to which member
churches may subscribe. But it is also evident that there are barriers to true
catholicity. We want to be as broad as we can be, but we also want to preserve without
compromise those doctrinal positions and practices that are equally fundamental to
our identity. How do we hold broad commitments in concord with narrower ones? In
the current conversation, the tension is resolved by either requiring or not requiring
all CREC churches to recognize and honor the communicant status of any member in
good standing of another CREC church, discipline notwithstanding.

Arguments in favor of the requirement to do so are based on:

1. The understanding and practice of the CREC from the beginning.
To deviatefrom that would go against our denominational tradition.

2. The understanding of the connection between the Sacraments
and Church Discipline. To deny a person access to the Lord’s Supper who
has already been granted communicant status is, in effect, an act of
discipline.

6 It should be noted that the tension that exists in our governing documents has been
acknowledged from the early days of the denomination. Several men—including
Douglas Wilson, Randy Booth, and Steve Wilkins—have observed that at some point
we would require an enduring solution.

3. The desire to see our real, spiritual unity as churches truly worked
out in practice. Unity of sacramental practice among CREC churches is a
(but not the only) basis of our unity as a Communion, but cultural issues of
our day, important as they may be, are not. Paul says that our unity is not
only demonstrated at the Lord’s Table, but also that our coming to the same
table and partaking of the same bread and wine is formative of our unity (1
Corinthians 10:16-17). Similarly for baptism (1 Corinthians 12:13). We cannot
claim to have complete unity as a communion if we refuse to accept the
baptismal and communicant status conferred by other CREC churches. To
say a person is not validly baptized, or that they are not welcome to the Table,
is to say they are not united with us.

4. The commitment to broad catholicity. This position best expresses
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and preserves catholicity by including not only those we fully agree with,
but also those who differ from us at various points. It is the exclusion of
each others’ members on the basis of doctrinal differences that inhibits
catholicity.

Arguments against the requirement to do so are based on:

1. The breadth of allowable confessions. The CREC has always allowed a
range of Reformed confessions and does not require any exception to their
respective confessions on the point of the sacraments.

2. The understanding of local sessions as the final authority. Toinsist
that a church go against its own constitution, confession, or conscience is to
impose an unreasonable burden, and undermines the authority and
responsibility of the local session to fence the Table.

3. The desire to protect local congregations from disunity. To require a
church to accommodate sacramental practices contrary to its own confession
sews visible division and potentially discord within the local congregation.

4. The desire to be a “big tent.” If we draw the line to membership in the
CREC at this point, we risk making ourselves unattractive as a denominational
home to many churches who are aligned with us on the vast majority of our
other distinctives, not least our positions on cultural issues. This could result in
curtailing our growth and effectiveness in the culture war.

While both of these positions have merit, at bottom they represent paradigmatic
differences that run deep enough to make clarification necessary.

Solutions

Potential solutions to the problem are as complex as the question itself. Our
committee members represent the full spectrum of the CREC on these issues by
design, and as such, we discussed each angle and viewpoint in our meetings. We
agree that clarification is needed, but do not all agree on the best way forward, nor
the extent to which clarity is needed. This responsibility will fall to the Council to
prayerfully set the direction for all of us. The variation already visible within a
committee of six presbyters is further evidence that a growing denomination may
only continue to see more of the same.

We find ourselves with six possible solutions. While there are diverse opinions as
to which option might be the best solution, we all agree that these represent the
options before Council. Our suggestions for each of these possible solutions are as
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follows:7

1. Maintain the status quo

Our committee is in agreement that we should clarify and address the
ambiguities in our constitution, and we do not recommend this solution.
Leaving things as they are would be unwise for the future of the CREC for all of
the reasons detailed in the report above.

2. Make moderate modifications to Articles II1.G and III.H to clarify our current
position

Articles IT1.G and III.H shall read as follows:

G. All members in good standing in a local CREC congregation must be received
by any other CREC church regardless of confessional differences between the
churches. All CREC churches will handle problems arising from differences in
how membership is reckoned from church to church (e.g. individual vs.
household) with all charity and good faith, seeking to include one another’s
members.

H. In the transfer of members from one CREC church to another, differences
arising from issues such as membership, paedo-baptism and paedo-
communion, must be handled with pastoral sensitivity. Receiving churches do
not have to adopt or practice such variations, but they should do all within their
power to accommodate them, at the very least, receiving the
membership and communicant status of individuals as previously

7 Please refer to Appendix B of this document for a more detailed comparison of the
differences of language
between the current wording and that of these solutions.

conferred by their fellow CREC elders. Any churches that have been
previously received into CREC membership who explicitly took
exception to this requirement, the CREC hereby grandfathers in.

Rationale:

This solution seeks to recognize the practice of the CREC as received, clarifying
the original intention of the language of Articles III.G and II1.H, while carving
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out space for exceptions which have already been allowed. It also seeks to
retain as much of the original language as possible, not charting a new course,
but clarifying what many see as the original course. The bold letters in the new
wording of Article ITII.H above are simply to highlight one significant point of
this clarification.

3. State that sacramental cooperation is desirable, but not required
Amend Article III.H as follows:

H. In the transfer of members from one CREC church to another, differences
arising from issues such as membership, paedobaptism and
paedocommunion, must be handled with pastoral sensitivity. Receiving
churches do not have to adopt or practice such variations, but they should do
all within their power to accommodate them. Although we encourage and
hope for sacramental cooperation throughout all CREC churches,
individual local church sessions would maintain the freedom to
administer the sacraments according to their conscience,
constitution, and confessional understanding.

