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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 and our Information 
Update of October 2006 (thus the Interim Report III 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. 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 land that would exceed the usefulness of our current property is 
likely to be in excess of $2 million. 

Executive Summary 
1. Member locations: The majority of our members live near the church, although many families 
live further away, perhaps because of housing costs in South Eugene. 
2. Property title: We own our land free and clear. 
3. Church size: The SPC now feels that it is appropriate to plan for a sanctuary that can 
accommodate 350 people. This facilitates building “green”, is large without becoming cavernous 
and losing a sense of intimacy, and can accommodate our projected growth through the use of 
two services. 
4. Current property building options: Parking is the only major impediment to building on the 
current site. However, we need to engage the services of professional architects to fully evaluate 
our next step. This will require using funds from the Future Expansion Fund, which will take a 
congregational vote. 
5. Other UU Churches: Our sister churches in Salem and Corvallis have each have twice as 
much square footage as we do with equivalent or smaller sized congregations. Each have 
successfully conducted large scale capital campaigns. There do not appear to be any obstacles for 
us to be equally successful. 
6. Five year plan: We have come very far as a church over the last five years. Finalizing 
planning for the next five years will require decisions on our growth options and greater attention 
to specific program areas. 
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Other Local UU Churches 
On November 19, 2005, the Strategic Planning Committee drove north to visit sister Unitarian 
Universalist Churches in Salem and Corvallis. Both churches have grown significantly in the last 
15 years and have added buildings and programs. Both facilities are roughly double our in size 
and serve congregations that are equal or less than ours in size. As we ponder expansion of our 
own facilities, our committee felt that the past experience of these sister congregations might 
provide some valuable lessons. 
Both churches are sited on 3-4 acre plots of flat land, which they owned for many years prior to 
the construction of the present buildings. Both have histories of successful ministers with long 
tenures in these congregations. Both have expanded by increments in response of dire needs for 
more space in their sanctuaries and RE programs. These similarities aside, the two facilities and 
congregations are in fact quite different. 
The Salem congregation now numbers about 250 members. It moved to its present site from a 
small building in residential Salem that held optimally 60 people, at most 100. They constructed 
their present building on a rural site about six miles from the previous one. The architect 
included in the original plan “dotted lines” that clearly indicated how future expansions would 
occur. In a series of four consecutive capital campaigns these “dotted lines” have been 
completely filled, culminating with the addition of a spacious social hall and kitchen. In design 
the church is elegant, quite formal and full of tasteful, even stunning original art. Although not 
officially “green”, the building is certainly energy efficient. The total facility cost about $1 
million and would probably cost about double that if construction were to start today.  
The Corvallis church originally consisted of a single building moved onto the site from Camp 
Adair. Subsequently a completely new sanctuary seating 350 people was added and the previous 
building became a social hall. A combination of new construction and an additional renovated 
building moved onto the site has provided generous space for RE, church offices and other 
needs. In addition the congregation has just purchased a lot with house directly adjacent to the 
present church for future expansion. Our committee was impressed with the size and vigor of the 
RE program. The Corvallis facility is a patchwork of old and new buildings; it is not energy 
efficient and certainly not “green” (although it is surrounded by beautiful gardens). 

What are the lessons that the experience of these two congregations might offer us? 
1. Parking is important. The Salem church site lies outside the city limits and therefore street 

parking is unavailable. The church needed to provide all necessary parking on site. Roughly 
an acre of paved lot lies in front of the church. When this was found to be inadequate, the 
church purchased another parcel of land and graveled it for additional parking. 

2. RE space is likely to fill up most quickly. 
3. Both congregations provide elegant, spacious, and pleasant office space for their ministers. 
4. Neither facility has rooms appropriate for meetings of 30-50 people. Flexibility in designing 

meeting space is key.  
5. Volunteer labor can save money during construction; more importantly, it allows the 

congregation to claim ownership of the building as it is constructed. 
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6. Purchase of land in an outlying area, outside the present urban growth boundary, now, would 
be a good idea to allow for church expansion or a second UU church in the area 25 years 
hence.  

