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Preamble
The Strategic Planning Committee was established as a committee of the congregation in
December of 2004 to investigate the current status of the programs and facilities of the church, to
explore the potential of various options as we move toward the future, and to generate a five-year
plan for achieving our goals. In all of our work, our central principal is that the mission of the
church and its programmatic activities should guide our future planning efforts. Here we provide
an update on information gathered since our Interim Report of May 2005, our Information
Update of October 2005, and the Interim Report III of February 2006 (thus the Interim Report IV
title of this report).

Previous Conclusions:

1. We have a vibrant church whose members greatly value community and who desire even
more programmatic activities.

2. Growth is inevitable and attempting to stay the same size is not a realistic (or desirable)
option. Not attending to growth will eventually lead to decay.

3. Splitting off a new church at our current size is not a viable option and is not recommended
by the UUA.

4. Our sister churches in Salem and Corvallis each have twice as much square footage as we do
with equivalent or smaller sized congregations.

5. The majority of our members live near the church, although many families live further away,
perhaps because of housing costs in South Eugene.

6. Land within the Eugene/Springfield area is very valuable and rapidly becoming more so.
Large tracks of land within the city center are very rare and of substantial commercial interest.
Cost of obtaining a parcel of commercial property that would exceed the usefulness of our
current property is likely to be in excess of $2 million. Residential or industrial property is a
more realistic option that the SPC continues to actively pursue.

Executive Summary
1. A Program Subcommittee of the SPC has been established to facilitate completing and
updating a full Five Year Plan.

2. The SPC issued a “request for proposals” that resulted in the church contracting with an
architectural firm to conduct a feasibility study of building on our current property and the
potential of building on other properties.

3. As part of this process, the SPC performed a space audit to examine our current and future
space needs.

4. Also as part of this process, a parking study was conducted. We currently use as many as 160
parking spaces at peak hours (the majority of this off site) and probably need to plan to
accommodate at least 250 cars for future use.

5. Expanding on our current property will necessitate converting much of our current open space
to parking. Having land with more space naturally leads to having a smaller proportion of the
land occupied by parking.

6. It is likely to cost at least $4-4.5 million to build a church that meets our future needs.
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A Plan for Our Future
Late in September SPC established a Program Subcommittee. The group will study existing and
emerging activities within the church and meet with church committees and affinity groups. The
information gathered will help the subcommittee update the current Five Year Plan by plotting
actions, desired outcomes, infrastructure and financial projections (capital and operating)
necessary to support church programs and development over a five-year period.

Pat Christgau, Betty Hosokawa, Gretchen Miller and Diane Wooldridge agreed to serve on this
subcommittee.

At the same time, a Facilities Subcommittee was created to interact weekly with the architectural
firm, as outlined below. The members of this subcommittee are Linda Anson, Larry Cummings,
Eliot McIntire, and Bonnie Phipps (carrying over from last term).

Options We Have Explored
We have been working on options to solve our space problems for over two years. In that time, we
have brought in new members, and may have people here today who were not able to attend our
past presentations or read our last three reports. We therefore thought it important to briefly
describe at least two of the options that we have explored and deemed unsuitable as solutions to
our space needs, before we go on to the next set of options.

“Do Nothing”

We believe that part of our mission as the UUCE is to provide a place where other UUs, including
those who will discover Unitarian-Universalism in the future, will be able to gather in fellowship.
We believe it is our charge to pass along the church – which is so much more than its building – in
better shape than we found it, to people we do not know and people not yet born.

The church building we have now was given to us by foresighted people who were here before
us. In 1910, what was then called the Eugene Unitarian Church was organized and started with
55 members. The property where we are now located was purchased in 1961, and shortly
thereafter the present building was constructed. At that time our church had about 100 adult
members and friends and about 40 children in church school (official membership was 53).
These 100 people bought this property and built this building, larger than they needed for
themselves, to make it available to us. Today, this building sustains over 380 adults (346
members and over 40 active and pledging friends), with about 160 children and youth.

UU churches tend to start small. When the membership becomes too large for strictly personal
interaction to support it, a church can either make the move to become a “program church,” or it
can fall back and stay small, as a “pastoral church”. A program church has the staff and funding
to offer programs that the members want, so larger numbers of members stay connected to and
active in the church. Running programs takes quality staff (volunteers do not organize
themselves) and adequate financing for the program expenses. (A quality music program, to
name just one example, is not free.)