Rationale:

This approach is consistent with the CREC’s broad catholicity as demonstrated
by allowing various Protestant confessions, some of which take an explicitly
credobaptist and/or credocommunion position, as a local congregation’s
doctrinal standards (Article III1.C). It also reflects our belief that the local
congregation has primacy in the structure of biblical church government
(Article ITI.A). Church Discipline is central to church governance, and the
administration of the sacraments is central to Church Discipline. If we allow
credo-confessions and stress the primacy of local church government, it then
follows that a local session should be allowed to administer those sacraments
according to their stated doctrinal standards.

Further, if the CREC takes a position that closes off the possibility of
committed credobaptist and credocommunion churches who desire to remain
true to their confession, conscience, and constitutions, we may well be limiting
our growth potential as a denomination and, therefore, limiting our reach and
impact in the culture.

4. Re-word Constitution Articles II1.G & II1.H to clarify our robust
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expectation of sacramental cooperation

Articles IT1.G and III.H shall read as follows:

G. The CREC is a unified communion of churches with various confessional
differences. While we allow a variety of views and practices related to the
sacraments (e.g. paedobaptism and credobaptism, paedocommunion and
credocommunion), we seek mutual submission to one another (Eph. 5:21).
Therefore, all CREC churches agree to recognize the sacramental actions of
other CREC churches by accepting the baptismal and communicant status of
their members, regardless of any confessional differences between the
churches.

1 All members in good standing of a CREC congregation must be received
by any other CREC church, with their baptismal and communicant
status intact, even if the receiving church would not have conferred that
status themselves. This applies to both visiting and transferring families
from other CREC churches. All CREC churches will handle problems
arising from differences in how membership is reckoned from church to
church (e.g. individual vs. household) with all charity and good faith,
seeking to include one another’s members.

2. Any credobaptist church in this Communion must accept the validity
of the baptisms of other CREC churches, even if they would not have
performed that baptism themselves. They may think that a person
(e.g. an infant) ought not to have been baptized, or ought to have been
baptized by a different mode (e.g. immersion), but they agree to
accept that the person is, in fact, baptized, though they might consider
it irregular.

3. Any paedobaptist and credocommunion church (defined as having both
communicant and non-communicant members, where non-
communicants become communicants after the session accepts their
profession of faith as credible), shall agree to accept the communicant
status conferred by other CREC churches upon their members. Thus, if
a family from a paedocommunion CREC church (defined

as regarding all baptized members as communicants) visits a
credocommunion CREC church, they shall be welcomed to the table as
communicants, even if the receiving church would not have conferred
communicant status on the member in the same way. Likewise,
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credocommunion churches shall agree to accept transfers of members in
good standing from other CREC churches, and will honor and accept the
communicant status they held in their sister church, regardless of age or
mental capacity, by transferring them as communicant members.

H. While members in good standing of a CREC church must be received by
transfer to another CREC church, with their baptismal and communicant
status intact, regardless of confessional differences, once they have
transferred, the receiving church is not under obligation to admit any children
subsequently born to them in the manner of their former church. After their
transfer, any new admissions to baptism and the Lord’s Supper shall be done
at the discretion of the receiving CREC session, according to their normal
practice. Credobaptist CREC churches are strongly encouraged to allow
paedobaptist member families to have their children baptized at a
paedobaptist CREC church and to subsequently recognize that baptism,
although this constitution does not require that they do so.

Rationale:

Given the committee report on the ambiguity in these articles as they stand, this
solution seeks to clarify the CREC’s expectations of churches regarding their
members. One of the ambiguous portions of the current articles relates to the
language of “practice.” Churches are told that they must “receive” any member
of another CREC church (II1.G), but they “do not have to adopt or practice such
variations” as paedobaptism or paedocommunion (III.H). Rather, they must
“do all within their power to accommodate them.”

This solution preferences and clarifies the generally-accepted expectation of
receiving one anothers’ members, but also seeks to clarify the meaning of the
word “practice.” In the wording of the current constitution, the expectation
might be that a credocommunion church would need to receive the baptisms
and communicant statuses of any visiting or transferring CREC members, but
would this mean that they are “practicing” paedocommunion?

This solution assumes that there are two ways communicant status is
conferred by a church to its members: either by baptism (the
paedocommunion view) or by credible profession of faith (the
credocommunion view). Thus the Lord’s Supper, on either view, is not the
moment at which one becomes a communicant member. Rather, it is a
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sacramental moment at which one is recognized as already being a
communicant member. The practice of credocommunion is fundamentally
about how one becomes a communicant. As such, allowing a very young
communicant member from another CREC church to partake of the Lord’s
Supper would not be “practicing” paedocommunion, properly speaking. A
credocommunion church would only “practice” paedocommunion if they
began conferring new communicant status on members at baptism.

According to this rationale, this solution would not be asking credocommunion
churches to “practice” paedocommunion. That is, they would not be asked to
confer communicant status in any way other than they already do. Rather, they
would simply be asked to act in deference to their brothers in the CREC who
have already conferred that status, by recognizing that status. Nothing about
their normal practice of conferring new communicant status by valid
profession of faith would need to change.