7. If the Salem and Corvallis congregations could marshal the resources to build or renovate 
new facilities, so can we. We currently have more members and more collective resources 
than either of these congregations when they launched building programs. We need only to 
muster the will to make this happen. 

Current Member Location 
At this juncture, the Strategic Planning Committee feels that the right thing to do is to find or 
create a larger church home to accommodate our current growth and potential future growth. The 
decision on how to expand and where to expand is a monumental decision that faces the 
congregation. To help us in this regard, we feel it is common sense to have a feel for where 
current members live in relation to our current location. This is the reason the map that was 
placed in the social hall in November. Thanks to the approximately two hundred people who 
marked their homes on this map, we now have an approximate “picture” of where we all call 
home in relation to the church. A few observations and interpretations are offered below on what 
this picture tells us, as well as a few lingering questions.  

Observation Interpretation 
About 65% of us live in the South 
Eugene/West Eugene area. The rest of us are 
spread out either north of the river or live 
outside of town in various directions. 

Not to anyone’s surprise, we seem to be a 
South Eugene church. Unanswered question: 
would this distribution change dramatically 
over time if we were to move elsewhere (and 
could actually find affordable land)? Is the 
distribution for other churches just as 
concentrated as ours? 

Only about 7% were marked in Springfield, 
mostly in the western half. 

 

About 92% of us live north of the church. This would seem to support a move northward 
toward downtown if we could find affordable 
property. Unanswered question: Could we 
grow even more with such a move or would 
attendance decline? 

The distribution of families of with children 
deviates slightly from those with single person 
homes or two person homes. That is, in the 
north part of the city, there seems to be a 
slightly higher concentration of families with 
children as compared with single person or 
two person households. 

This could be due to more affordable housing? 
These are likely to be regions of significant 
future growth. 



5 

Conclusion: We are well located for the majority of our members. Is this cause or effect? 
Moving to a more centrally located area of Eugene could serve our members well, if only there 
existed affordable property of reasonable size—which there does not. 

History of Our Current Property 
In order to fully assess the possibility of building on our current property as well as ensuring that 
there are no hidden financial skeletons in the closet, we have assessed the title history of our 
property and the status of existing easements. In a nutshell, we own our property and, while 
significant easements exist, none are critical (see discussion in building section below). 

Title Details 
Date Description Grantor Grantee Amount Action 
1958 Main lot, unplatted Arneberg UUCE $5,000 Held 4 years 
1960 Former Church 

building 
UUCE Hoffman $30,000 Mortgage to ‘65 

1961 Lot 1&2 of Spencer 
Garden subdivision 

Arneberg UUCE $6,500  

1962 Church building 
completed 

    

1963 Main lot and lots 1 & 
2 

UUCE UUA $62,000 Bargain and sale deed 
to secure payment on 
loan 

1975 Loan agreement UUA UUCE $16,500 Forego reconveyance 
until repaid 

1989 Lot 3 S.G. 
subdivision 

Kahanunui UUCE $11,600  

1990 Amended agreement UUA UUCE $21,780 Promissory note 
1996 Deed reconveyance UUA UUCE  UUA loans paid 

Easements and Restrictions 
1961 Utility easement, sewer. Granted by Arneberg to City of Eugene. 
 Electrical easement. Granted by UUCE to EWEB. 

Waiver on Spencer Garden lots 1&2 (on 39th Place), change from subdivision restriction 
of “residential” to “church” use 

1962 Church building sewer connected to main line 
1986 Electrical service anchor easement. Granted by UUCE to EWEB. 
1998 Spot repair on “T” intersection of sewer, from Church to main line 
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Current Property Building Options 
Our church property is barely over 2 acres (2.05). Three to five acres of land is recommended for 
the size congregation that we are planning for. This recommendation is based on the SPC’s 
inquiry into UUA/PNWD resources, researching books about church planning and construction, 
and visits to the Corvallis and Salem congregations. Since our last Town Hall Meeting, the 
primary question we have asked regarding facility matters has been, “Can our current site 
accommodate the size building we need, and if so, under what limitations?” 

