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Building Our Mission: Phone Survey Responses, Fall 2010


Building Our Mission – Responses to the Phone Survey
Conducted by the UUSIC Board

1. What activities are you involved with now? 
· Present: Interweave, Welcome Home Wed., Esthetics and investment committee.

· Present: Worthley, canvassing UniCare

· Present: Membership Associates Co: Chair office volunteer

· Present: auction, Worthley

· Partner church, Choir, SJCC

· Former board member, canvasser

· Sunday services, Worthley Club, Fellowship dinners, Comm. Concerned Unitarians. Also past activities, fundraising, hosting a feminist Seder.

· Ministerial Search Committee, some ushering

· None, presently. My living location makes getting to the church difficult, but next year, when living closer to the building, I'm planning on being involved with Sunday services and I'm considering joining a small group ministry. 

· Sunday Service usher; UniCare as called on.
· MSC; Free lunch; RE teaching pre-K; still with UniCare, not the chair
· Buildings and Grounds, Aesthetics Committee

· Pastoral care. Usher. Real Estate Task Force. Frequent attendee at Bd. Meetings.

· Sunday services, Welcome Home Wednesday committee since inception, UniCare

· SJCC, coordinator of the office volunteers, Usher, do newsletters, the only recycler, building and grounds volunteer, participate in Worthley Club.

· MSC, covenant group, attend WHW, go to Sunday services, often go to the social events

· RE teacher. Was on CYC, involved in WHW.

· Helping to teach owl class to junior high group; also I am currently serving as secretary for the prairie star district board of directors
· Ongoing: At first glance the position of Sr. High Youth Leaders looks like involvement in a small niche, but really it is an extremely complex and encompassing position involving social justice, fund raising, membership, teaching, leadership and leadership training, curriculum development, budgeting, team work, rapport with teens, and integration of teenagers into the larger society. I also am a member of the Partner Church committee, and have been coordinating Festival of the First Bread.

· Facilitator with covenant group, volunteer for visitor follow-up with membership committee, pilgrim to Hungary-Romania fall 2010

· None now.

· Chair of B&G; chair of Space Utilization Committee; Worthley Club wine steward (if that counts as UUSIC?)

· Has been less active in recent years due to poor health. Hopes to attend an occasional Sunday Service. See the introductory sketch for his past service to UUSIC and the larger UU community.
· Current: Building & Grounds Committee, Worthley Club Treasurer; Previous: Stewardship Committee, Leadership Development Committee, Boardx2

1. What activities are you involved with now (continued) 
· Current: Non-member who is the partner of member. They have two children. One daughter attends RE classes. Speaker occasionally attends Sunday services.  Past: Has had connections with UUSIC for roughly two decades. He is B’Hai, and coordinated rental space using the Library at UUSIC for the local B’Hai community for 3-4 years in the mid-1990s. The intention was to have a location that would centralize their community activities in a central location. UUSIC was seen to be philosophically similar to B’Hai. The rental was discontinued when he stopped coordinating this group, and they returned to meeting in members’ homes.

· Historical Records Committee chair, Negotiating Team member (2nd term), WHW participant, Provide table decorations for the Worthley Evening Sherry Club, Worthley Evenings attendee (sometimes), During the telephone interview, you asked me to include this information, Steve. In the past I have been an RE teacher for multiple age levels, including senior high and adult; I have twice co-facilitated a bereavement support program. I have chaired the following committees: Adult Programs, UniCare, Building Centennial Celebration, and Sunday Decorations. I have served once on the Board and once on the Ministerial Search Committee. I coordinated support for memorial services for about 10 years. I was the congregational calligrapher. I have worked on several fund- raising projects. In the far distant past, I sang in the choir. That’s all I can remember!
· I am currently the chair of the Green Sanctuary Committee and serving on the Leadership Development Committee, the Space Committee and I help the Aesthetic Committee. I have served 2 terms on the Board of Trustees, the Social Justice Committee, RE committee. I have taught several RE classes and have led two intergenerational service-learning trips. I have also attended Leadership School.
· Current: Membership Committee, Ministerial Search Committee, Campus Ministry; past: Free Lunch Program

· Current: Board Trustee-at-large, MSC Negotiating Team, WHW class facilitator, UU-Buddhist Sangha Coordinator, Covenant Group (since inception)  Previous: Worship Associates, WHW facilitator (Humanism & UU-Buddhist Adventure), Committee on Ministry

· Secular Humanists, website, Free lunch, newsletter, historical committee, diversity group

· Board president. Recent member of stewardship comm., and participate in the canvass. Play music in church occasionally.

· I am involved in church governance now and in the past served on Pastoral Care committee, choir, Partner Church pilgrimage this summer.

· Board member, Covenant Group, Sunday services, Celebrating Theological Diversity

· Pledging Member since 1969; Unitarian since undergrad days at U of Alabama ,Uni-Care Coordinator ,Pastoral Care Team ,Attend Sunday Services ,Attend Secular Humanist Group mtgs ,Participate in Auctions & attend events I purchase, etc. ,Send money to UUA & Prairie Star District, & various of their efforts Social Justice, Friends  ,Attended 2010 Prairie Star District Mtg in Davenport – entire meeting, wrote report for the Board ,Attended 2010 UUA General Assembly in Mpls – entire meeting until Sunday night final session ,Try to keep current on where the UUA is “leading” us, vs. our own core values via UUA World, etc.
2. Were you involved in the previous Vision process (discussions and 2002 vote)? If so, how did you feel about the process and the outcome?
· YES, on Board @ time counted votes, heartbreaking results (1 vote short of majority). Strange reactions from Cell groups, disheartening vocal opposition.

· YES A lot of division, strong feelings, no listening to the other side. In forum limited time to speak, to keep some from dominating. (not being critical, it was justified)

2. Were you involved in the previous Vision process (continued)
· No, not a member in ‘02

· No

· Yes. Thought it was rigged for what Nancy Haley wanted. Not very democratic.

· No. Didn't know there even had been a process until on the board.

· Yes. Not enough time allowed for discussion. Process was OK but what did we accomplish?

· Nope. 

· No, I was on the Board at the time. I remember asking the Board to decide on the percentage to pass - 65% was agreed upon and it was the dead end for the process. My memory is not good around this issue. In retrospect, I believe church leadership might have approached those who were vehement about leaving this building and tried dialogue. This may have happened, I am only remembering the polarizing effect.

· Yes, fully. I was not pleased about the process, and therefore unsettled with the ending. I was unsettled at one of the first meetings of the congregation, with another outside consultant, because the final rank order for us to work on in the coming years did not accurately reflect the group's ranking. It seemed to be the leaders' "Vision" discussions soon became "Building" discussions, to the surprise of many. "Building" was inserted during meetings about Program and about Vision - puzzling. And, before those meetings, a meeting was held about how to plan and  conduct a "Capital Campaign," with a regional consultant. That was puzzling: who was planning what capital project? 
Subsequent meetings seemed geared to persuading people to favor a new building. The small house meeting that I attended was not accurately reported; when folded into all the house-meeting reports, our points were lost. Larger” congregational " meetings felt scripted, and discussion reduced to one minute chances to talk. Responses were a nod, or a long justification that ate into the short time allotted for "discussion." 
Building plans offered to the congregation seemed to "come out of the blue," not the result of specs and plans that had been out in the congregation and worked on and revised until all were satisfied, as projects of this type usually are. I think the designer was surprised at the reaction to his plans, shown to us one morning, on screen. We asked basic questions that, in my view, should have been settled before a designer started working. And I have no idea whether the designer was chosen by competitive bid. At that meeting, we asked about renovations, repairs, alterations to the current building: there was a list, new to me. Most surprising, the cost of the renovations was the same as the cost of a new building! Some of us had reasoned that if a new building was clearly more cost-effective than working on the current building, we would have to vote for a new building. I heard later that the question of renovation to the designer was not, "What could be done to make this building workable," but "Could we renovate for the same amount of money?" So, of course the cost was the same! If that is true, we were deliberately misled. I never did see what the renovations would have been. 

One member asked about the wisdom of pay-as-you-go renovations, as being minimally disruptive to us and being affordable. This was rejected out of hand. Renovation was described as disruptive, since it would require us to move out during months of work. Votes on various Questions along the way were restricted and narrow. The last vote about new/current building was strained because "absentee ballot" voting was introduced. By this time, many of us were upset because we felt that our prized "democratic process" had not been followed.
Most importantly, for me, was that at no time, to my knowledge, was there discussion about some basic questions; they were sometimes asked, but deflected or deferred or ignored:
  1. What do you feel about staying in this building or moving to a new/different one? 
  2. What money would you give toward a new building? 

2. Were you involved in the previous Vision process (continued)
3. Would your annual stewardship pledge stay the same or be reduced because of your 
      building pledge? ,
  4. If a new building costs more to maintain, will you increase your annual pledge? 

After years of apparent discussion about a new building, we were back to "how do you feel?" about current vs. new. We have never settled that question because we have never confronted that question. It must be the foundation for any building, physical or conceptual.

· No

· No

· Yes. I was a member of the committee. I was less than satisfied with the outcome. We needed attention given to a better process. We asked wrong questions to start with. We should have started with a discussion of programs and mission and then wrapped the bldg around those.
· No.

· Participated in a great deal of it –not on any of the committees. Thought it was a good process – everyone had plenty of chance to voice their opinions.

· Yes. Felt like it was a fair process and would have preferred to keep moving forward at the time and work toward a super majority on the issue. Felt included and had a voice.

· Not really. Read information and heard some short discussion.

· I was involved in the process in that I tried to participate in meetings and keep my self informed. I thought there were plenty of opportunities to voice your opinion over a period of time (and I recognize not everyone feels that way). I was disappointed in the decision as I thought we should have moved forward at that time in looking for land and/or a building 

· We should have a high percentage that votes to move forward…but maybe not 90%. Maybe 75 or 80%.

· This is what she recalls, but may not be accurate about: What happened in 2002 was truly a tragedy because a small group of people decided to hire an architect who drew up a church plan, which narrowed our possibilities for getting people on board. It was an either or vote. Either we stay in this church, or we build this church with these plans. The architect neglected to include a youth room. They were expected to share a tiny room with the choir. I voted no to the new church. Not that I didn’t know that we had already outgrown our present church but because we had also outgrown the proposed church, which had no fellowship hall. Why pay all that money for something that was less adequate than what we had already?