Paedobaptist and paedocommunion churches in the CREC regularly make
exceptions in deference to credobaptist members (and perhaps less often for
credocommunion members). For example, they allow parents to put off the
baptism of their children until later, contrary to their paedobaptist
confessions. This solution asks credobaptist and credocommunion churches
to make similar exceptions in deference to sister CREC churches in the
matters of baptism and communicant status.

One objection made on the elder’s list, and discussed in our committee, was
that a proposal such as this would undermine the authority of a local session
and force them to do something against their will. While seeking to preserve
this local church authority according to Article II1.A, this solution does not
force anything upon a local session, any more than the CREC constitution in
general forces anything upon a local session.

Churches join the CREC, and submit to its governing documents, of their own
volition and without compulsion. When they do so, they not only agree to
abide by the CREC constitution, they agree to adopt the CREC constitution
through article VII into their own constitution (see Article I11.K). The
governing documents of the CREC require many different things of our
churches, but churches voluntarily agree to abide by those requirements. And
they agree to abide by those requirements at all times, not only at those times
when the local session’s own ideals directly align with them.
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Finally, it is important that whatever this Communion requires of member
churches be spelled out clearly. Member churches, and churches seeking future
membership in this Communion, should know exactly what is expected of
them. Our requirements for receiving members from other CREC churches
should be clear and unambiguous, not left

open to a multitude of interpretations. This solution seeks to spell these things
out clearly in our governing documents.

Form new presbyteries and/or a sister denomination which allow for
differencein sacramental practice

The CREC shall explore the addition of two additional presbyteries: the
“Machen” Presbytery (to facilitate credocommunion churches) and the
“Spurgeon” Presbytery (to facilitate Baptist churches). Alternatively, the CREC
shall aid in the establishment of new “sister” Communions which preference
these sacramental views.

Rationale

One of the best features of the CREC is its commitment to Reformed
catholicity. This is seen in our flexibility on many issues, including polity and
the breadth of Reformed confessions we include. We are attempting a unique
experiment in ecclesiology: a denomination that seeks to maximize
accommodation in areas where faithful and godly Christians differ, while
zealously guarding orthodoxy and orthopraxy. While we are committed to
Reformed catholicity, there are certain distinctives within the CREC that most
very much want to preserve, including paedocommunion. Paedocommunion is
understood by many as an exception to every Reformed confession, and yet has
become a crucial piece of the CREC’s identity. Many are in the CREC today
precisely because they no longer fit other Reformed denominations due to their
paedocommunion convictions. Is there a way to preserve paedocommunion,
while still growing the CREC alongside other like-minded Christians who are
credocommunionists or baptistic? While acknowledging that no one
denomination can be fully catholic in today’s world given the widespread
fractures within the church, we should still seek to maximize our catholic reach
as much as reasonably and practically possible.

It is certainly true that sacramental unity is vital to our Communion. This is
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why the CREC has generally pushed for all churches in our denomination to
recognize the sacramental status of members in other CREC churches, even
when there are different convictions about who should receive the sacraments.
Biblically, the sacraments play a key role in the unity of the church as tangible
markers of the covenant community. But the sacraments are not the only
ground of our unity. In Ephesians 4, Paul speaks of one faith (that is, shared
confessional content), one Lord (Christ’s authority under which the faith is
lived out), and one baptism (the sacramental doorway and boundary of the
covenant). We know that there are faithful churches and congregations with
whom we

disagree on the sacraments, and on the other hand many that practice
paedobaptism or paedocommunion but have become synagogues of Satan.
Because of these two competing realities, agreement on the sacraments is not a
sufficient basis for identifying fellow believers. Unfortunately, in today’s messy
ecclesiastical situation, catholicity is more complex than that.

What kind of unity might be possible with those who agree with us on most
everything except for the sacraments? The perceived requirement that any
incoming church practice paedocommunion with visitors and transfers has
sometimes kept churches that do not believe in paedocommunion away from
the CREC. While this preserves paedocommunion in the CREC (a good and
necessary goal), it comes at the cost of potential growth and even broader
catholicity. If the only kinds of credocommunion and Baptist churches we
allow into the CREC are ones that are willing to recognize paedobaptism or
paedocommunion as valid alternatives, we will never really have any
substantial number of non-paedocommunion churches. Our claim to “include”
credocommunionists and Baptists will not be fully credible.

We are faced with competing visions for the CREC’s future. On the one hand,
we could be the paedocommunion denomination in Reformed Christendom.
This is simple, clear, and gives us a sharply defined identity. But while
catholicity should generally include recognizing the sacramental actions of
other churches and accommodating them as much as possible (per our current
constitutional language), true catholicity also means recognizing that there are
faithful, God-fearing Christians who have different convictions in these areas
and we must respect their practices even as we disagree with them. That is the
tension: it is really a tension between these two aspects of catholicity. We have
to make a choice between sacramental consistency and sacramental catholicity.

15
50



17

A strong case could be made for going in either direction. But is it possible to
have the best of both worlds?

One possible way forward that both preserves paedocommunion’s privileged
place in the CREC and opens the door to a genuine catholicity with non-
paedocommunion churches that are otherwise like-minded is the formation of
confessional presbyteries for credocommunionists and Baptists, in which these
types of churches would be free to practice their convictions in sacramental
matters.