Property Evaluation by Arbor South Architecture 
Our first priority with regards to our current property was to determine if there were any major 
impediments to expanding on our present site. We wanted to know as soon as possible if there 
were “show-stoppers” to this option. Our second priority was to get some idea(s) of different site 
configurations for another church building on our current land. To this end, on a gray, wet 
Solstice afternoon, five of us on the Strategic Planning Committee met with Steve Clay and Bill 
Randall from Arbor South Architecture, PC, to hear their expert opinion on our property and 
building. There was no cost or obligation incurred by this preliminary meeting. 
We discussed what our needs were in the most general of terms, including a sanctuary capacity 
and increased RE, office, social hall, and meeting spaces. We had done a lot of previous research 
and knew that we have a sanitary sewer line that runs through our property, that there are access 
issues, that the property has a slope, and that there are parking issues. We discussed all of these 
and then walked the property with Steve and Bill.  
From this meeting, we found that:  
1. The slope turns out to be not a deterrent and might even make it possible – and desirable – to 
build a two- or even three-story building at the lower end and still be within height code for 
neighborhood visibility.  
2. Additional car access to the property could be a challenge depending upon where a new 
building might be situated on the property (and may be desirable but not necessary); in 
conjunction with other options it would be possible to design this into the plan.  
3. Drainage issues might be addressed by capturing stormwater runoff from additional parking in 
a catch basin where oil would be separated out; it would then continue, with stormwater from our 
increased roof area, down our slope. All stormwater from our property might also pass through a 
bioswale to control its flow into the public domain. There is a possibility that this scenario might 
require an easement on an adjacent property, again depending upon where structures are situated 
on our property. 
4. Increased parking, required by city code when the sanctuary size increases, is the most 
troublesome concern, and must be solved for the current site to be feasible. This, it turns out, is 
our potential “show-stopper.” We discuss several options to address this problem below. 
Steve and Bill encouraged us to stay on this site if at all possible, for the reasons we already have 
encountered in exploring other options (availability in the Urban Growth Boundary, accessibility 
by public transportation, cost, and the high quality of our existing site). They recommended we 
do a feasibility evaluation. Their gut feeling was that we can use this site, and that given the new 
fire and safety codes, the age and condition of our present building, etc., it would be better to 
build a separate building, and do so in phases, so we could use our present building during 
construction.  
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Regarding our current building, Arbor South said it would be possible to renovate it, but strongly 
recommended against doing so. They cited the grave difficulties in making this building energy-
efficient, the need for sprinkler systems and elevators and increased bathrooms (to mention only 
a few of the upgrades required) to bring the building up to code. Without doing a detailed study, 
they indicated that the cost to renovate the current building could be far more expensive than 
building a new larger structure, and that even after renovation, we might not be happy with the 
changes required.  
Arbor South then suggested that further critical evaluation of the property and suggestion of 
alternatives is really not possible without a more in depth process such as a feasibility study. 
They provided us with an estimate is for what they call the “first phase,” which would determine 
simply whether or not our site appears adequate for the expansion we desire. For $5,520 they 
would investigate our basic expansion desires and needs for our building, the associated parking 
needs and prepare two or three very schematic site plans with a list of pros and cons for each. In 
Arbor South’s proposal, they state, “It seems apparent that full expansion as we discussed would 
not be possible without obtaining some additional property.” Although we need not follow Arbor 
South’s proposal, it is clear to the SPC that we can not move forward on our final evaluation of 
this property until we receive professional evaluation of our options via a feasibility study of 
various siting options. 