· On the Vision Tea, 2002 (last year before vote) 2003 VP Board, 2004 President Board, liaison w/ architect. The Vision Team did a great job. They went through the whole thing then the final vote was botched. Board decided no one could talk more than 1 -2 minutes. Folks felt they were rushed. John Hayek developed the Concerned Unitarian group. Should have allowed people to talk; maybe not sway the vote, but it may not have divided the congregation. There was so much misinformation b/c people didn’t read. There were ignorant and vocal critics.

· Very involved and very concerned about the process. This concern led me, along with several others, to form the Committee of Concerned Unitarians group.

· Yes I was involved in the process. Regarding the outcome, it seemed to me that the decision to not go ahead with the new building project was not accepted by those who wanted the new building. And, while we did not go ahead with the new building, it seemed that the leadership was merely waiting for an opportunity to revisit the issue, and get it passed the next time. 

There was little effort made to rehabilitate what we had for buildings so that they were more suitable to our needs. There were clear plans for what to do if we voted for a new building, and virtually no plans for what we would do if we did not choose that path.

2. Were you involved in the previous Vision process (continued)
· The process was well planned. He attended more than 1 small group session. He feels that what we must do is seek some level of understanding or agreement. Nancy Haley felt a close vote would not be enough. Subsequent to the vote, a group accused the minister of being undemocratic, that it was “my way or the highway.” He never witnessed “undemocratic behavior.” He commented that Nancy’s ministry was a success in terms of growth and program development and was better than most of the previous ministers. The process should not be divisive, we should try mightily that this does not recur.

· He participated in several of the small group discussions, meeting at homes. “It didn’t work, did it?” It could have worked better; it was a decision for the status quo. A lot of people were disappointed. He remembers the meetings and vote to move and rebuild vs. stay and extensive remodeling. The congregation didn’t give the leadership that was needed. It might  require some people to stick their necks out a bit. How do they get these decisions done in other places? It gets done because a few people get going on it.

· Was not involved in the process nor impacted by the outcome, and had no comments to offer.

· I participated in the small group discussions, and I voted. I thought parts of the process were done very well, but I was concerned about two things in particular. 

(1)I was appalled by the amount of money paid to the architect, who came up with very little in the way of a concrete plan. For me there was a sharp contrast between the approach used by this architect and that of Kevin, Monson, the architect who developed the very thorough and inclusive plan for the expansion of the Coralville Library. I felt UUSIC had been taken for a ride by the architect we hired.

(2) I also had concerns about the restrictions on discussion that occurred during congregational meetings. It seemed that someone had an agenda that was being pushed and that there with little opportunity for discussion or dissent as we approached the end of the decision-making process.

· I served on the vision committee until we left for California in the summer of 2001. I was involved in some of the small group meeting in homes. 

I was not there for any of the meetings that were held in the sanctuary. I have been told that the meeting in the sanctuary could be been better designed and managed. People were only allowed 1 or 2 minutes to speak and many wanted more. 

My sense of the process is that it was fair, inclusive, and thorough and that there were those who chose not to participate. 

When we were in California, CCU was formed as a way to protest the almost decision and the process. My understanding is that the board did nothing to respond. The Board of Trustees did not appoint this committee – it was an ad-hoc group; but what happened is the entire decision making process was stalled. And has been since.

· No, he is a newer member. It is past history.

· Yes. I attended a small group discussion and voted in favor of moving to a new location/building. I felt informed by the process and was disappointed that the vote fell short of the 2/3 majority needed to begin implementing a decision to move. I was puzzled by the response of members that led to the CCU activities, and am currently acutely aware of the need for a fully inclusive and democratic process for making decisions on the mission/facilities.

· No. Knows there was so much frustration surrounding it, and that Nancy was distraught. Was dismayed at 1st stewardship dinner she attended, as there was tension during discussion.

2. Were you involved in the previous Vision process (continued)
· Yes. I remember it being contentious. There was a good start but the congregation-wide meetings severely limited discussion and that was a huge mistake, leading to the formation of a splinter group outside of church governance. It could have been that some people would have been angry anyway. But the leadership was poor and ineffectual, and that exacerbated the situation. I voted to move and was disappointed that we did not reach a strong enough consensus.

· I was not involved in 2002. 

· No—I heard it caused lots of conflict.

· Yes, I participated at times. I felt the small groups arranged by the Vision Committee were divisive in that I had no way to hear from the entire congregation. Small group members heard only those in their own groups. This problem was compounded at several years of  Congregational Meetings for which the Board imposed a 1-minute rule and a 20-minute-total-talk-time for all. The rationales for these rules did not seem reasonable and the result was that we had little opportunity to discuss our opposition to things like the ideas proposed by the $20,000 consulting architect or the idea of relocating. I objected to the lack of democratic process in the decision-making going on. I knew that Nancy, from the beginning of her time as minister, wanted to relocate us so we could increase the number of members to increase the number of pledging units to increase the amount of money raised to build a new building. “A million or more by ….” Maybe by 2004? Recruiting members was in the forefront of her mind and the mind of her loyal supporters. 

I have never considered evangelism or missionary work to be an appropriate goal for UUs, at least not a goal that should push aside service to existing members or cause us to distort our principles or mission. UUs have an orientation toward life and religion that is more than belief. It takes a frame of mind that conversion doesn’t necessarily work on. I have never considered it appropriate for the UUA President to be setting “directions” for churches to “try to reach out to other faiths” by becoming more like them. We charge each UU minister to speak his/her own truth as they see it, not become a chameleon to suit the latest UUA notions of how to recruit or please more members. One of our basic tenets is respect for the inherent worth and dignity of every person, a free and responsible search for truth and meaning, the right of conscience, use of the democratic process within our congregations, etc. But during those years when we were so focused on ‘’increasing our numbers,” I missed the attention I felt a minister should be giving to those of us who are already here. It felt more like --------, --------, and perhaps a few others wanted to get a new building so we could get more members so we could get a new building so we could get more members….etc. More feathers in somebody’s cap! 

Meanwhile, at the time Nancy and others in her camp were spreading notions suggesting a move to a new building was a necessity, such things as “there is a stream running though an old tunnel that goes underneath this building”, “people are having to sit ‘cheek to cheek’ in the pews (meaning buttock to buttock)”, “Channing Hall has mold and mildew underneath it,” and more rumors. Several of these seemingly made-up “reasons for needing to move” were addressed by Lee Eberly, Chair of the Building & Grounds Committee at that time, in one of the CCU reports available now on the UUSIC website. Those meetings gave everyone in the Society an opportunity to hear from each other, to speak about our building, its possibilities, and the financial constraints to consider if we were to move and build elsewhere. It also helped to dispel some of rumors circulating at the time. Earlier, such opportunities had been limited. 

Until then, those of us inclined to be pleasant, agreeable, and compliant were faced with actions difficult to deal with. At our regular congregational meetings, members could speak on the topic of the building for no more than one minute; all speakers together could take no more than 20 minutes at any Congregational meeting. This 20-minute rule did not even permit 20 people to speak, because the one-minute rule did not apply to the leaders, who were free to rebut any or all speakers, robbing congregants of even their measly 20 minutes. How could we 
2. Were you involved in the previous Vision process (continued)
learn what each other really thought about ideas being proposed by the Vision Committee? 

In the 1950s, I realized as an undergrad at the U of Alabama--Tuscaloosa that I was Unitarian. Our fellowship gathered each week in the Home Economics Building and was led by a Dr. Quail (Quale?). In the 1960s, I was an active member of the Unitarian Church in Urbana, IL, serving as Board Clerk for the Board and our first black minister. I also occasionally attended the campus affiliate—the Unitarian Student Center called Channing Murray. There, we had both regular and special programs, sometimes with notable speakers, such as Henry Nelson Weiman. Since moving to Iowa City in 1969, I have attended the UUSIC, serving in several leadership capacities, including it Board President for two years in the late 1970s and Membership chair for many years. During all my years of being a Unitarian, I have seldom, if ever, encountered such violations of reasonableness as I have here during Nancy’s tenure, when a persistent few pursued their single goal of increasing membership to afford a new building. ---------- was not alone, but he did manage to stay on the Board or on Committees that counted, thanks perhaps to ----------, whom I once heard say, “He and I are always nominating each other for things.” 

In summary, the 1-minute rule denied the entire congregation the opportunity to talk to each other as a whole. It denied discussion time needed for analyzing what the pros and cons might be. In our current spot, we have the opportunity to offer programs and speakers that might appeal to young college students who are beginning to ponder the big questions of life and philosophy. I love to see lots of younger children coming to Sunday Services, but I would love it far more if we could more actively attracting college students to our nicely situated building. I suspect that little thought was given to students during those years, even though recruitment seemed to be a priority. After all, students don’t bring big pledges. Now, we offer a free Sunday evening meal to the half-dozen or so college students who gather in Channing Hall and they have obtained the status of a campus organization, a formal process that allows the use of campus bulletin boards and other privileges. During Nancy’s tenure, I heard much about how we need a new building to offer Day Care for the younger set. If we want to recruit people who are apt to make commitments to become UUs over the decades, the UUA might be better served if it promoted more outreach among college students. At that age, a young person is more likely to understand the depths and implications of our all-too-unique view of the world. Such was my own experience at the U of Alabama in the 1950s. I’m still a Unitarian.

Back to the question of whether I participated during the previous Vision Process, Yes, I participated. Painfully. Silently, for the most part. With the congregational meeting 1-minute-per person rule and the 20-minute-max rule, it looked to some of us like the “divide & conquer” strategy in place, working pretty well for the perpetrators, whether they actually intended it to work that way or not. These small group meetings, coupled with talk restrictions at all annual meetings were annoying, to say the least. 

I tried then—and continue even now—to maintain pleasant communication with Charles and all the others. I would ask him why he did things the way he did, why he stepped forward to serve again on the Board after completing a full term, and why he didn’t try to find anyone else who would step up and take a turn. In preparation for one such election—the one at which he offered himself again as candidate for a second-go-around as Vice President—I asked why he did this when the Board had mailed letters to some of us, asking if we were interested in serving. (I got one but because of active care-giving for our fathers—if not yet for my spouse—I had to decline, so this is not sour grapes.) The letters said someone would call or contact us to explore our interest further. I was called by Carol Nordquist, as I vaguely recall, but not all were called and they never learned why not. While ---------- has a gentle manner and is devoted to the Society, he appears to be unyielding on issues he supports. This has made the process more difficult. 