The UUA and other consultants advise that a church in the 250-300 member range is frequently
not sustainable. As people want more programs, more RE, more music, more social justice work,
more community outreach, more staff and other expenses are required. If the members do not
find the programs they want, they don’t return. Similarly, if people cannot fit into the structure
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comfortably, if there is nowhere to sit, not enough room for all the children in the RE
classrooms, people stop participating. 

If the church does not make the transition to a program church, it falls back to the smaller size. It
usually does not happen by simple attrition in a quiet way. Instead, the process can be divisive and
unpleasant. The Eugene church has endured this failure to transition more than once. People who
survived those times do not wish to repeat them. As our UUA consultant, Wayne Clark pointed
out, “doing nothing” is not really an option, because something is going to happen.

In many ways we are already functioning as a program church. The challenge before UUCE now is
to face this transition straight on. What is our mission and what are our values? How does our
church help us live our values in the world? How can it help us in the future? What will it take to
have a church that supports the present and future UU’s in central Lane County?

Seeding a New Congregation

One idea we explored would involve some scheme for dividing our present roster of members
and friends between two congregations, each in their own church buildings in different parts of
the Eugene/Springfield area. Such a process has been called “seeding” or “spawning” a new
congregation. We sought illumination on “seeding” new churches from the UUA and Janine
Larsen, District Executive of the PNWD. We asked for information and names of churches in the
district that had intentionally split from larger congregations. Here is what we learned:

1) Success in seeding congregations requires intentionality and cordial relations between the
congregations concerned. New groups that start up as a result of an adversarial split in a
congregation seldom succeed.

2) Examples of successful seeding in this district have all involved large “mother” churches
whose current membership (after splitting) numbers at least twice our current membership.

3) Organization of these new churches was initiated to serve a population of UU’s who live in
urban areas a long distance from a large parent congregation. The examples mentioned all
came form the Seattle and Portland metropolitan areas.

4) To successfully spawn a new second church requires a substantial financial investment on the
part of the parent church to insure success – for in an intentional spawning arrangement, the
parent church provides financial support for the second church’s facility and staff until they
reach stability.

Our committee has explored this idea and concluded that this approach would not solve our current
problems and is contrary to the wishes of our congregation. Such a move would be a wrench for a
congregation that has come to value community highly. Indeed, many participants in our Dream
Catcher Gatherings suggested that “staying together” and remaining a single congregation was for
them an absolutely top priority. Few participants suggested that they wanted a smaller
congregation, but many wished for programs and facilities that would be supported only by a
larger church community than we now have.

In short it would be a mistake to try it now, it is not a viable solution at our present size, it is not
recommended by the UUA, and the option should be dropped from further consideration.
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Summary:

1. We have a vibrant church whose members greatly value community and who desire even
more programmatic activities.

2. Growth is inevitable and attempting to stay the same size is not a realistic (or desirable)
option. Not attending to growth will eventually lead to decay.

3. Splitting off a new church at our current size is not a viable option and is not recommended
by the UUA.

Feasibility Study: Request for Proposals
On May 7, 2006 we met as a congregation and voted to allow the Board of Directors to consider
requests from the Strategic Planning Committee to spend money from the Future Expansion
Fund to aid in examining our future needs. In particular, the SPC had concluded that professional
help was needed to properly evaluate the feasibility of building on the current site, as well as
exploring the costs of building here versus on a new site. As part of this process, the SPC issued
the following “Request for Proposals” to 35 architectural, consulting and construction firms
throughout the Pacific Northwest to conduct a feasibility study of our property. Two excellent
firms responded to our request and were interviewed by the SPC. William Wilson Architects
from Portland was chosen to conduct the feasibility study. Robert Brendle served as the project
architect for the study.

Abridged Text from the Request for Proposals:

Introduction. In its consideration of options for expanding its facilities to accommodate a
growing congregation, the Unitarian Universalist Church in Eugene (UUCE) requests a
professional evaluation of its current site’s capacity for renovation, additional construction and
added parking.

UUCE is located at 477 E. 40th (40th & Donald) in Eugene. The 6,700-square-foot building was
designed by Grant Seder, and completed in 1962. Nestled within an urban woods, the 110-seat
sanctuary’s octagonal shape and floor-to-ceiling windows have provided an attractive setting
over the years for worship services, concerts, weddings, funerals, and rites of passage. The 325-
member congregation, as well as guests from the community, is especially fond of the current
church’s unique design and forested location.