This pathway has several advantages. By creating a clear distinction between
paedocommunion presbyteries and the new presbyteries, paedocommunion
is protected,

while these new confessional presbyteries would have the liberty to practice the
sacraments according to their conscience. At the same time, this solution would
allow the CREC to practice an even broader form of “Reformed catholicity” than
we do today.

These presbyteries would allow the CREC to grow alongside churches that are
otherwise a good fit but do not practice paedocommunion.

Another similar alternative would be to assist in the formation of sister
denominations that share core convictions with the CREC but differ in
sacramental convictions and practices. This would allow for close fraternal
relations among the denominations, while maintaining the distinctives of
each.

Either of these options seems to be fully consistent with the founding
vision of the CREC, and advances a Reformed view of Christian doctrine
and life.

Remove the 1689 London Baptist Confession of Faith from the Book of
Confessions, and further, explicitly become a paedocommunion
denomination

Removing the 1689 London Baptist Confession of Faith from the list of
allowable confessions of CREC churches would remove the ambiguity
surrounding our identity as a communion on the issue of the inclusion of
covenant children in baptism, and would be a relatively straightforward move,
unlikely to affect many current CREC churches.
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It is significant that the 1689 London Baptist Confession of Faith, obviously
modeled on and in many areas identical to the Westminster Confession of
Faith, demonstrates both unity and disunity with Westminster. Where these
documents vary, most notably in the areas of church polity and the
sacraments (“ordinances” in the LBCF), there is no doubt that the Baptists
were making clear that while there was a great deal of overlap of doctrine, the
remaining differences were not inconsequential, and were significant barriers
to full fellowship.

Explicitly becoming a paedocommunion denomination, however, would
require more amendment of our existing documents. Our committee does not
recommend this solution, and therefore suggests no particular wording. There
would be more complications to discuss should the Council decide to pursue
this direction, and these complications are outside the purview of our
committee’s task. If a 1689 Baptist church is willing to join with us, submitting
to our documents as amended, our committee believes that we should eagerly
receive them.

Conclusion

Our aim as we did this work was, at least to some degree, to have the conversation on
behalf of the Communion. We worked to represent all of the views well, and to
consider the implications of each. Committee members argued earnestly for their
positions, and it was no mere academic exercise.

Despite the obvious disagreements within our committee, however, one thing at least
was certain: the good natured and brotherly attitude so distinct within the CREC is
alive and well. Our discussions and debates were robust, but also congenial. And our
prayer is that the work put forth here would serve the CREC well, by aiding us in
protecting the good work that has already been done so that these brotherly
discussions may continue for the good of the Communion and the Kingdom.

In sum, paedocommunion has been long taken for granted as one of the dominant
practices of the CREC, but our catholicity has also left us vulnerable to ambiguities
and inconsistencies within our governing documents, or between our documents and
our practice. In response to PM Hurt’s direction, we have explored and summarized
our past, present, and future situation with regards to sacramental cooperation. And
though we could not settle on one single path forward, we have outlined six possible
solutions. It is worth pointing out that solution #5 may be explored along with any of
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the other proposed solutions.

The question before the Council now is, “What kind of denomination do we want to
be?” The sacramental cooperation question is not a mere matter of practicality, but
our response to it will chart a significant course for our future which will extend into
the next generation of our denominational life, and perhaps beyond. We encourage
Council to treat this with care, seeking the best for our Communion, whether or not it
is the easiest solution.

Appendix A - CREC Founding “Fathers” Reflections
Douglas Wilson, Brett Baker, Gene Helsel, Randy Booth

These are some recollections of what was going on back in the “olden days,”
when the Confederation of Reformed Evangelicals (CRE), was getting
started (1996-1997).

Three churches adopted the first constitution:

e Community Evangelical Fellowship (CEF), Moscow, ID (Douglas Wilson)
e [FEastside Evangelical Fellowship, (EEF) Bellevue, WA (Brett Baker)
e Wenatchee Evangelical Fellowship, (WEF) Wenatchee, WA (Gene Helsel)

The first presbytery meeting was held in 1998, and a fourth church was
added to the confederation:

e Grace Covenant Church, (GCC) Texarkana, AR (Randy Booth)

Prior to this time (1993-1995), pastors Wilson and Booth were moving from Baptist
to Paedobaptist positions, each writing books (To a Thousand Generations and
Children of the Promise). CEF, Moscow ended up with a “cooperative agreement”
between Baptist and Paedobaptists, which enabled them to avoid a church split. This
“cooperative agreement” remains in place today. Texarkana Reformed Baptist
Church did split over the issue and GCC, Texarkana was formed. At this point there
was a recognition that God was doing something in several churches and that there
was a need for those churches to have a safe place to land and to work though the
necessary transitions. This also included the paedo-communion issue. Places like the
PCA and OPC did not offer a place for churches like ours.

Eastside Evangelical Fellowship began in 1993 as a baptistic church, when CEF invited
them to be a sister church, and the next year, WEF joined in the same way. Years later,
in 2000, EEF commenced a study in earnest of baptism among the elders, which
lasted four years. All but one of the elders had become persuaded of the Paedo
position. This elder began the study as Credo and became more convinced of his
position at the end of the study, so EEF adopted a cooperation agreement and
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continues with that even today.