2. Were you involved in the previous Vision process (continued)

Years ago, when the Congregational Meeting called for a vote to give the Vision Committee permission to go out and look for land, the wording of the resolution seemed harmless enough at the time. While feeling strongly then, as now, that it would be a great mistake to consider spending the money to relocate from our excellent location, I felt I could vote IN FAVOR of it. And I did vote YES. Looking seemed harmless enough—looking around for possible land sites, as there was reassurance that nothing would be done without Congregational action. Never in my wildest dreams did I imagine this Vision Committee Looking process would continue into perpetuity or stall major efforts to enhance our current building. Our Building and Grounds Chairs have done the very best they could under the circumstances. I applaud them all: Nowysz, Eberly, Jennewein—all of them.
3. In thinking about our mission as a congregation, in your opinion what is the role of a site or facility in fulfilling our mission over the next 15-20 years?
· Site is important for our spiritual liberal tradition. The current building reflects the past but doesn’t reflect current UU values.

· Space needs to be sufficient to fulfill mission. People more important. Downtown location important.

· Site to be inviting to members & others. Provide space for programs, handicapped accessible, comfortable

· Should be a nice welcoming, inviting, and comfortable place

· Should be designed to match activities. Flexible space, adaptable as congregation changes. Inspiring architecture (not the case w/ current bldg). It's incredibly important to have a new facility.

· Typical UUs have a variety of interests. Cost-benefit analysis: A facility costs $2M, figure a capital campaign would target primarily 100 pledge units, then that's $20K each. Can that investment be justified in light of other interests we have? Advantages could be growth & building a better community. But doubts that this is enough to justify it. What about a $2M investment in the community instead?

· Important - needs to attract members and new members. Wants CCU minutes placed on the UUSIC website. Green space is not a priority. Accessibility (but by this she means accessibility by car, not elevators, ramps, etc.); square footage. Concerned about debt. Another local congregation (she can't recall who) had decided to move, but then got stuck.

· I recall a comment from a member who said that it was uncomfortable to send his children to a building that has been “grandfathered” in regarding building inspections. I wonder how the church appears to visitors (I noticed a visitor look around the sanctuary with a quizzical look on their face when the crew was being thanked for painting the room). How can we engage more people in lifespan education when we have so few rooms to accommodate adults? How can we provide opportunities at the church when air conditioning is not available? The site is often the first message of what is important- perhaps after a time, visitors who continue recognize that the people and the action generated for peace and justice are more important…

· Last year, while serving on the Ministerial Search Committee, this is something that came up a lot. The fact of the matter, I think, is that we're not using our building to its fullest capacity, and we should probably be doing that before we expand to a new site. That being said, however, another fact of the matter is that if we want to really grow, we're going to need a new facility. This was the consensus of all the ministerial candidates we interviewed, and it is my personal 

3. What site/facility would best serve to fulfill our mission (continued)
feeling as well. As somebody who grew up in the UUSIC's RE program, I feel that our facilities there should be expanded. 

· The site must be safe and sound. If our mission is to be a community of people, and to do good in the larger community, the site can be anywhere. If we see our value in being in the middle of Iowa City, then, here we are, and our job is to make the current building workable.
· I think the role and dynamics of individual s much more important. In accomplishing the mission the bldg can enhance that but individuals are the key to getting things done.

Human relations are much more important than the physical plant. I sense that events staged would not have made much difference in the outcome of program with the people attending. Like in RE, what is important in attracting people is the personal commitment and passion of the people not the building space. 

· To provide a clean, updated environment to worship and hold RE classes.

· Yes, the role of a site or facility is very important to our mission. The potential impact of this decision is greater then we now realize. We have more “brain type” industry coming to Iowa City i.e. computer, electronic businesses. That means the mangers and employees will be cognitive in their thinking and the UU principles and practices will resonate well with them as potential members. We must have another site for visibility. We need curb appeal, our bldg doesn’t have that. 

We also must have a new building so that we can do programs like adults education and like Sunday forums. CR UU has them, so does, DM and Davenport. We currently don’t have the space. 

· Not that important to have our own building for the mission – we could rent. A church community is not about a building. We could sell our building, give the money to Shelter House and rent a space elsewhere. 

· What we really need (not necessarily a new building) – a kick in the pants to bring us together.

· In some ways similar to challenges and benefits. I think we need to go back to one service and one RE program. I don’t think that we are going to get so huge that we will outgrow a larger, better, more versatile facility and we need to move. We will continue to be a community. It’s becoming a bigger problem to recruit RE teachers. I am firm that we need to go someplace else. Have been working on the old building for 40 years.

· A site is important. Does pull people together. I think that it’s not critical – and think that we could go on and sustain ourselves OK where we are and not grow. I think we have enough other positive factors going for us – good people, energy.

· Important to have a welcoming site that provides adequate space and handicap accessible.

· 1) Attract new members: What will bring people in? I don’t know, but every time I pass by Hillel or Old Brick, I am curious about how they have such nice landscaping and flowers, and why we have weeds, no landscaping on one side of the building, and no curb appeal. How hard is that to change?

2) Go green: I would like our site to say something about our commitment to the planet. 


3) Provide facilities that match the needs of the population, and includes room for growth: Since taking down a wall in the teen room, there is more space, but still when we get 18 youth and 3-4 youth leaders in there, it is too crowded. The L shape of the room doesn’t lend itself well to our needs. For festival of the first bread, there are some years that we have had such a good turnout that people have to sit on the steps of the stage to eat the meal. We need a larger fellowship hall. 

3. What site/facility would best serve to fulfill our mission (continued)
4) A place that promotes people connecting with other people.—no welcoming place for people to prepare for weddings, etc…no homey places. (Places with couches?) 

· Believes strongly that the facility is very important. Should be inspiring place to meet/ grow and learn together with few limitations. It should have lots of room and be a place you are proud of. I’ve been in other facilities i.e. Duluth, that were very inspiring. To me, when you walk into a place of worship you should feel “wow.” I have never felt that at our space.

· I think the site is very important. As Bill Nowysz noted in comments he made in 2006, our location sets the tone and atmosphere of our church, either urban or suburban. My wife and I much prefer the central urban setting that we have now. A suburban church would evolve into a different congregation.

· The site and the facility significantly impact the whole of the functioning of the Society. We have an urban, downtown location which permits us to engage in the functions at the center of Iowa City. A suburban site has a very different orientation. We have the option of engaging the homeless, working with the meals on wheels, or many other projects that can engage the spirit of our Society. Similar options exist for a suburban site, but not in the same manner.

· Relating facility to the congregation and mission, he emphasized “location, location, location!” 

· Supportive of getting started in that direction with either option; 
1) moving to a different location and a new building or 
2) staying put with an extensive makeover of our present structures, he has a slight preference for the latter. Doing little or nothing for the next 10 years comes in as a distant third. We should look really hard at staying where we are, with air conditioning, the Nowysz plan. He is intrigued, but not wedded to it. A new minister might pave the way for a new building. Some final decision would be good. He is pro-growth, not in numbers, but increasing programs. Sometimes that depends on growth – you need more support from people we have. 300 good supporters would be good. The quality of the RE program is very important. You want a good intellectual & nurturing environment. Sending out missionaries is not high on the list; doesn’t see us as a big church in the community. If there is a growth problem, maybe work with another church in the community. If you get new land, people like to know what the details are. Is there a tax situation if you acquire land you are not building on?

· He spoke to the role of the facility in supporting social justice. He envisioned a role in providing a community organizing space to provide interfaith support for organizations with a similar philosophy and values wrt to social justice. In particular, he mentioned smaller groups who were isolated or marginalized and needed facility support to make connections to sustain themselves and grow.

· The role of our site is to provide a welcoming and easily accessible place from which the mission can be carried out, both for the congregation and for the wider community. By accessibility, I mean both easy access for the differently abled and easy access to the site of the building for congregants and for people from the larger community. I think it is far more important to be visible in the community with active, engaging programming than it is to have the perfect building or a large amount of green space that is used only for a few hours on Sunday mornings.
· I believe that our church home needs to be inviting and a place where people want to come to gather for whatever reason: whether to worship, to explore, to serve, to learn, or to be with their community. Our space needs to be large enough for all our programming i.e. RE, worship, celebrations, and space for the wider community. For example, we are not able to use the space to benefit the community for either a preschool or for the overflow from the shelter house because we do not meet code. We do not offer Sunday morning forums any longer because there is no extra space - on Sunday morning.
· The functions (role) of the building are not so important to me; we can do them in a rented space as much as in a particular building.

3. What site/facility would best serve to fulfill our mission (continued)
· The facility should provide an environment that supports both “caring” and “inclusive” elements of the mission. “Caring” implies a nurturing, comfortable, safe, aesthetically pleasing, multiple-use facility in a reasonably convenient location. “Inclusiveness” implies ADA compliant accessibility, adequate space for current membership and anticipated growth, sanctuary and general meeting space large enough to accommodate congregation-wide events, classrooms, general meeting rooms for community outreach that are attractive to local groups and families.

Nurturing “stewardship of the earth” implies that the site and the facility reflect current and anticipated standards for sustainability in terms of materials and maintenance, energy conservation with respect to lighting, heating, air-conditioning, and kitchen appliances and office equipment, and grounds facilitating linkage with the natural world (garden space, recreational areas).

Nurturing “our life long journeys of mind and spirit” implies a sanctuary that captures symbolically and artistically the essential values and principles of Unitarian Universalism, classrooms and meeting rooms that provide infrastructure support for current and anticipated technologies for education, conferencing, forums, and internet communication and networking.

· Facility doesn't matter that much; it's the people who matter. Kind of irrelevant to her. Need to figure out what kinds of programs we need. Much more important who is engaged and doing stuff - and having people engaged. Building accessibility is a concern.