UUCE is comparing the following three options for expansion:
1. Expanding its current structure and possibly constructing a second structure on its present

site;
2. Building a new structure on its present site, and razing its current structure; and
3. Purchasing land elsewhere, constructing a new facility, and selling its present property.

UUCE seeks professional evaluation of how, on its sloped and irregularly shaped parcel of 2.03
acres, the square footage of each of the functional areas of the building (sanctuary, kitchen,
social hall, offices, classrooms, meeting space) can be doubled, the number of parking spaces
tripled, the playground retained, and as much of the treed area and boundary buffers preserved as
possible. Siting must take into consideration the following:
1. Owners of the three adjacent properties that would effectively enlarge UUCE’s site have

been contacted, and are not interested in selling;
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2. All renovation and new construction is anticipated to integrate progressive green design,
materials and technologies;

3. A design/construction budget of $2 to $5 million.

Scope. Proposals are to include the following:
1. Brief description of respondent’s firm and its experience designing and/or constructing

buildings serving similar purposes (i.e. venues for vocal, instrumental and spoken
performances; meetings and classes; ceremonies, whether religious or not); siting green
buildings of 5,000 to 20,000 square feet; designing and/or constructing green buildings; other
comparable or relevant work

2. Cost to complete each of the following:
a. Two or three basic schematic site plans of expanded existing building, or renovated

existing building plus a new building; parking; playground; and natural areas; and a list of
pros and cons for each site plan

b. Two or three basic schematic site plans of new building(s) (with the existing building
razed); parking; playground; and natural areas; and a list of pros and cons for each site
plan

How Our Space Estimates Were Derived
Before an architectural firm was hired, the SPC gathered space needs data from a variety of
sources. These included the Dream Catcher groups where church members expressed their
desires for the type of activities, community roles and programs that would make up our church.
We also gathered data from existing programs such as RE and Music and other churches so that
we might profit from their experience. For instance, from other churches we learned the
importance of flexible space, midsized meeting rooms (not just large and small) and a
welcoming entry area that conserved energy yet was ample enough to warmly greet individuals
visiting for the first time. Regarding space needs for both work and storage we visited with our
office staff, the minister, our music director, our custodian, our kitchen committee and the
facilities council and others. In short, we the congregation outlined our vision of immediate and
future space needs. Because we expect to grow and add staff, we allocated office space for
additional staff. Just as that small group who foresightedly built our current building with more
space than they needed at the time, we have attempted to anticipate what we will need for the
foreseeable future. Since we are committed to being a welcoming church in many ways, we also
allocated space so that members of our church community who use wheelchairs could move
fluidly within our building. After we turned over our space need specifications to the feasibility
study architects, they translated our occupancy needs into square footages based on architectural
standards, and applied a 1.2 multiplier to estimate hallways, closets, mechanical rooms, and other
necessary but unspecified areas.

Parking Study
Goals
A major (perhaps the major) determinate of our ability to build on our existing property is the
amount of space required to accommodate parking for an expanded sanctuary. To aid the
architect in assessing our current parking needs in relation to our future demands, we initiated a
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parking study to determine the number of vehicles actually parked on or near church property
due to services at the UUCE.

Assumptions
We assume that we can differentiate vehicles between UUCE-related and local residents based
on where they are parked, how many were parked well before the first service, etc. If we look at
the number of cars on nearby residential streets, and other parking lots well before church starts,
we can assume that as the background number to subtract from total numbers later on during the
church services to yield the actual number of cars parked in the neighborhood due to the church.

Caveats
Cars come and go all during the study period – both church-related cars and those of nearby
residents. The numbers therefore cannot be exact. Not all church volunteers and staff park in the
UUCE parking lot. For instance, many of those in the choir intentionally park on the street to
leave room for those attending the services. Also, vehicles belonging to choir members are likely
to be present at both services, and if a choir member has a spouse that attends it may result in the
use of two cars when normally only one would be used – so what is most relevant is the peak
number of vehicles due to the church. This study does not measure traffic due to people being
dropped off, walking, or those who ride the bus. Although bicycles were counted, we do not go
into detail in this condensed version of the report. For the November 5th report there was only
one bicycle.