Brett recalls that, “given the various places our three churches were in our
understanding of the covenant before forming the CRE, we had to begin with
cooperation. And I think we were close enough as friends that we would have started
the CRE regardless. It was more about being together than agreeing on every point—so
we committed to making the union work.”

Gene Helsel offers this account of CEF coming into the CRE:

November 1995 — February of 1996

The session (Gene) petitioned the elders at CEF to oversee the work in
Wenatchee in a “mother/daughter” relationship. After some deliberation, CEF
graciously agreed to do so. May 2, 1996

WEF (with a few exceptions) adopted the Westminster Statement of Faith 1647
as its own.

June 20,1996

The first version of WEF’s constitution was adopted by the eldership of the
church.

March of 1097
WEF conducted intense but charitable debates at its weekly Men’s Forums
regarding the doctrine of baptism. Every man was welcome to attend the
meetings, but the only ones who were allowed to debate were those who had:

1) Read a book and a pamphlet on paedobaptism

2) Read a book and a pamphlet on credobaptism

3) Written a paper defending the position that they did not
personally hold to. The meetings were well attended, lively and profitable.
November 6. 1997
WETF, in concord with EEF and CEF, ratified the constitution of the
Confederation of Reformed Evangelicals and adopted it into its own
constitution.

From the first CRE Constitution Article II. Local Congregations:

F. Each church will adopt into its statement of faith at least one of the following:
1 Westminster Confession of Faith (1647);
2. American Westminster Confession of Faith (1788);
3. The Three Forms of Unity (Belgic Confession [1561],
Heidelberg Catechism [1563], Canons of Dort [1619]);
4, The London Baptist Confession (1689);
5. The Savoy Declaration (1658);
6. The Reformed Evangelical Confession (see Article XII).

G. Controversies within a local congregation regarding matters arising from
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differences between our various confessions will not be adjudicated beyond the
local church level. All churches agree to work cheerfully and carefully in their
study of doctrinal differences, and to strive for like-mindedness with one
another (Rom. 12:16; 1 Cor. 1:10; Phil. 3:16).

H. Inclusion in the CRE presupposes honest subscription by the eldership to
whatever confessions are adopted, with any exceptions carefully noted prior
to affiliation (Ex. 20: 16; Col. 3:9). If a difference of conviction arises after a
church has become affiliated, then the presbytery must be notified before the
adoption of confessional or creedal exceptions by the local congregation
which depart from, or may be at odds with, CRE standards.

I. All members in good standing in a local CRE congregation must be
received by any other CRE church regardless of confessional differences
between the churches.

All CRE churches will handle problems arising from differences in how
membership is reckoned from church to church (e.g., individual vs. household)
with all charity and good faith, seeking to include one another’s members.

In the transfer of members from one CRE church to another, differences
arising from issues such as membership, paedo-baptism and paedo-
communion, must be handled with pastoral sensitivity. Receiving churches do
not have to adopt or practice such variations, but they should do all within
their power to accommodate them.

It was the understanding, from the beginning, that all baptized members of a CRE
church must be received by any other CRE church. This would include a London
Baptist Confession church receiving the baptism (sprinkling), without requiring
immersion, and receiving into membership baptized children (including infants and
young children). As baptized members of the church, they would be entitled to the all
the benefits of church membership, including communion.

Likewise, if a Baptist family transferred their membership from a London Baptist
Confession church to a Paedobaptist CRE church, that church could not require the
children to be baptized. Baptist churches were not required to perform infant
baptisms, but must accommodate Paedobaptist families in obtaining such baptisms.
Paedobaptist churches were not required to perform immersion baptism, but must
accommodate Baptist families in obtaining such baptisms.

These provisions applied only to membership transfers between CRE churches.
Each local church was free to have its own standards and practices for visitors
and new members from outside the CRE.

Appendix B - Constitutional Language Comparisons
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For the ease of the Council delegates in considering the various solutions offered
above, this appendix provides language comparisons between the existing
Constitution Articles III.G and

lILH and some of the suggested revisions. Words struck-through are discarded
current language, normal words are existing language, words in bold are new
additions.

Current language:
Article III

G. All members in good standing in a local CREC congregation must be received
by any other CREC church regardless of confessional differences between the
churches. All CREC churches will handle problems arising from differences in
how membership is reckoned from church to church (e.g. individual vs.
household) with all charity and good faith, seeking to include one another’s
members.

H. In the transfer of members from one CREC church to another, differences
arising from issues such as membership, paedo-baptism and paedo-
communion, must be handled with pastoral sensitivity. Receiving churches do
not have to adopt or practice such variations, but they should do all within their
power to accommodate them.

Solution #2 revises these articles as follows:
Article IIT

G. All members in good standing in a local CREC congregation must be received
by any other CREC church regardless of confessional differences between the
churches. All CREC churches will handle problems arising from differences in
how membership is reckoned from church to church (e.g. individual vs.
household) with all charity and good faith, seeking to include one another’s
members.

H. In the transfer of members from one CREC church to another, differences
arising from issues such as membership, paedo-baptism and paedo-
communion, must be handled with pastoral sensitivity. Receiving churches do
not have to adopt or practice such variations, but they should do all within their
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power to accommodate them, at the very least, receiving the
membership and communicant status of individuals as previously

conferred by their fellow CREC elders. Any churches that have
been previously received into CREC membership who explicitly
took exception to this requirement, the CREC hereby grandfathers
in.