· I think our most important functions are RE (all ages), VISIBLE social action, maintaining a vibrant community, and Sunday services. RE is especially important because it is what attracts many new members ("agnostics with kids") and nurtures our future. We need adequate and flexible space for RE and for gathering (services, dinners, meetings, socializing). Less important is outdoor RE space, but that would be nice too; and if we had it, we could consider expanded activities such as running a daycare during the week.

· I do think that we are rushing things a little regarding analyzing various option and their cost. But the time has come and we need to move forward into the future. Yes, the role of a site or facility is very important to our mission. We have more “brain type” industry coming to Iowa City i.e. computer, electronic businesses. That means the mangers and employees will be cognitive in their thinking and the UU principles and practices will resonate well with them as potential members. However, we need to remain welcoming to all economic levels and not just the liberal well educated in our society. 

We must have another site for visibility. It is true that buildings don’t deliver programs and care- individuals do that. But we need to attract those individuals and young families to come join us and a new facility can do that. We need curb appeal, our bldg doesn’t have that. 

Parenthetically, I personally, I am thankful that last year’s ministerial candidates chose not to come. I think that their decision reflects very poorly on their values. It appeared to me that conflict avoidance was paramount in their thinking along with fear of helping a non-profit organization through some challenging but exiting times. I hope that this year we find just one of them interested in what is best for our congregation and themselves.

· We also must have a new building so that we can do programs like adults education and like Sunday forums that I attended in the UU at Davenport. Cedar Rapids and Des Moines UUs also have them. We currently don’t have the space to give us flexibility to accommodate emerging needs as Lois Cole stated. Our sanctuary is locked in the past. In fact the pews are bolted in place. I hope that we will continue to offer modest theatre accommodations to groups like the Dreamwell group. 

· A church that we could put additions on if need be, and inviting environment (lighter, natural light, large windows), an energy efficient building, downtown


3. What site/facility would best serve to fulfill our mission (continued)
· Our mission includes several important aspects that should not be deterred or deferred by relocating. Only one says we need an adequate space—and we have one. We are and will continue to accomplish our mission in our current location, and will be able to continue gradually renovating it. Each Building and Grounds chair has made major contributions toward helping preserve and improve our current structure. Their work is reflected in many aspects of our Sanctuary, in Channing Hall, and many more hidden places. Not all is done that can be done, but I feel our mission is larger than a building. 

Long-term member, past Building and Grounds Chair, and local architect William Nowysz, has spent many hours preparing sketches of ideas he explained to the CCU open meetings. His comments are presented in detail in the transcriptions of those meetings (see our website for images of his drawings). Lee Eberly worked very hard and made major improvements (see his talk in the CCU minutes). John Jennewein’s work has been happening before our eyes and we admire it every time we enter the building. Others on those committees have set out flowers and made wonderful contributions to documenting our building history. Our building can remain historic and also become more beautiful, even as we gradually give it facelifts and make it more nearly accommodate our needs. 
Our congregation has one of the few buildings built on the early proposed models for Unitarian Churches—a truly historic structure. It’s not Canterbury Cathedral, but the sanctuary is still beautiful and awe-inspiring. Marilyn Jennewein and others have documented much of our building’s history. Our organ would be difficult to replicate or relocate in such a beautiful spot as ours. I urge that we continue to explore its possibilities (again – see CCU reports at our website). These reports include research on what other downtown churches have done, comments from our congregants, many but not all of whose names are recorded in the CCU minutes. The financial considerations alone are powerfully explained in these documents. The beauty of the CCU open meetings was that many attended to hear what each other had to say. No time limits were set for the discussion. All audible comments were recorded, transcribed, double-checked to assure accuracy, typed, printed, and mailed or hand-delivered to all members and friends in the congregation.

Persons present included the Reverend Nancy Haley, Board members, Vision Committee members, and anyone else in the congregation who wished to come. Names of persons present, comments by all presenters, all handouts, all Q & A, all architectural drawings, research into what other downtown churches have done, and literal transcriptions of all oral comments from everyone were included in documents mailed or otherwise delivered to all UUSIC members and friends in the directory, whether they attended the meetings or not. All costs in time and money were borne by CCU staff members and the architect, Bill Nowysz. Costs were involved in formulating presentations, creating Power Point slides, conducting interviews of other downtown churches, analyzing financial implications of moving. These costs involved in transcribing taped meetings onto a special machine bought for the purpose, typing, proofreading, editing, copying, assembling, packaging for mailing, applying postage onto large envelopes for mailing. Costs also included page-sized architectural drawings to append to the CCU reports and for several large-scale architectural posters for easel presentations. A lot of energy, time, and money made these meetings work well for those who attended. We received good feedback from the many attendees.

4. In your view, what are the benefits and challenges of our current building in fulfilling our mission as you look forward to the next 15-20 years?

4a. BENEFITS of our current building:
· Sanctuary size OK for now

4a. Benefits of our current building (continued)
· Central location

· Location is positive

· Nice location in an Historic Bldg

· Fireside Room, Library, sanctuary are OK. 

· But consider staying -- Analogous to keeping an old car for awhile. We depend a lot on John Jennewein to keep it up.

· Location. Would have enough space if present building is remodeled. If used properly it should be adequate.

· It feels like home- a sanctuary for people in need of community in their personal search for meaning- for hundreds of people over the years- the historical sense is palpable.

· On the other hand, we do have a very good site we are presently located. 

· A major benefit is being downtown, even though I realize that downtown Iowa City is not the Hub it used to be. A big benefit of being in Iowa City is that we do not have to build and support a large parking lot. One of the drawbacks cited ten years ago was lack of parking. Not so. There was/is plenty of parking, and while it costs a few dimes to park, that's only Mon-Sat, 8-5. Never on Sunday, never at night, and we never have to plow the parking or the sidewalks.

· Location downtown and being close to the university. Personally, I value history and preservation of our building. Intimacy of a smaller bldg and tradition also has value as opposed to these mega churches. I like the warmth of a smaller building as opposed to large and sterile large building. 
· It is a historical site and a good downtown location.

· I struggle to find benefits of current bldg. other than being downtown. (There is no bus service anyway on Sun.) 
· Benefits: f we stay – plus for recycling the building and reconfigure space. Worthley Building is a big negative. The amount of $$ in next 5 years, but the money spent in the next 5 years has to last for the next 50 years

Central location is really huge for those who come in from surrounding communities. 

We share parking – that’s green

· Benefits: downtown location; historic value – neither is compelling enough to stay.

· Benefits: downtown location (although we haven’t done a campus ministry) makes it more visible; our free Sunday parking (don’t have to plow, etc.) The Sanctuary is attractive.

· Benefits: Historic structure, location.

· There is a benefit to being close to downtown I guess but to me it’s not a huge benefit.
· Benefits: Centrally located, close to downtown, kids walked to the phone bank, etc.

· The only value it has is as a piece of land. We won’t get it back unless we are there forever.

· Remaining in and upgrading our present facility will allow us to continue to grow as an centrally located urban congregation. Upgrading our present facility, perhaps along the lines suggested by Bill Nowysz, allows us to make upgrades and improvements as we can afford them without forcing our congregation into substantial debt to do so.

· The first major benefit of our current buildings is the simple fact that there is no mortgage. We do not pay property taxes and thus we have no monthly bills of that sort to drain our budget. This leaves more money for staff and programming. It also means we will not be losing the 

4a. Benefits of our current building (continued)
building/site to foreclosure. Such possibilities have destroyed some congregations, but for us that is not a concern. A new building would make that concern a possibility. 

But, for some, our buildings represent a bit of charm, a bit of warmth, and we have a history in this community of being associated with these buildings. When people want to find us, this is where they look. A new building/site would require some adaptations in that arena.

Our buildings offer adequate space for many of our activities. They can be refurbished more than they have been. The four largest meeting rooms have all recently been painted, new lighting installed in the library, the floor repaired in Channing Hall and another couple coats of polyurethane were applied to both Channing Hall and the Sanctuary. The ceiling in the Fireside room has been re-surfaced and several other repairs and improvements have recently been completed.

· The current location is ‘virtually ideal.’ The wayside pulpit and pedestrian traffic can be a point of first contact for new members. Students can walk to it. Parking is good on week-ends, and a city parking garage is directly across the street.

· Going to two services was a sensible thing. The existing plant, elevator, and kitchen seemed impossible initially.

· We are as well off for parking as anybody downtown on week-ends. We have the parking ramp on other week days. There is a charm to the building; it adds history and interest to the place. Our building qualifies there; it’s lovely, it’s a plus. The central location is an advantage.

· Benefits: General accessibility – current location is “fantastic” for University community, for promoting awareness of UU, access to public transportation and parking. Good location for growing an sustaining membership. Multiple rooms provide space for different functions, classrooms, meetings – one stop shopping.

· Our central location makes it easier to develop a campus ministry. Our central location is better for serving the needs of the less fortunate in our larger community, those who do not have an easy way to get to outlying areas. We pay nothing for maintaining a parking lot. Our building, which is more than 100 years old, is historically significant in the larger community (an existing beacon) and is one of the few remaining examples of a traditional Unitarian architectural design. Financial resources can be used for the mission, rather than for paying a mortgage. I have read that it is usually “more green” to adapt an existing building than it is to build a new one. We have the use of existing nearby public outdoor green space without the cost and work of maintaining a large outdoor area.

· In my opinion, the benefits are few benefits. – We are centrally located in downtown Iowa City and easy to find (right next to the fire station). We have a 100 year old brick building which looks nice from Iowa Avenue.
· Benefits: Location is a huge benefit. Proximity to the University is key if extending our role into the university age group. Current site is within walking distance of university housing. Likes the size of the church, particularly the sanctuary. Remembers when checking out churches the intimacy of the space as opposed to large churches in Iowa City; the feel of that space was really nice, more personal as opposed to a larger sanctuary. He liked the simplicity of the interior, not ornate.

· Benefits: Downtown location and tradition; historical architecture harking back to our traditional roots; separate sanctuary and general meeting room; doorway, elevator, and lift devices for wheelchair access; adequate Sunday parking; multiple classrooms and office space in Worthley building; Channing Hall with stage can serve as a theater.

· Location is a plus. Loves the architecture, likes the size, and new touches to the Fireside Room. We have adequate space for what we are doing. 

· Benefit is its central location. 