Easements 
Easements are on record for two utility/telephone poles, one on our east border along 39th Place 
and one on the west border near the RE shed. Neither will affect our building plans. 
In addition, a 7-foot-wide easement runs with the sewer line for maintenance purposes. The 
sewer line originates in our parking lot, and has a manhole cover at this uphill end of the line. 
From the parking lot, it runs in a straight line all the way to the downhill edge of our property; 
however, from the uphill edge of the low fence of our neighbor on 39th Place, the sewer and 
easement are on the neighbor’s property. 
The portion of the sewer line on our property, however, serves only the church; a feeder line runs 
from our building to the portion of the sewer on our property. If we choose to build, the church 
can replace its feeder line with a new one that ties into the sewer line near the border of our 
property, dig a new access manhole a few feet uphill from that; by doing so, the portion of the 
sewer line uphill from the new manhole (that’s on our property) will no longer be used. The 
easement will then be recorded to affect this change. 

Slope, Soil Types and Stormwater Runoff 
Stormwater runoff occurs when surface water cannot simply percolate down through the soil. 
The amount of impervious surface, such as a roof and parking lot, together with the soil’s ability 
to absorb water, determines whether or not a stormwater drainage issue exists. The church has 
never needed to provide stormwater drainage. Because our parking lot is unpaved, it can absorb 
surface water. Also, the amount of runoff from our roof and sidewalks does not exceed the soil’s 
ability to absorb it before it reaches the downhill property line. 
We have obtained slope and soil maps for our property that show three types of soil and various 
degrees of slope. Whether or not we would need to plan for stormwater drainage will depend on 
the amount of roof we would have, how many paved or semi-pervious parking spaces we would 
have (gravel lots like ours are no longer allowed), and the type soil and slope downhill from both 
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building and parking. Stormwater runoff that extends beyond our property is required to be 
channeled into a common stormwater drain that runs down the middle of 39th Avenue, and its 
rate of drainage has to be at a level that doesn’t overwhelm the system. 
One way of channeling excess stormwater to 39th Avenue would be to obtain an easement from 
the owner of the property located between the church and 39th Avenue. As mentioned above, 
creating a bioswale below the church is another way of capturing our runoff so that it can be 
absorbed into the soil on our property. Also, designing a building with a small footprint (more 
vertical than horizontal) would also minimize runoff from the roof area. While we cannot know 
if or how we would need to address excessive runoff until our building and parking is designed, 
we do not anticipate it being a significant limitation. 

Parking 
As reported to you at our last Town Hall Meeting, the City requires one parking space for each 
four sanctuary seats. For the 350-seat sanctuary we need, close to 90 parking spaces will be 
required. Our current parking lot has about one-third that many. Dedicating this much additional 
land to parking might leave too little for a building, or too little for us to still feel we have a 
natural setting. Parking could be a showstopper. The SPC recognized two ways to overcome this 
limitation, and has looked into both. 
The City allows off-site parking to help fulfill the parking space requirement as long as it is 
within one-quarter mile. The shopping center at 40th & Donald is within that distance. The 
Breeden family owns the Edgemont Shopping Center, and Gretchen Miller and Linda Anson 
spoke with Rob Breeden about the possibility of a long-term lease of 55-60 spaces. He told us he 
thinks it is a possibility, and we will continue this conversation. 
To fulfill the church’s obligation to have the amount of parking required by the City, an off-site 
parking lease is recorded on both properties involved; the lease transfers with the property. At 
such time as the lease ends and is not renewed, the church would need to secure that number of 
spaces elsewhere (within one-quarter mile). Therefore, even if we have a 15- or 20-year lease 
with the shopping center, it will be a temporary solution. 
Another way to solve our future parking problem would be to buy additional land adjacent to our 
property. The SPC has begun conversations with several neighbors concerning the church’s 
expansion plans, and need for additional land. Not surprisingly, none of the neighbors with 
whom we have spoken offered to sell us their property. However, with continued conversation, 
all or a portion of an adjacent lot may be available for the church to purchase in coming years. 