Survey Form:
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11:30 AM (Midway during 11:00 Service)
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 Strategic Planning Committee - Facilities - Parking Study Nov. 5 2006       
  Nominal Survey Time and Notes 

Sub 
Area 

Description 
(See Diagram for Sub Area # & Location) 8:30 AM notes 9:30 AM notes 

10:15 
AM notes 

10:45 
AM notes 

11:30 
AM notes 

  1A Church Parking Lot 20   47   39   46   53 53 is probably max that would fit here. 

  1B 
Along church front handicap spaces & along 
walkway. 1   3   1   4   5 6 is probable max that would fit here. 

  1C Bicycles 0   0       1   1   
  2A 39th Pl. to 1st bend in street 3   8   5   14   15 Woman raking leaf row several car lengths. 

  2B 
39th Pl. between 1st & 2nd bend if apparently due to 
church 0   1   1   1   8   

  3 E. 40th between Ferry & Patterson St. 2 1 is church-related 5   5   17 
1 far away from 
Ferry 16 The one farthest from Ferry has left 

  4 Ferry St. to 1st bend in street 6 5 resident; 1 by corner 10   6   10   19 2 in leaves look residential 
  5 Bank Lot 0   0   0   0   0   
  6 Donald St. 1st block South Of 40th 8 Probably Residential 7   7   7   6 One new since 10:50. Note: (11:30-6)  
  7 N.E. corner of Safeway Lot 0   2   2   7   7 Definitely parked closest to church 
  8 40th Ave. between Mill and Donald 2 >= 1 certainly resident 3   1   2 >=1 crtnly res 1   
  9 Donald St. 1st block N. of 40th to 1st bend in street. 3   8   4   6   10   
10 E. 40th between Donald & Ferry St. 20   26   23   29   29 29 is probable max that would fit here. 
                        
 Total vehicles on church property: 21 50   40   50   58  
 Total vehicles NOT on church property: 44 70   54   93   111  
 Total vehicles counted: 65 

not including bicycles 
120   94   143   169  

                        

  
Total vehicles NOT on church property and 
probably NOT due to church 18 

(2):1, (3):1, (4):5, (6):7, 
(8):1, (10):2 17 

(2):1, (3):1, 
(4):5, (6):7, 
(8):1, (10):2 17 

(2):1, (3):1, 
(4):5, (6):7, 
(8):1, (10):2 16 

(2):1, (3):1, 
(4):4, (6):7, 
(8):1, (10):2 11 

(Survey Section):# of cars probably 
residential  (2):1, (3):0, (4):3, (6):5, (8):0, 
(10):2 

Total vehicles probably due to church:   47   103   77   127   158   
 Notes:                     
 Service Adults including Choir Children Downstairs Teachers / Staff Downstairs Total People 
 1st Service    9 AM - 10 AM 111 < 29 >   * <  7 >  * 111           < 147 >  * 
 2nd Service 11 AM - 12 Noon 186 < 42 >   * < 23 >  * 186           < 251 >  * 
                       
 Nominal Time   Actual Start Actual End Observer Observer Notes 
 8:30   8:30 8:50 Betty Hosokawa Light rain 
 9:30   9:29 9:35 Bonnie Phipps gray, sprinkling (not heavy), no known competing events 
 10:15   10:20 10:30 Linda Anson Wonders if area 6 (Donald So of 40th) is really for church 
 10:45   10:50 11:05 Larry Cummings   
 11:30   11:25 11:35 Larry Cummings Cloudy, overcast gray, drips from trees, ground is wet. 
 Speaker: Rev. Jeanne Melis Mills.   Sermon Title: "War and Rumors of War".  Ran out of chairs at 11:05 - per Ruthie Manly     
 Full Choir today (34 people).  There was a Personal Reflection. Per Ruth Manly: 1st service count was 77 + 34 choir.  2nd service was 186 including choir.   
 11:30-6  Handicap sticker.  I'm pretty sure this is a woman I saw that had to park on street because no HC spaces left in lot.     
 * NOTE: The numbers <in braces> for Children and adults downstairs are assumed from survey numbers taken October 1.  They are included here for estimation purposes.  
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Results and conclusions 
We have not yet been able to obtain the number of adults and children downstairs during the first 
and second services on November 5. The results for October 1 showed the following:  