4a. Benefits of our current building (continued)
· My husband) and I both struggle to find benefits of current bldg. other than being downtown and next to a police station for security. 

· (Nothing listed)

· Our mission includes several important aspects that should not be deterred or deferred by relocating. Only one says we need an adequate space—and we have one. We are and will continue to accomplish our mission in our current location, and will be able to continue gradually renovating it. Each Building and Grounds chair has made major contributions toward helping preserve and improve our current structure. Their work is reflected in many aspects of our Sanctuary, in Channing Hall, and many more hidden places. Not all is done that can be done, but I feel our mission is larger than a building. Long-term member, past Building and Grounds Chair, and local architect William Nowysz, has spent many hours preparing sketches of ideas he explained to the CCU open meetings. His comments are presented in detail in the transcriptions of those meetings (see our website for images of his drawings). Lee Eberly worked very hard and made major improvements (see his talk in the CCU minutes). John Jennewein’s work has been happening before our eyes and we admire it every time we enter the building. Others on those committees have set out flowers and made wonderful contributions to documenting our building history. Our building can remain historic and also become more beautiful, even as we gradually give it facelifts and make it more nearly accommodate our needs. 

Our congregation has one of the few buildings built on the early proposed models for Unitarian Churches—a truly historic structure. It’s not Canterbury Cathedral, but the sanctuary is still beautiful and awe-inspiring. Marilyn Jennewein and others have documented much of our building’s history. Our organ would be difficult to replicate or relocate in such a beautiful spot as ours. I urge that we continue to explore its possibilities (again – see CCU reports at our website). These reports include research on what other downtown churches have done, comments from our congregants, many but not all of whose names are recorded in the CCU minutes. The financial considerations alone are powerfully explained in these documents. The beauty of the CCU open meetings was that many attended to hear what each other had to say. No time limits were set for the discussion. All audible comments were recorded, transcribed, double-checked to assure accuracy, typed, printed, and mailed or hand-delivered to all members and friends in the congregation.
Persons present included the Reverend Nancy Haley, Board members, Vision Committee members, and anyone else in the congregation who wished to come. Names of persons present, comments by all presenters, all handouts, all Q & A, all architectural drawings, research into what other downtown churches have done, and literal transcriptions of all oral comments from everyone were included in documents mailed or otherwise delivered to all UUSIC members and friends in the directory, whether they attended the meetings or not. All costs in time and money were borne by CCU staff members and the architect, Bill Nowysz. 

Costs were involved in formulating presentations, creating Power Point slides, conducting interviews of other downtown churches, analyzing financial implications of moving. These costs involved in transcribing taped meetings onto a special machine bought for the purpose, typing, proofreading, editing, copying, assembling, packaging for mailing, applying postage onto large envelopes for mailing. Costs also included page-sized architectural drawings to append to the CCU reports and for several large-scale architectural posters for easel presentations. A lot of energy, time, and money made these meetings work well for those who attended. We received good feedback from the many attendees.

4b. Challenges of our current building
· Not able to have single Sunday service. Worthley is inhibiting RE functions, no green space, accessibility is HUGE issue.

4b. Challenges of our current building (continued)
· Old space and maintenance. (think we’re going to have to move)

· Space, growth is stymied, changes can’t provide more space. Bldg not serving our needs. Sanctuary is dark, opposite our message.

· No handicapped access, older bldg maintenance issues. Not comfortable
· Classrooms are cramped and uncomfortable. Bldg is not inviting; dark and cold. Very challenging to make it fit our needs. Social hall is too small.

· Inconvenient at times. Would like to see air conditioning and better accessibility.

· We are doing minimal maintenance; the bldg needs work.

· Clearly, I think our growth will be limited if we can't find a new site/location. Personally, I feel growth is a good thing/best serves our mission. Others may feel differently, and that's a perfectly valid position as well.

· As above, we need space to do what we say we do. Our need to make our place handicapped-accessible is major. Our wish to be air-conditioned and more efficiently heated is reasonable. Vision can re-allocate space.
· I’m concerned with energy conservation which goes into the cost of operation of either the current or new building. The challenge of improving the accessibility of the current building is a challenge. 
· More RE space, storage, heating/cooling, a more energy efficient building.

· See above. We need space to take advantage of new electronics coming out. Our bathrooms, elevator are limited and sometimes not functional . 

· We have little flex seating are pews are bolted down. Difficult to for rearranging to accommodate new venues and needs. 

· Lighting is inadequate. We are known by some as the UU with the dark sanctuary. Air conditioning for weddings and other large gathering is not available. 
· We need to have a building that is Friendlier to our planet. Geothermal should be thought about. Solar panel if it is aesthetically designed. Our building has constrained our ability to meet our current and any expansion of our mission. 
· Challenges:  
  No insulation – poor energy efficiency
  Poor accessibility; terrible elevator.  
  Dark! 
  Mold
  Can’t sit in the pews – have to sit in the Fireside room. Have moveable pews so you can  
  have flexible space.
· Drawbacks: parking, no green space, dedicated storage for multiple uses, Channing Hall is a huge challenge – can’t make it look nice no matter what (despite new lights, floor, etc), not big enough. Would be nice to have another office or 2. It would be nice to have a small meeting room. HVAC – energy efficiency is horrible. Foolish to redo HVAC in this old building. Only one thing that would change my firm commitment to a new building. Some have said, if we can go to the moon, we can go below and make 2 subfloors. By the time we have done all we need to for the old building, we could buy a new building.

· Challenges: not very accessible to disabled or older members; no air conditioning in most of the building; the rooms for RE and offices and programming are basically drab, inadequate and not enough of them. Channing Hall is ugly and depressing (although better than it was) e.g., who would want a wedding reception there.

4b. Challenges of our current building (continued)
· Feel more strongly that the building is a hindrance to the ministerial search – we naturally get compared with other buildings and we don’t fare very well.

· Challenges: Limited space; handicap accessibility is poor. Church is in need of repairs – e.g., wood on part of the roof is rotting and needing to be repaired.

· There aren’t many benefits to the building as it now stands to me. It’s dark; the re program does not have enough space; the bathrooms are dismal; there is no air conditioning; there is mold in the Channing hall area; it is requiring more and more upkeep; I think it’s not conducive to many adult discussion groups as happens with welcome home Wednesday

· Challenges: growth is difficult. 26 senior high are registered, plus a few more come that are not registered…we don’t have room. Fine with 15, but much bigger and it’s too crowded. We take so long to take care of things that need to be taken care of. Why is landscaping bad? (Maybe more of a people thing than a church thing.) Expense of an older building (utilities, repairs, etc.

· Our currently facility is greatly limiting. We can have two services, but not grow. We could support a 500 member congregation. It’s going to become a money pit and take a lot of our resources. If we sell in 20 years, we won’t get that money back.

· The challenges for our buildings would be to improve the livability, specifically to install air conditioning, and to work toward making them more energy efficient, more green for the benefit of our planet. We also would benefit from making them more handicap accessible. Such plans could be drawn up, and I understand that Bill Nowysz has some ideas on this topic. I am sure other people have some other ideas.

· (Challenges not identified)

· There’s not much interest for him in a modernistic, futuristic, artistic building vs. a conventional building. Wonderful things can be accomplished in rather plain circumstances. It’s remarkable what we have done for the Partner Church, brought them into the 20th century. Our support for other non-profit social justice organizations is greater than any previous ministries would have thought possible.

· Access needs to be worked on; the elevator is not adequate even for the present. Servicing and remodeling the Worthley Building could make it more attractive and useful. 

· We need to look at the Novack proposal; we need a little more light in the sanctuary. A challenge would be air-conditioning and heating the building to improve usability and comfort. He’s not so keen on the Worthley Building; folks did the best they could at the time.

· Achieving ADA compliance – current facility has barriers to accessibility in general for those less mobile than others, including older members, limiting growth. RE classrooms are pretty landlocked concrete.

· Finding ways to utilize and expand our space is an ongoing challenge. Air conditioning and insulation are needed. These would involve considerable expense. Parking during the day on weekdays can be costly to the individual. Accessibility for the differently abled is less than ideal.

· The challenges are many – the building is 100 years old and will need major repair and renovation if we are to stay. We are down town and there is no parking except on Sunday. 
Where does our minister park? ,If we want to grow in numbers, I do not think that the space is large enough. One of our strengths and what attracts families is the RE program. At this point, the rooms are not large enough to have all RE classes at one service. So they are split into two sessions. As one parent said a few years ago, “it would be nice to have all the children who attend UUSIC know each other. Now they do not. They need all the support that they can give and get from each other – they need to know each other.,”There is not a bathroom on the 3rd floor. The accessible bathroom on the ground floor is a “unisex” bathroom and not too aesthetically pleasing (in my opinion). The building is not very accessible to those who are in a 

4b. Challenges of our current building (continued)
wheel chair or have some other mobility challenge. We have done all that we can do with out major renovation and even then we will be limited.  The windows are old, and let much heat 

escape in the winter. The walls are not insulated – it would take major work to improve the energy efficiency of the building. We have done what we can that does not require major work (new windows, doors, etc)
· Challenges: Air conditioning in the Sanctuary, the environmentals, the lack of consistent heat in winter. The interior of the sanctuary is very dark, the amount of light is too low. Facilities need upgrading; kitchen isn’t bad but doesn’t seem to fit demands placed on it. Often crowded if you have a lot of people working in there in each other’s way with multiple jobs. There is a lack of meeting space for campus ministry. The dimness in Channing Hall affects Welcome Home Wednesdays & larger events trying to find space for different groups participating. 3rd floor space access an issue with the elevator. The third floor is unused, the 2nd floor is crowded with offices, library.

· Aging building requiring increasing ongoing maintenance for roof, windows, anticipate major equipment replacement (furnace); central heating is inefficient and no central air-conditioning in sanctuary, which limits winter and summer activities; environmentals and size/decor limit attractiveness of rooms for meeting places for outside groups; can comfortably accommodate only around 154 people at one time for services, meetings, although the sanctuary could seat 210 using all available space.

· Could make better use of space we have: (1) Not very green (need better windows in Worthley Bldg, better roof, alternative energy sources, better heating, and A/C). When we don't fix things up, we blame the building rather than making a commitment and plans to do something about 

· it. Nobody wants to put $$$ into the bldg if we're not staying. (2) Could do more campus activities, be more of a community resource with our central location. We need a better elevator. Cinderblock walls in Worthley Bldg. Need new carpet.