Building Summary & Conclusions 
In its May report, the Strategic Planning Committee presented four options for accommodating 
the growth we are experiencing as a church community: 

1. Sell our church and buy another existing building (church or other) 
2. Sell our church, buy land somewhere else, and build a new church 
3. Remodel our current building 
4. Build new on our property 

What we have learned about Option #1: Sell our church and buy another existing building 
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No churches or other suitable buildings—of the size and design we need, in a natural setting, 
centrally located, on a bus line, and within financial reach—were found currently for sale or 
expected to be for sale in the coming five years. 

What we have learned about Option #2: Sell our church, buy land somewhere else, and build a 
new church 

As previously mentioned, three to five acres of land are needed for the size congregation we 
envision. Our search for property of this size in a natural setting that is centrally located and 
on public transportation taught us that such a thing is rare and extremely expensive.  

What we have learned about Options #3 & #4: Stay on our current site, and remodel or build 
new  

Staying on our current site, whether we expand our present building or build new, we will be 
required to apply for a Conditional Use Permit (because of our property’s zoning 
designation); this process takes into account our neighbors’ input at a public hearing 
convened by a Building Department official. 

What we have learned about Option #3: Remodel our current building 
A General Contractor’s inspection of our building indicated that: 

• the roof will likely need replacement in ten years or so; 
• although the age of our plumbing, heating and electrical systems will demand higher 

maintenance costs in coming years, they appear sound; and 
• the exterior will need painted in about ten years 

Additionally, an inspection by Keating Engineering assured us that the large crack resulting 
from shifting of the back wall from its foundation is not a structural danger at this time. 
We have also learned that, to expand our sanctuary to provide our envisioned seating 
capacity, we would need to: 

• push the walls out 16 feet; 
• have fire sprinklers installed in the sanctuary ceiling; 
• build a new roof (not only replace) because of the expanded ceiling and plumbing for 

fire sprinklers; 
• upgrade and/or expand handicapped access; and 
• building additional restrooms. 

Pushing out the sanctuary walls would also expand the RE space below. This would require, 
in that area: 

• increasing electrical and heating capacity; 
• installing all new windows; 
• building additional restrooms. 

This expansion of our sanctuary and RE space would not address our need for a larger social 
hall, kitchen area, and offices. 
Adequate service to differently-abled people on this site really demands an elevator, which 
would be a prohibitively costly addition. 
Rules of thumb for costs, at the present time and in the Eugene/Springfield area, for new 
construction are approximately $180/square foot; for renovation, $250 or more per square 
foot. (Square foot estimates for both construction and renovation include design, engineering, 
planning, sitework, and construction.) 
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What we have learned about Option #4: Build new on our property 
To maintain as natural a setting as we now enjoy, additional land or off-site parking is 
needed. Increased density (more people, increased frequency of use, etc.) will not create a 
barrier for us as long as we receive a Conditional Use Permit. We do not face limitations 
imposed by easements, encumbrances, soil, slope, or placement of sewer, gas or electrical 
lines. 

Five Year Plan 
One of the important charges of the SPC is to develop a five year plan that addresses all of the 
strategic areas of the church. For instance, in our October 2005 report we presented information 
on a plan to achieve adequate staffing levels. While it is clear that we can not have a final plan 
until the congregation decides on a growth path, we have been fleshing out a plan so that we can 
all properly consider our future options. As a first step toward the planning process, we decided 
to look at our last five years as a church to see where we have come. We will first present that 
information as an overview, which is then supplemented by process/justification section. We 
follow this with an outline of a future five-year plan in the same format. Although we have gone 
through the Dream-Catcher process, one point that has become clear to us is that the SPC needs 
to engage the congregation (probably via the committees) in a more targeted process of defining 
our programmatic priorities/plans. 
 