Solution #3 revises these articles as follows:
Article III

G. All members in good standing in a local CREC congregation must be received
by any other CREC church regardless of confessional differences between the
churches. All CREC churches will handle problems arising from differences in
how membership is reckoned from church to church (e.g. individual vs.
household) with all charity and good faith, seeking to include one another’s
members.

H. In the transfer of members from one CREC church to another, differences
arising from issues such as membership, paedo-baptism and paedo-
communion, must be handled with pastoral sensitivity. Receiving churches do
not have to adopt or practice such variations, but they should do all within
their power to accommodate them. Although we encourage and hope for
sacramental cooperation throughout all CREC churches, individual
local church sessions would maintain the freedom to administer the
sacraments according to their stated confessional standards.

Solution #4 revises these articles as follows:
Article III

G. The CREC is a unified communion of churches with various
confessional differences. While we allow a variety of views and
practices related to the sacraments (e.g. paedobaptism and
credobaptism, paedocommunion and credocommunion), we seek
mutual submission to one another (Eph. 5:21). Therefore, all CREC
churches agree to recognize the sacramental actions of other CREC
churches by accepting the baptismal and communicant status of
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their members, regardless of any confessional differences between
the churches.
1. All members in good standing in a local CREC congregation must be
received by any other CREC church with their baptismal and
communicant status intact,

even if the receiving church would not have conferred that
status themselves. This applies to both visiting and
transferring families from other CREC churches. regardless-of
eonfessional-differeneesbetween-the-ehurehes: All CREC churches will
handle problems arising from differences in how membership is
reckoned from church to church (e.g. individual vs. household) with all
charity and good faith, seeking to include one another’s members.

2. Any credobaptist church in this Communion must accept the
validity of the baptisms of other CREC churches, even if they
would not have performed that baptism themselves. They
may think that a person (e.g. an infant) ought not to have
been baptized, or ought to have been baptized by a different
mode (e.g. immersion), but they agree to accept that the
person is, in fact, baptized, though they might consider it
irregular.

3. Any credocommunion church (defined as having both
communicant and non-communicant members, where non-
communicants become communicants after the session
accepts their profession of faith as credible), shall agree to
accept the communicant status conferred by other CREC
churches upon their members. Thus, if a family from a
paedocommunion
CREC church (defined as regarding all baptized members as
communicants) visits a credocommunion CREC church, they
shall be welcomed to the table as communicants, even if the
receiving church would not have conferred communicant
status on the member in the same way. Likewise,
credocommunion churches shall agree to accept transfers of
members in good standing from other CREC churches, and
will honor and accept the communicant status they held in
their sister church, regardless of age or mental capacity, by
transferring them as communicant members.
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theirpower-to-accommodate-them: While members in good standing of a
CREC church must be received by transfer to another CREC church,
with their baptismal and communicant status intact, regardless of
confessional differences, once they have transferred, the receiving
church is not under obligation to admit any children subsequently
born to them in the manner of their former church. After their
transfer, any new admissions to baptism and the Lord’s Supper
shall be done at the discretion of the receiving CREC session,
according to their normal practice. Credobaptist CREC churches
are strongly encouraged to allow paedobaptist member families to
have their children baptized

at a paedobaptist CREC church and to subsequently recognize that
baptism, although this constitution does not require that they do so.

Final reference notes on the language in these solutions:

e Solution #2 retains all of the current language, but expands the end of III.H to

clarify our expectations.

Solution #3 retains all of the current language, but adds one clarifying
statement to the end of I11.H.

Solution #4 is the largest re-write, but it 1) retains most of the current I11.G,
addinglarger clarifying statements explaining how things would work
practically in the churches; and

2) strikes and re-writes all of current I11.H. Despite there being a lot of new
language, the flow of thought in the current articles is maintained (though
expanded), and II1.H is re- written to preserve the historic “sense” of the article,
if not the exact words.
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[X] CREC Founding “Fathers” Reflections — Douglas Wilson, Brett Baker, Gene
Helsel, Randy Booth. Attached as an appendix to this report.

[2] Constitution of the Confederation of Reformed Evangelicals, Ratified
November 6, 1997, amended in Presbytery January 30, 1998.

[81 crREC Founding “Fathers” Reflections — Douglas Wilson, Brett Baker, Gene Helsel,
Randy Booth —attached.

[4] CREC Constitution, Revision as of April 6, 2022.

[5] Survey Monkey survey conducted by the Sacramental Cooperation Committee
from March 6, 2023 — March 18, 2023. Total respondents: 121 — Question 1: Yes, 114;
No, 7. Question 2: Yes, 110; No, 11.

[6] 1t should be noted that the tension that exists in our governing documents has
been acknowledged from the early days of the denomination, and that at some point
it would require an enduring solution.

Motion to amend the Book of Procedures and the Constitution

Rational: Whileourgoverningdocumentsprohibittheimpositionofbinding arbitration,
theydonotprohibitthevoluntaryrequestforbindingarbitration.The addition of this
language is to clarify an option that is already available.