· Challenges are more numerous: poor lighting, terrible accessibility, mold, poor heating and no A/C, characterless RE building, fire dept sirens during services, no insulation, no good gathering space. The RE space is not adequate. Some (not all) of these problems can be fixed. When I started coming in 1989, we were mostly old people. Now we have a lot more kids and young families. Older members tend to forget that. The CCU/Nowysz plan for renovation is blind to children's needs. We'd need to do that, plus dynamite the Worthley Bldg and build at least 3 floors in its place.

· We need space to take advantage of new electronics coming out. The current building makes it difficult for rearranging to accommodate new venues and needs. Lighting is inadequate. We are known by some as the UU with the dark sanctuary. Air conditioning for weddings and other large gathering is not available.
· Size, expense of making changes to it, parking limitations, musty/mildew, dark, uninspirational, restrictions for people with disabilities, breathing issues
· See proposals by past Building and Grounds Chairs who presented at the CCU meetings, e.g., see comments by Lee Eberly and Bill Nowysz; see John Jennewein’s current improvements that have been addressing several things

· See Bill Nowysz’s comments and sketches of possibilities.

5. In your view, what would be the benefits and challenges of a different building in fulfilling our mission as you look forward to the next 15-20 years?

5a. BENEFITS of a different building

· Common vision of OUR space (also a challenge)

· New modern RE and green space

5a. Benefits of a different building (continued)
· Parking

· Different should be sought that has more space or renovated to suit our needs, it should be ‘UU ‘ distinctive. New bldg an option,

· Warmer, brighter more attractive, with accessibility

· Make inviting and accessible.

· The benefits -- deeper bench, more vital and effective in the community.

· Won't consider this question -- due to debt.

· Safety, non-mold environment, accessibility, green building, space to provide church and community projects, technology upgrades, 

· Unless I'm really missing something, I don't think raising money for a new building is actually going to be that difficult. 

· A new building would benefit only in already having accessibility and HVAC , as mentioned above
· Assuming that we address our accessibility issues we could think outside our current program. If we build spaces like a theater, gym and they (youth, college age) will come? Benefits of being new, modern, incorporate energy efficiency in a different bldg. 
· Space, energy efficiency, parking, storage

· Flexible space, equipment, easier to clean. We must think our way out of the here and now and into the future. We owe it to children to think ahead for them. Kids, who are yet to be born deserve more that what we can give them in our current facility. 
· Fine either way – will support. Would much prefer if new building to repurpose an existing structure. Would be delightful to have new building, but would not like to build from scratch because of green issues. Encourage the thought of the smallest footprint possible. Using the sanctuary so rarely is unfortunate. Multipurposing of space is an important concept (either here or elsewhere).


· Benefits: Green LEED solar building into the second part of the 21st century. Could have all congregational events – whether in the fellowship hall or in the sanctuary.

· Benefits: easier accessibility; ability to do more programming; ability to do more social outreach; more space would lend itself to numerical growth. Better week time parking.

· Benefits: space is the most important thing – have realized this in RE; would think this is true for WHW, too. Challenging to have events.. Handicap accessibility could be better.

· I think we could have space for an intern minister on a regular basis; we could have space for more staff like a membership coordinator; a financial officer; we could have more inviting re space (to new families); we could do more interesting work with media during Sunday mornings and other times of the week like during WHW; we could probably rent out our space on a more regular basis; we could attract more newcomers who might stay; we could grow more in numbers

· Scenario 1: Keep the existing building, build a new building in the corridor to start a new congregation and spread our liberal religion to other places. Get the second church closer to where people live. People from our church who are excited about a new building would go to the new church and help develop it. Maybe the downtown church wouldn’t survive, then everybody has made the decision about closing the church. If Sally were queen, she would then have the CR church move north toward Marion. Build the church where the people are. Be evangelical about it. Even liberals end up going to non liberal churches because of the kids…

5a. Benefits of a different building (continued)
Option 2: Find corporations who are building (industrial park…). We go to developer and provide a convention center if you cut us a deal. We could also have a daycare. Our building could be artistic and beautiful because corporations would help fund it. Even could have a coffee shop to help fund. Plenty of parking during the week, weekends we have the whole place to ourselves.

She also mentioned that Grant Wood AEA is going to move, and we might share a facility with a place like that. Benefit—build where there is growth 
· If we could build at a site where we could have a playground, be handicap accessible, freeing. Free to grow.

· The benefits of a new building are immense…if we build a really great building and plan a budget that assures there is plenty of money for all the needed maintenance and custodial staff to assure the building is properly cleaned and maintained. We would want to assure that the HVAC (heating, ventilation and air conditioning) was fully funded, not skimped on as I understand is common for many churches who find they run out of money for the building as they are going along, so they skimp on the HVAC and then people do not enjoy the buildings as they should/could due to problems with controlling the heating , cooling and ventilation. I figure such a building would cost around 5 to 8 million, and of course one could easily jump that figure up a couple more million without much effort. Then we could have green space, parking, and who know what other amenities.

· New building has a period of things under warranty, minimal maintenance expense initially. There would be the proceeds from the sale of current site.

· Ease of access, you could have a nice big foyer, more and lighter space, meeting rooms, better parking on other days of week. With modern transportation parking is less an issue.

· People are attracted to the “new,” which supports outreach. Technological upgrading: wiring, office, RE rooms supporting interconnectedness w/computers-internet, sound system promoting congregational interactiveness, choir

· There is a potential for more space within a new the building. There is the potential for more green space outside a new building. Weekday daytime parking probably would not involve a cost to individuals. Access for the differently abled probably would be better than in our current building. A new sanctuary might make it easier to use newer technology during the Sunday service.

· We could grow. We have a wonderful message to share. We would have the opportunity to create a place that would better meet out needs. We could have parking for our staff and those who come during the week. We could have classrooms designed for children. We might be able to have a bit of green space outdoors. We might be able to have a preschool. We might be more attractive to some for rental space (i.e. air-conditioned space in the summer). We could build a “green” building with solar panels, geo-thermal, etc.
· Benefits: Building something from scratch, we know the shortcomings of the existing facility and can use that to evaluate a new facility or if it were something already built. 

· Potentially, building and grounds could be designed to fulfill our mission for the next half century – environmentally responsible and sustainable, adequate space for growth, contemporary architecture with fully ADA compliant accessibility, classrooms and meeting spaces designed for contemporary learning and communication technologies; integrated multi-use design, kitchen fully equipped to handle large group meals, wedding receptions; adequate Monday-Saturday parking for staff, volunteers, outreach activities.

· There's been talk of relocating to North Liberty, or of establishing a UU congregation there. Likes the idea of a daughter congregation. It's always fun and exciting to build a new home/facility, but not sure if it is realistic.

5a. Benefits of a different building (continued)
· A new location would allow us to grow, both in numbers and in the programs that are possible. And it would be less expensive per square foot to build (or renovate an existing structure) elsewhere than to renovate the existing place. 

· Flexible space, equipment, easier to clean. We must think our way out of the here and now and into the future. We need to think in the future tense. What is best for kids? We owe it to children to think ahead for them. Kids, who are yet to be born deserve more that what we can give them in our current facility. 

· Adjusting to a site that is not downtown will be minor. In my opinion, the downtown location is not that crucial to us in living up to our mission and dreams. We are a mobile society, if there is an activity that we enjoy we always seem to get there. 
· The following:
  Light and airy, 
  Capability for enlarging, 
  Capabilities for better RE facilities, 
  Could build green


· Would like to have more ideas from Benjamin and others on programming possibilities.
what would help us as congregants experience maturational growth, organic growth (growing beyond own confines to focus on global community), and incarnational growth (to make a significant difference in other societal communities)


· We could dismiss the Vision Committee and have a chance to focus on fresh visions for a while.

5b. CHALLENGES of a different building

· Our mission has little if anything to do with where we are located, so said the MAIN THEME and the MAIN SPEAKER at the recent Prairie Star District Meeting in Davenport in April. Our mission is being met nicely where we are. 

· Funding might draw resources away from current needs

· Does $ =space needed + financial obligations

· But either way cost is the challenge

· $$ expensive site everyone would like hard to find?

· Need a steering committee of people with experience in facility planning. Need inspiring architecture. 

· The challenge is filling it (assuming it'd be bigger).

· Won't consider this question -- due to debt.

· I doubt we'll be able to find as central a location as our current building, which will pose some challenges/questions, particularly if the church is serious about a campus ministry, though it seems like that isn't the case. 
· The biggest challenge is money. Even ten years ago, money was not discussed as a major aspect of building new! We were not making annual budget then, and no one would address that or the costs of a new building. Costs of maintaining grounds around a new building would be high. Current financial realities do not allow thought of new building, to me. I do not need a new building to be proud of our congregation. I am more proud of what happens inside.
· The challenge of a different bldg doesn’t mean a different location. You could gut the current building and stay put. Renovation and careful design, greening of the building are options that should be considered. Challenges: to the whole membership are the financial commitments 

5b. Challenges of a different building (continued)
from each member that will be far beyond what we do now. Will we lose members? Can divide a congregation but remaining ones have a stronger commitment. 

· (No challenges mentioned)

· Challenge of payment for a new facility.

· (See benefits above – no specific challenges entry)

· Challenges – people would have to adapt; we would lose our downtown visibility.

· Challenges: financially can we do it/pull it off over time; can we do it without dividing the congregation?

· Challenges: Change is difficult. Added expense.

· Big challenge—having a church centrally located;

· Challenges: raising $$. The amount may be intimidating. We could end up with a split congregation and members that don’t accept vote to move. May have 10 – 25% drop if we vote to build. It would be sad to see people go, but would end up with new members in their place.

· There would be two principal challenges. First, maintaining the present, central Iowa City, tone and atmosphere of our church. Second, finding the money to buy or build a new or different facility. I simply do not think our congregation can afford a new facility, not with our treasurer having to make periodic midyear pleas for money just to maintain the present budget. There is a simple way, however, to find out. Please see below.

· A new building would make that concern (we will not be losing the building/site to foreclosure. Such possibilities have destroyed some congregations, but for us that is not a concern.) a possibility. 