Unitarian Universalist Church in Eugene 
The Last Five Years as Though We Planned It 

 
 Area 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 

P
ro

gr
am

  • Formation of 
Chamber Singers and 
Children’s choir 

 

 

• Shared Ministry Group 
Program 

• Campus Ministry 
 

• Mission/Vision 
Workshop 

• New Mission 
Statement 

• Chalice Choir formed 
• Coming of Age 

Program 
• Our Whole Lives 

(OWL) for K-1 & 4-5 
 

• Sustainability Classes 
• Dreamweaver 

meetings 
 

• Green sanctuary 
program 

 

Staff • Increased hours for 
RE Director 
(LREDA) 

 

• Board & 
Congregational 
commitment to Fair 
Compensation plan 

• Music director added 
to staff (not contract) 

 

• Minister sabbatical 
 

• DRE sabbatical 
 

 
 

Lay leadership • DRE Advisory 
Council 

• Growth options 
taskforce 

• Leadership Council  
• Website redesign 
 

 • Strategic Planning 
Committee 

 

Facilities 
 

• Playground upgrade 
 

• Construction of 
additional RE room 

• Purchase new chairs 
• New hymnals  

• New outdoor sign 
• Engineer inspection of 

cracks in foundation 
• Mold inspection and 

removal, and wall 
repair in library 

 

• Enhance social hall 
 
 

In
fr

as
tr

u
ct

u
re

 
 

Financial    • UUA consultants 
• Revamped canvass 
 

• Revitalized 
endowment process 

 

 Membership 250 245 265 308 323 

 Annual Pledges $151,150* $216,600* $247,600 $256,913 $301,338 

*Change in fiscal year, figure represents 50% of previous fiscal year. 



 

12 

Unitarian Universalist Church in Eugene 
Strategic Planning – the last five years 

Program 
 — Vision Implementation — 

Deepen connections among members of a 
rapidly growing congregation 

- Form Shared Ministry Group (2002) 

Expand excellent music program, make as 
inclusive as possible 

- Move music director to regular staff position 
(2002) 
- Increase appointment of music director 
- Expand number of choirs 
   Chamber Singers (2001) 
   Children’s Choir (2001) 
   Chalice Choir (2003) 

Support our dynamic and growing RE 
program 

- Move RE director to full time (2001, built on 
LREDA grant) 
- Build new RE room 

Enhance sexuality curriculum - Establish middle school Our Whole Lives 
program (2000) 
- OWL for K-1 and 4-5 (2003) 

Increase youth mentorship - Coming of age program (2004) 

Expand Church outreach - Form campus ministry (2002) 

Reaffirm our church values and identity - Mission/Vision workshop (2003) 
- Revise mission statement (2003) 
- Dreamweaver meetings (2004) 

 
Infrastructure 

 — Vision Implementation — 

Staff 

Improve our ability to recruit, retain, and 
support our staff 

- Commitment to phased approach to fair 
compensation guidelines (2002) 

Honor our commitment to staff development - Minister’s sabbatical (2003) 
- RE Director sabbatical (2004) 
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Lay leadership 

Provide greater congregational support for 
the RE Director 

- Form DRE Advisory Council (2001) 

Attend to long term planning for the church - Growth options taskforce (2001) 
- Form strategic planning committee (2004) 

Improve communication among church 
groups 

- Form leadership council (2002) 

Facilities 

Accommodate growth in Sunday service 
attendance 

- New chairs and hymnals for everyone that can 
fit into the sanctuary (2003) 
- Upgrade appearance of social hall to increase 
“worship” space (2005) 

Increase visibility in the community - Web site redesign and domain name (2002) 
- New outdoor sign (2004) 

Provide a safe place for our children to play - Upgrade playground facilities (2001) 

Financial 

Improve our financial stability - Hire UUA consultants (2004) 
- Revamp canvass process (2004) 
- Revitalize endowment process (2005) 



Unitarian Universalist Church in Eugene 
Prospective Strategic Plan – February 26, 2006 

 
 Area 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 

P
ro

gr
am

 

 • Engage in program 
enhancement planning 
process 

• Adult RE 
• Social Justice 
• Green Sanctuary 

 

•  
 

•  
 

•  •  
 

Staff • Interim Minister 
• Office Assistant (¼ 

time) 
• RE Assistant (¼ time) 
 

• Settled Minister 
• RE Assistant (to ½ 

time) 
 

• Office Administrator 
to full time (from ¾) 

• RE Assistant (to ¾ 
time) 

• Membership/Volunteer 
Coordinator (¾ time) 

 

• Membership/Volunteer 
Coordinator (to full 
time) 

• Intern Minister 
 

 
 

Lay leadership • Building Needs 
Assessment Com. 