Book of
Procedures Article
I1. Definitions

C. Nonbinding Arbitration

Aninformalminitrial conducted byathird partyorpanelinanattempttoassist disputing
partiestomoreobjectivelyassesstherespectivemeritoftheirpositions andthelikelyoutcomeofa
formaltrial. Theoutcomeofnon-bindingarbitrationis advisoryonly.Alocalchurchmay
voluntarilyrequestbindingarbitrationviatheir local constitution or written request of the

session.

Constitution
Article IV The Broader Assemblies
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2. Theauthorityofthebroaderassembliesofthe CRECissetforthinvarious parts of

this Constitution. The assemblies shall only deal with ecclesiastical mattersinan

ecclesiasticalmannerandhencetheirauthorityincludesthe following powers:
k. to require mediation and non-binding arbitration, when appropriate, inorder
toreconcilebrothers;(alocalchurchmayvoluntarilyrequest bindingarbitrationvia
theirlocal constitution orwrittenrequestofthe session)
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Report of the Church Planting Commission July 2023

Commission Members:
Brian Brown, Trinity Church Denver, Colorado
Garrett Craw, King’s Cross Reformed Church, Austin, Texas
Rob Hadding (Chair), Covenant Presbyterian Church, Sulphur,
Louisiana Steve Jeffery, All Saints Presbyterian Church, Fort
Worth, Texas
Douglas Wilson, Christ Church, Moscow, Idaho

The Church Planting Commission was established by Presiding Minister of
Council Virgil Hurt in May of 2021 for the purpose of studying, planning, and
implementing a domestic church planting strategy for the CREC.

1. The primary work product of the Church Planting Commission was the
Church Plant Locational Recommendations project, conducted by Points
Consulting in October of 2022. This survey contains a wealth of useful
information about the rate of consumption of CREC-related online
content, broken down by county, city, and other geographical areas. With
creative deployment, it could be utilized to identify specific areas in the US
where there is a demand for a CREC church plant and enough competent
and motivated people on the ground to make it happen.

To that end, The Grass-Roots Church Planting Project aims at making good
use of the data while placing the onus on church planters, sponsoring
churches, and interested people. The following outlines how this would
work.

Step 1: Publish the information

The broad-brush results of the demographic survey should be
published on a website, allowing people to see how many people in
their local area (city, county, etc) share their enthusiasm about
CREC-related online content. Obviously no personal details would be
published, so no doxing would occur. Setting up such a website
would be a very easy task, since plenty of free online tools exist for
publishing and searching tables of data.

Step 2: Advertise the website and invite responses

The website should be advertised on all available online platforms
(particularly those included in the demographic survey itself), and
members of the public who would be enthusiastic about a new CREC
church plant in their area should be invited to visit the website and
see how many other people share their enthusiasm. In some cases,
people may be disappointed with the result. But in other cases, they
may discover that there are many people in their local area who share
their enthusiasm for all things CREC.

In these cases, members of the public would be able to fill in a form
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on the website itself, expressing theirinterest in a CREC church plant,
giving their personal details, and inviting us to contact them.

Step 3: Ongoing assessment of responses and identification of
hot-spot locations

We should collate and assess the responses in an ongoing way, with
the aim of identifying geographical areas where there is a particularly
high concentration of enthusiastic people in an area that currently
lacks a CREC church.

Step 4: Organize an initial exploratory meeting in hot-spot
locations

Once hot spots have been identified, we should contact the
respondents who live in that area, and set up an initial exploratory
meeting, inviting all interested people to attend. These meetings
should be advertised in all the usual online sources. The meeting
would be hosted by two or three CREC Pastors / Elders, with the
aims of:

(1)Getting to know the interested people in the hot-spotlocations;

(2)Giving those people a chance to get to know eachother;

(3)Identitying individuals who may be sufficiently motivated and

competent to lead a local church-planting effort;

(4)Presenting a vision for the CREC and our ongoing church planting
efforts; and

(5)Providing guidance to those present about what they should do

next if they wish to see a local CREC church plant (see step 5,

below).

Step 5: Guidance in the initial stages of church planting

If sufficient support for a CREC church plant is evident either during or
immediately after the initial exploratory meeting, the following guidance
should be given:

(1) Start meeting once a month to pray, get to know one another, sing
Psalms, eat, and generally start getting the ball rolling;

(2) Invite others to join you if you think they may also be interested;
(3)Don't break anything at your existing local churches;

(4) Keep going like this for about 4 to 6 months, while we keep in
touch with them, offering advice, support, and encouragement.

The 4- to 6-month timeline should give us enough opportunity to get
to know the leaders of these hot-spot groups, and to assess their
enthusiasm and competence.

Step 6: Further meetings and progress towards church plant
formation
Where hot spot groups emerge who successfully get to the end of
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step 5, we go back to arrange another event, perhaps a Friday-
Saturday conference, to promote
further the vision of CREC church planting.

All being well, thriving groups could get to the stage where they could
be adopted as a mission church by another CREC church, integrated
into a Guided Church Plant structure, call their own Pastor, or
whatever else would move them towards full particularization in the
CREC.

2. The Commission also makes the following motion to Council:

Inquiries from existing or fledgling churches regarding membership in the
CREC are increasing. Some of these are viable and others are not, but one
thing that has become evident is that we are not able to facilitate very many
church plants under our current system of “Mission Churches.” The Book of
Procedures addresses the process of “Mission Churches,” which requires a
current member-church to assume oversight responsibility and to provide a
pro tempore session for at least two years. This is a large commitment for a
church. Smaller churches often cannot spare the resources and larger churches
are limited in other ways (e.g., their own growth, distance, etc.).