· A new building/site would require some adaptations in that arena (When people want to find us, this is where they look.)

· The first, second and third challenge is the money. We are currently spending part of our endowment fund for our operating budget. I do not think this is widely known amongst the members of our Society. We are not meeting our full obligations for our contributions towards the UUA. We used to have a growing Building Reserve fund, which over the last 10 years or so has dwindled considerably rather than grown. One of my first acts as chair of B&G (this time around) was to spend that fund down from $7,000 to $5,000 for a ceiling repair in the kitchen.

· As I recall, years ago the Building Reserve fund was up over $10,000 and could have continued to grow under the formula that was then in place for the annual budget.

· Need some notion about our ability to afford a new location. City likely the only buyer; no interest in buying from anybody else. If city is interested in property, market value goes up if word gets around. In event of eminent domain action, appeal makes available a jury trial. City may prefer to offer better price initially to protect themselves.

· Distance of new site might be a challenge to some. The First Christian Church location on North Dubuque is not too far a location.
· Moving farther away from city center; less general accessibility

· Likely location in an outlying area means we would be less visible to the community than we are in our downtown location. Likely location in an outlying area means we would be less accessible to less fortunate members of our larger community who lack personal transportation. We would have the ongoing monthly cost of maintaining a parking lot and other outdoor space. Money would go towards paying a mortgage, rather than being used for programming and fulfilling our mission.
5b. Challenges of a different building (continued)
· One of the challenges for some would be the concern and worry about paying for another property. But I do believe that if we can enough people excited about moving and with our new minister, we will generate more energy and more people and be able to do it. One of our earlier consultants said (in response to someone worried about taking on debt) that it is ok to have some debt. We will be able to borrow from UUA at a good rate – we have some endowment money and other funds left to us. And when people get excited about and committed to something, they will give. And we have our current building that is worth something. 

· Monetary – fix up or build new facility. Long term debt for a small congregations that’s a major commitment. He doesn’t know the overall state of our financing, whether there’s a pool of funds or we’d have to go out and raise it. It goes back to looking at our mission or other functions (shelter house, events every night, day care, etc.) The biggest challenge is we are not going to make everybody happy. Like the ministerial search, there’s risk, but no getting around it. For some people there is a risk you’d lose some members of the church, but also have a chance of bringing in new members.
· Can we afford and will we pledge what it would take to find a site and create a building to fulfill our mission? Can we as a community come to a working agreement regarding site and building (location, size, grounds, architecture, aesthetics, functionality?) Loss of downtown location could impact campus ministry and discourage attendance from current congregation. 
· Big concern is cost. It's always fun and exciting to build a new home/facility, but not sure if it is realistic.

· Disadvantage is that it will likely be a less central location.

· Challenge: payment for a new facility.

· (Not listed)

· Our mission need not include the turmoil involved in relocating. Has anyone not heard that individuals in our midst have lost money, including pension money, in the recent conniving of Wall Street, in the tumble of stocks, in the disappearance of jobs when businesses took losses in the recent stock market crash? Is anyone unaware of the magnitude of OTHER charities making demands on our pocketbooks? Is anyone unaware of the implications of having Republicans return to power and stop funding for a lot of our social and cultural programs? Will we let public radio sink under the Right’s determination to do drastic cost cutting? Some of us are going to need to pitch in and help.

Times for today’s young adults are not as easy as they used to be. If we relocate our building, it will cost money. Before long (within those 15-20 years) the baby boomers among us will begin to move to Oaknoll and/or to the great beyond, so that the next batch of supporters will be digging into their pockets to pay the mortgage. However, our children and their children will face a different economic challenge than even those of us born after the Great Depression faced. Our younger generations are already facing unemployment. Jobs 

they have trained for have moved to India and China or elsewhere. Even if they find jobs, they won’t necessarily be as well financed. Yet, these will be the ones who fall heir to our building mortgage. They will be the ones attempting to support our UU mission. 

With what? We’ve known for years how much harder it is financially for our younger generations than for us. How many friends to you know who have not had to pitch in and help their kids with finances? Who among us has been blind to the ease with which families we know have suddenly become homeless or jobless? We are also in a health crisis. Diabetes and overweight problems abound. The Center for Disease Control & others have referred to diabetes as an epidemic. In 15 to 20 years, it might be pretty nice to still be at 10 S Gilbert. 

· Financial resources, where is the $?

6. What questions would you want answered to make a well-informed decision?

· Congregational support there?

· Moving when/how?

· Where? How do we pay for it? Can current bldg be changed? Will UUA help $? Will they influence the design?

· What is being done investigating available property? How much will it cost? We can’t saddle members with debt that can’t be paid in a reasonable time.

· Can we still attract students @ a site further out? Can we afford it? It would be nice to have a new building

· Do we want to continue 2 services? Adequacy of kitchen facilities. Importance of flexible seating.

· Could we guarantee growth? 

· How much would people be willing to invest? A friend said "I'd give $10K for remodeling this bldg, $0 if we move."

· The cost if we build elsewhere, the hidden costs if we don’t. Note: I have heard from several older members who are saying they have changed their minds about not leaving the current building- they are ready for younger folk who will pay for it to make that decision.

· The most basic questions about us and Building, which have never been settled are:
   * What about this building helps us do what we say we do?
  * What about this building prevents us from doing what we say we do? and, therefore, 
  * How can we use this building and modify if necessary, to do that. Or must we find 
     another place?
· I guess financially quite spelled out current operating budget and the projections. Sources of income for a different bldg. We need to see what additional increases are needed in pledges! What will a mortgage payment look like. Information and opportunity to question those who design a new site. We need to be transparent, know our assumptions and be specific in our projections. 
· I would need to see the numbers and not dollars based on future growth, etc.

· What do the demographics say about where our current members come from? Where will our new members come from? What is our fundraising plan? What needs to be done? Might want to contact a fund raiser like Martha Easter-Wells from Davenport. 
· What is the key to growth? As estimate on Bill Nowysz’s plan. Like to know how much money the committee has in mind for purchasing a building Greg and Ken Duffey work on renovating old structures.

· What is it really that causes congregations to grow?

· Issue of building down or up within the current building (doesn’t solve yard or parking problems). Would like a professional assessment of that possibility. Only if many people are wanting to stay.

· Review again the costs of major remodeling vs. new land and building. Remodeling isn’t the right word – because it really would mean destroying the Worthley Building and starting again to have a 5-story building with a good elevator.

· What experiences have other UU congregations have had that would be similar? Leaving a downtown site and a situation that is financially under control and moving away to a new building. What are the factors in being successful I doing this.

· What are the different options and what does the congregation perceive as the needs? Some proposed costs of the different options? What is the expectation for growth?

6. What questions would you want answered (continued)
· The question for me has always been financial. At the time of the last vote, it made no sense to me to spend a million dollars on fixing up the current site and it still does not. I’m not sure we have the financial capability to make a move. With the economy the way it is, I’m still not sure. I think we can make a decision to move or stay and then figure out the financing. I don’t know what the current thinking is on which comes first. I think you have to have some kind of plan in place before people will commit much money—not sure of the process there.

·  Financials are the big thing. Which comes first; Has anyone done any number crunching/financial analysis of the congregation?; There should be formulas available to calculate what we can afford
· How is the UUA involved in assisting churches with these very difficult changes?
   We need good information we can understand about finances.
   Trust.
   Range of options. (Stay in our church and do nothing; immediately purchase land and 
        decide later what to do; go whole hog for a new church)
   We didn’t have choices with the last one (no fellowship hall, etc.) We were voting for a 
        specific building, and some said: “There’s no room for teens, so if it’s not going to 
        help us, I’m not voting for it.” There needs to be a process for people to provide  
        input…public meetings for providing input on the building.
    How have other churches done this successfully?
    How are we treating our leaders (Board members)? We can’t do this without strong  
        leadership and congregants who feel good about their leaders. We need leaders 
        that don’t get burned out. 
· Standard things like location, ease to get to, commitment to “financial feasibility.” What will people pledge over time? See a run through the numbers to prove we can pull it off. Should like to see a higher number (80 – 85%) in favor of new building.

· We need to know how much money we have or will have available. It is time for the board to poll the congregation and ask for specific pledges in order to find out how much money can be raised from the congregation and for what purpose. Once that information is obtained then the board can consult with various lenders to see how much money can be borrowed by the congregation. Taking these steps will then provide the congregation and the board with critical information about the resources available. We cannot make an informed decision without knowing what money we will have available and how much debt we will have to carry.

· I want to see a proposed budget for the new building so we know how much money will need to be raised annually just to keep the Society afloat. How much would the average pledge increase? What would our utility bill look like? How much janitorial service would we need? How would we handle the plowing of the snow for the parking lot? What additional staff are we planning to hire for additional programming in this new facility? Or would we need to cut staff to afford the building? And, one of the big ones, where would it be located? For many of us, the answer to this question will have a significant impact upon our future attendance. Our current location is pretty central; if we move to one of the outlying areas (where land is cheaper) then the distance from some of the members will significantly increase. I quit going to Sycamore 

· Mall many years ago for the simple reason that Westdale Plaza in Cedar Rapids was closer (in time spent driving if not miles). Any different location is likely to promote the loss of some members and the addition of some new ones, but I am not sure what the net effect would be. I am aware of a few people who are simply not interested in belonging to a suburban Society.

· What plans would be made to permit growth in the future? Would we buy more land than we need, then plan to sell part of it at a profit to help pay for the building?

· Will we be able to afford it? Have to buy a lot of land for adequate parking; with high property values, it is a very high expense for a parking lot.

6. What questions would you want answered (continued)
· \Funding: Would like to see 20-25 families get together and say we’d like to do “this” and make financial commitments, whatever it is. Are we pushing hard enough on endowment funds? Some of us are getting long in the tooth; we should pursue charitable bequests and gifts. But you need to know what you are going to do.

· Mission: What do we want our membership to look like in 20 years? Where you go affects what you want to look like, interest in growing (do you want more families?) Affects choice of Eastside, Westside, or downtown.

· (1) What is our vision? What mission do we serve for each other and for the larger community? How will the space benefit the mission?

(2) If growth is part of our mission, what do we mean by growth? I envision growth in terms of programming, with many parts of our building being used during the week, both daytime and evening, not just on Sunday mornings.