• Settled Minister 
Search Committee 

 

• Capital Campaign 
committee 

• Building Committee 

   

Facilities 
 

• Architectural 
conceptual plans/site 
assessment  

• Vote on future growth 
options 

 

• Finalize building needs 
• Architect 

search/competition 
• Formal plans 
• Conditional use 

process 
 

• Finalize building plans • Begin construction • Celebrate new building 
• Evaluate next phase of 

building 
 
 

In
fr

as
tr

u
ct

u
re

 
 

Financial • Financial 
planning/endowment 
workshops 

 

• Capital campaign 
assessment/consultant 

• Capital Campaign 
 

  

 Membership      

 Annual Budget $335,000 $365,000 $410,000 $465,000 $480,000 
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Unitarian Universalist Church in Eugene 
Strategic Planning – prospective five year plan 

Program 
 — Vision Implementation — 

Maintain excellence in Sunday service, 
program development, and overall church 
vision 

- Hire Interim Minister (2006) 
- Hire Settled Minister (2007) 

Support our dynamic and growing RE 
program 

- Hire RE Assistant (2006), and progressively 
increase their staffing level (2007, 2008) 

Expand service offerings/variety - Hire Intern Minister (2009)  

 
Infrastructure 

 — Vision Implementation — 

Staff 

Improve our ability to recruit, retain, and 
support our staff 

- Continued commitment to fair compensation 

Increase staff/congregational program 
support 

- Hire Office Assistant (2006) 
- Increase Office Administrator to full time 
(2008) 

Lay leadership 

Support leadership development and the 
proper level of lay support for a growing 
congregation 

- Hire Membership/Volunteer Coordinator 
(2008) 

Facilities 

Accommodate growth in congregation - Continue facilities/building planning process 
(2006) 

Formalize building needs for architectural 
planning 

- Form Building Needs Assessment Committee 
(2006) 

Finalize growth options process - Hire architect for conceptual planning/site 
analysis (2006) 
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Financial 

Raise money to finance new building - Hire capital campaign consultant (2007) 
- Create capital campaign committee (2007) 
- Conduct capital campaign (2008) 

Future Process 
The SPC recommends further investigation into staying on our present site and either expanding 
or building new. We are not taking a position that growing on and using this site is inevitable. 
Rather, that having explored the options open to us, the next logical step appears to be engaging 
an architectural firm to work with us to carry out a needs assessment, then provide schematic 
drawings for optimum use of the site, as well as ballpark construction cost estimates for various 
alternatives. A visual representation of where parking, building(s), pathways, playground, and 
buffers will be located is needed for both the Conditional Use Permit application, as well as 
preparation for a capital campaign. 
In order to move forward on this, expenses will need to be incurred. A Congregational Meeting 
has been scheduled for May at which the congregation will be asked to allow the SPC and its 
subcommittees, with Board approval, to draw from the Future Expansion Fund for this purpose. 
 
Projected Time Frame for Future Action 
1.  Discussion sessions regarding plans/information: 
  Thursday March 16, 7 pm. Sunday March 19 and March 26 after second service. 
2.  May 7, 2006—Congregational meeting to vote on Future Expansion Fund use. 
3. October/November 2006—finalize growth options and five year plan. 

 
Report respectfully submitted, February 26, 2006 to the Congregation by the Strategic Planning 
Committee: 

Linda Anson (ex officio) 
George Carroll 
Vern Cedarlund 
Patricia Christgau 
Betty Hosokawa 
Gretchen Miller 
Patrick Phillips 
Bonnie Phipps 