The other provision in our Book of Procedures addresses the process of
receiving established churches into our membership by way of a
“sponsoring church,” whereby they become a “candidate church,” which is a
much lower level of commitment.

Our Book of Procedures provides these guidelines—these two ways to come
into the CREC—Dbut it does not prohibit other ways. For example, a group
could form an independent church and after two years (if they meet the
requirement of two or more elders), they could apply by way of the
“candidate church” process. The Church Planting Commission recommends
that we add this to our Book of Procedures to offer a third process and to
provide some regular guidance for those who want to go that route.

Article: CREC Guided Church Plant

1. Purpose
When a group wishes to attempt to plant a church in a new location
and cannot find a sponsoring church under our “mission church”
guidelines, that group may seek to establish a voluntary “pastoral
counsel,” (at least three men), of current CREC pastors/elders (not
necessarily from the same church or the same presbytery), who
agree to offer counsel and guidance to the group.

2. Definitions
a)A CREC Guided Church Plant: is an informal group of families
and individuals who are exploring the possibility of establishing a
church and who might culminate in constituting an independent



church with the intent of becoming a particularized church in the
CREC.
b) Particularized church: a constituted body of Christians who have
met all the criteria established by this policy to become a separate
church governed by its own session and received into the CREC as
fullmembers.
3. Procedure
a) CREC Guided Church Plant: A church shall be considered a
CREC Guided Church Plant when the following conditions have
been met:
i. A “pastoral counsel” of three or more CREC pastors/elders
has formally agreed to sit on the pastoral counsel and provide
advice and guidance to the group.
ii. A constitution has been written to define and govern the
church plant work.
iii. The local presbytery has approved the churchplant.

b) Conditions for Particularization
i. The church plant shall have its own constitution and bylaws.
ii. The church plant shall have been formally constituted for
not less than two years.
iii. The church plant shall have at least twopastors/elders.
iv. The church plant must then start the “candidate
church” process as contained in the CREC Book of
Procedures.
c) Relationship to the CREC
i. CREC Guided Church Plants have an associate status with
the CREC, as long as the above conditions are met, the
pastoral counsel is maintained, and the local presbytery has
approved.
ii. Delegates from these church plants may attend
presbytery meetings as visitors.
d) Termination of Relationship
i. Termination of the associate relationship between the
CREC and the church plant can happen in four ways:
(1) The church plant becomes particularized,
defined by being received into CREC
membership.
(2) A decision by the established “pastoral counsel” to
terminate the relationship.
(3) A decision by the church plant to terminate the
relationship with the CREC.
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(4) A vote of the presbytery to terminate the relationship.

3. At the same time the Church Planting Commission has been considering
how to best approach the task of church planting in the CREC, an
independent organization, DomNet, has been formed for the purpose of
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vetting, funding, and aiding church planting efforts. It is the
recommendation of this commission that DomNet continue the oversight,
expansion, and implementation of the Church Plant Locational
Recommendations Project and the Grass Roots Church Planting Project,
along with its other mission objectives in service to CREC church planting
efforts.

Respectfully submitted,

The Church Planting Commission

Constitution III.O

1. ACREC Session may ask anearby CREC church Session to have one of its members serve on
its Session asa Pro Tempore (foratime)elder. Hisrenewableterm,and purpose shall be
specified by the Session. The purpose maybe enriching its counsel, oralsototemporarily
supplyaplurality of elders. Presiding Ministers should be advised and offer counsel before
proceeding.

2. Member churches whose Session numberisreduced toonelocal pastor/elder, shall be
reducedin statustomissionchurchatthesecondconsecutive presbyterymeetinginthat
situation,orearlier, at thepresbytery’sdiscretion, regardless of protemporeelderactivity
onsaidSession. Thepresbytery shallappointanestablished Sessiontotakeoversightof
theworkuntilitisreadytoreturntofull member status.

3. Pastors/elders from two different Sessions shall not serve on each other's Sessions, where
either Session hasonlyonelocal pastor/elder, without consent from the presbytery. A

Session withonlyone localeldershallnotallowhimtoserveas ProTemponanother
Session,withoutconsentfromthe presbytery.

Rationale:

1. ProTempeldersarenotdirectlystipulated or provided foranywherein ourdocuments, to
thispoint. This seems the best place to add them.

2. Elders protemp should not be used long term orindefinitely to make up foralack oflocal
elders. This degrades the strength and authority of the Session.

3. Havingeldersserve on each other’s Sessionswhen theyareverysmallin size createsa
conflictof interest, and degrades accountability within each Session.

OPC BCO, XIII. 10.

10.Ifasession shall ceaseto exist orbecome so small asto prevent it from working effectively,
the presbyteryshall provideforanelectionand ordination ofeldersfromwithinthe
congregation;orthe presbytery, withthe consent of the congregation, mayappoint ruling
eldersorministers, orboth, normally from within the same presbytery, tobean acting session
ortoaugmenttheexisting session temporarily.



PCA BCO, 12-1, summary:
“If there is only one ruling elder, he does not constitute a Session.”

“Iftherearefewerthanfourrulingelders,thepastorandonerulingeldershallconstitutea
quorum.”
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