October 1, 2006  Service Adults Counted by Ushers 
Children 

Downstairs 
Teachers / Staff 

Downstairs Total People 
1st Service:  9 AM - 10 AM 78 29 7 114 
2nd Service: 11 AM – 12 PM 146 42 23 211 

It would probably NOT be fair to extrapolate from these numbers to say that because there were 
more adults upstairs on November 5, there must have been more children, teachers, and staff 
downstairs. But these numbers for downstairs could probably be used as an estimate of the 
minimum number of children and adults that were downstairs during each service on November 
5. At some future survey we may want to get a sampling MUCH earlier than the first service! 
This was especially true for the November 5th sample in which there were already a number of 
cars at the church starting at 8:30 am. There was undoubtedly some error in assigning individual 
vehicles to church or resident. But we do believe the overall results of the study are indicative of 
the impact we have on parking on both our church lot and in the neighborhood. 
The peak number of vehicles on November 5, due to the UUCE was 158. Of these, 58 were 
parked on church property (5 in accessible parking or along the walkway). 100 vehicles 
were parked on neighboring streets or the Safeway parking lot. Shortly before the 11 AM 
service, two people in wheel chairs (from two different vehicles) had to park at least a block 
away from church because the lot was full (including all accessible spaces). The ushers noted 
that the church ran out of chairs for the service at 11:05 AM. 
Given obvious caveats, with these numbers we can estimate some ratios for number of Cars to 
Adults in Sanctuary. Assuming no one except choir members stayed for both services, a total of 

 152+77+34  = 263 adults were in the Sanctuary at one or both services. 
 34 / 263  = 12.9 % of Sanctuary total is choir 
 77 / 263  = 29.3 % of Sanctuary total is non-choir at 1st service 
 152 / 263  = 57.8 % of Sanctuary total is non-choir at 2nd service 
 (152+34) / 263  = 70.7 % of Sanctuary total is Peak Adults in Sanctuary  

Based on these ratios, the following table projects vehicles to be parked if we had 300 or 350 
adults, all of whom wanted to attend one of the two services on a given Sunday, and if the choir 
was performing.  
 

Total adults for both services 100 % 263 300 350 
Number in Choir 12.9 %  34  39  45 
Non-Choir at 1st service 29.3 %  77  88 103 
Non-Choir at 2nd service 57.8 % 152 173 202 
Peak Adults in Sanctuary 70.7 % 186 212 248 
Vehicles Parked on- and off-site 
 (85% of Peak Adults in Sanctuary) 

60.1 % 158 180 210 

 



Architect’s Report 
Robert Brendle from William Wilson Architects has provided a number of possible site 
plans and a preliminary cost estimate for each of these plans. Three different options 
were considered. First, what is the feasibility of expanding our current building? Second, 
what is the feasibility of using our current site to accommodate a new building, assuming 
that our current building was demolished? Third, what would a site plan that 
accommodated our needs look like on a larger property, such as one the congregation 
might purchase? 

These plans are presented in turn below, followed by a cost estimate comparison and an 
overall summary matrix compiled by the SPC that compares the pros and cons of each of 
these three approaches. 

Full versions of the architect’s report are available (in full color) for members of the 
congregation to peruse at their leisure. 

 





Unitarian Universalist Church in Eugene

Site Feasibility EvaluationDecember 2006

Phase 2.B

Option 3 - New Building

Cross-Section

Design Opportunities In Relation to the Site Diagram

This design includes underground parking and a new building in approximately the same location as the 
existing structure. The new building design is similar to the Option 1, church addition. 

Required Parking in Relation to the Site Diagram

The parking in this option takes up the majority of the site. Very little green space is preserved. 
However, there is more even access from the various parking areas and there is lots of opportunity for 
greenery between the parking to break it up. 
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Parking
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Phase 2.B

Cross-Section

Option 4 - New Building

Design Opportunities In Relation to the Site Diagram

This design locates the building further north of the current site.  It provides an opportunity for new 
construction to begin while the congregation utilizes the existing building. The three story and tiered 
configuration allows for a smaller footprint and therefore preserves green space. 

Required Parking in Relation to the Site Diagram

This example proposes structured parking beneath a new building. The remaining parking is gathered on 
the east side allowing for direct site lines without the appearance of cars from the street to the building, 
allowing for a beautiful court. 
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