(3) Are all possibilities being considered? If we were to stay downtown, could Worthley House be replaced by a different building? What about a green space on top of Worthley House? Some prospective ministerial candidates mentioned the idea of spinning off a daughter congregation. Is that being discussed at all? If so, what are the advantages and disadvantages?

(4) How will we pay either for renovations to the current building, renovations to a different existing building, or construction of a new building? I want a real plan upon which to base my decision.

(5) What percentage of new members leave within five years of joining the society? (Will the people who vote for a plan be around to pay for it?

(6) If an architect is hired to assist with the decision-making, can one be hired who will offer actual plans?

(7) If we leave our current building, what will happen to it?

(8) If we move to an outlying area, what provisions will be made for transporting people to the building who do not have personal transportation (members, college students, less advantaged people from the larger community).

· I would like to know the appraised value of the current building.

· The condition of our finances. What would it take to update the current facility? Have an Option A and an Option B – staying but razing and building from scratch, shared space with other church in town, building elsewhere from scratch.

· What is the status of the current building regarding ongoing maintenance and foreseeable necessary renovation to preserve safety and function over the next 10 year? What will such maintenance and renovation cost? Can the current structure be renovated sufficiently and at what cost to make it ADA compliant, LEED certified* or equivalent, physically welcoming, and large enough to accommodate anticipated growth? What are the current demographics of UUSIC (voting membership, Sunday attendance (adult and RE), pledge units, % breakdown of pledging percentiles, professional/employment/ retirement profile, % breakdown by age/generation, geographical distribution in Iowa City area); are there suitable properties on 

the market for relocation, at what cost? What financial resources are available to UUSIC (endowment, capital campaign pledges, loans from banks/UUA, bequests?) (LEED is an internationally recognized green building certification system, providing third-party verification that a building or community was designed and built using strategies aimed at improving 

6. What questions would you want answered (continued)
performance across all the metrics that matter most: energy savings, water efficiency, CO2 emissions reduction, improved indoor environmental quality, and stewardship of resources and sensitivity to their impacts.)
· Comparative budgets. Part of the estimates would have to include carbon-footprint issues.

· Can we get enough of us on the same page that we can make a decision, and at the same time be confident that we can fund it? My biggest fear is having lots of people disappear and be unwilling to contribute. I know a few will; but we have to keep that number down.

· I think we need several task forces to visit other innovative Unitarian sites. We need to expand our sights, mission and vision and see what others have done. They should be tasked with finding new building designs and designs for renovation of existing buildings, details of financial campaigning, religious education, adult education etc. When they return they should report to us of new scenarios that we may want to incorporate into our building design. We do have the time and it would give us some time to build up a building fund for a down payment on a mortgage loan.

Additionally, we need to know what the demographics say about where current members come from. Where will our new members come from? What is our fund raising plan? Might want to contact a fund raiser like Martha Easter-Wells from Davenport.

Additionally, is the Board planning to have a pledge campaign without congregation knowing the overall dollars needed for various options and scenarios?

We are now just barely able to pay our bills and who knows what we will have to pay the new minister in salary, fringes and moving expenses. Just as one member, I’d like to see what the Board expects members to do to become better informed between now and the vote? Do we really know how much our current piece of property and building are worth? Do we want a quick vote that is uninformed about the cash realities and our capacity to pay off a mortgage? What other options and their costs have the Board and the congregation really explored since our last study. Again, what is our rush?
· A. That the committee selecting sites, etc., make a “green” site (LEED) a priority in selection.
B. That we will investigate the feasibility of respectful demolition of our UUSIC building 
       and reuse materials as much as possible in a new building. 
C. If a new building is built, that it won’t be extravagant—nice, but not excessive, so we 
       have money to do the mission of the UUSIC. 
 D. That we can afford it.
 E. Ideally (so that some of the above may be accomplished) that we find partners and 
       ways to make an income from the building (either by sharing space, having a 
       daycare or convention center space, etc., etc. I’d love to see us share space as well 
       as have a facility large enough to rent as a convention center space)

· See the financial questions posed by real estate expert John Hayek, local attorney, and long-term member of our Society. 

· Will a move or a new building create a wider split in the congregation, since the concept of a Fellowship is an obvious option for those not willing to finance a move?

7. What issues should the Board address in developing a recommendation about our future facility?

· Important to get assessment of the current value of 10 S Gilbert. Survey is important also. Need VISIONARY leadership.

· How do you keep the congregation intact? Keep info flowing, I’m on the fence now go/stay, but like downtown location.

7. Issues board should address in developing recommendations (continued)
· Wise to know how much members are willing to pledge for a different facility.

· (No response listed)

· Location-location-location. Continue downtown? Move the organ (is it fixable)? Outdoor space for kids; green space.

· What does growth mean? Can we grow? Who would take over the present property? Note Eugene OR findings, giving a dignified sendoff to current property.

· Have meetings where people can discuss and listen to viewpoints other than our own.

· Clarify with members and friends their issues and the impact of their perspective on the future of the church. 

· The Board should address the previous proceedings. The Board as a group should not decide whether to stay or build. The Board should not write building specs or draw plans. All that must go to the congregation anew.

· It would be folly to try to resurrect or build on the previous activities or plans. We do not have a good foundation that just needs some tweaking; we need to start a new journey about our physical needs. The Board's recommendation should be to start again. 
· No specific issues (see above). 

· Liked this issue being addressed before getting a settled minister.
· What we can afford, possibly renovate to meet our needs for more space and storage.

· We need to find support in our congregation for a plan soon and have a financial plan which could begin in about two years. Cottage meetings might be explored than congregational meetings. We need an official appraisal on our property. 

· See above. Bd doesn’t need to do all the work. Use Task forces. Talk with city planners and see what they desire, or others who would trade for other properties. 
· Attracting new people – not convinced that a new building is the key – more what we are doing.

· Green considerations.

· The Board has to figure out how to address the financial fear. It’s there, doesn’t need to be. I think trying to do a second minister or a membership chair can’t be done at the same time. The better facility will produce growth. It will work out.

· The bottom line is the bottom line. What are our chances of succeeding in building a new building or repurposing – figuring out whether we could afford it. If money were not a huge issue, I would probably move. I don’t mind having 2 services – wouldn’t mind have 3 services. Enjoy having the option.

· Office space for say a membership person or an intern.

· Love light and windows, but I don’t need them for a couple of hours on Sunday morning.

· What the needs of the congregation are and the best way to attain them. Growth expectations.

· Really like older buildings, but I can say that, as an RE teacher, I can see a need for more space. If I were handicapped, I think I would not be comfortable coming there.

· There has to be plenty of opportunities for people to speak their piece. That seems to be leftover from the previous process. Small but vocal group felt they didn’t get to speak.

· Get historic preservationists involved. I don’t want to get a wrecking ball involved. Don’t destroy the building. Hopefully sell to another church.

7. Issues board should address in developing recommendations (continued)
· Go out of our way to make sure people understand the issues. Take a team of informed people to call the congregation (he’d be willing to help!) so that every person felt listened to ~ beat it to death!! Make sure they understand the issues thoroughly – no stone unturned!

· Please see above. Once we know what we can afford to do we can then meaningfully discuss whether we should do it.

· Some of these issues are addressed above. I doubt the Board should make a recommendation, especially since you have that covenant that says once the Board makes a decision, then the Board members cannot disagree with it openly with the congregation (or some statement close to that).

If you make a recommendation, then I think it should address more than just the yea/nay aspect. I think it should include recommendations with either result, there needs to be a plan of action regarding some improvement of our space. That is, if a new facility is the choice of the majority, then plans for implementing that process will begin within X time, and X committees will begin working of the implementation process. The same type of process will need to be set in motion following a “nay” vote, or meaning that we stay in the same buildings. But this would then mean setting a time line for how long we will be in these buildings before we plan to move to new facilities. And the current facilities will be refurbished/remodeled to permit better space for our functions.

A choice which I think should be on the ballot would contain the ideas in the above paragraph. That is, rather than a simple yea/nay, we would also have the option of voting for a plan where we remain in the current facilities for 20 years and during that time we spend X dollars on remodeling while also beginning a serious campaign to collect money for a new facility at the end of 20 (or 30? Or 40?) years. There may be other similar or better ideas along these lines. Perhaps we want to say that we will stay in this location and save the money to tear down and rebuild new buildings on this land.

Of course, each such idea could require more energy than the Society wishes to expend on this topic. I do think, however, that the simple yea/nay question will not suffice for the depth of feelings this issue brings forth. We are a group of thinkers, and as a group we have many well defined, detailed opinions on several sides of the essence of this question.

Perhaps that is enough for one person to express on the topic. I wish you the best of luck in getting a good outcome from your efforts. I have many hopes for a bright future for UUSIC.

· Time invested in process is necessary. We want people informed; we don’t want people who are non-participants, who don’t know, or don’t understand. We have to work for full participation, movement towards consensus. Everyone participates, everyone is satisfied that questions are answered before the vote. Don’t force a vote before people feel ready to vote. A 35/65% vote is not enough to build. 

· A lot of remodeling & updating have been done. Develop a five year plan and update it; in 15 years a lot of things could be done with the financial support of the general annual budget. A building fund could be started; we might learn some things along the way. 

· He is impressed with the overall vitality of the group working on the issues. “Let’s get on with it.” He’s open to further dialogue. You’ve got to have support – 25 families committing to $50,000 could raise $1,250,000. What good is the commitment unless it is up front? The commitment may have to be spread out, however.

· What are the needs and desires of the membership? What is happening in the community, what are the community members’ struggles? Their needs? (Counseling space, Senior space, minister embedded in the facility or living anywhere), social justice ? What were goals in the past? Creating space for discussion and activities.

7. Issues board should address in developing recommendations (continued)
· Certainly believes the Society is vital part of the Iowa City community, the University community, sense of values; it helps define Iowa City values.

· I think my answer to this question mostly is included in the answers to No. 6 above. In addition, I would encourage the Board to make inclusion of all points of view a primary goal. I truly believe that decisions made by consensus, rather than by majority rule, are the decisions that build and strengthen a community.

· The board needs to carefully re-read each of the statements of the Vision  Committee. Those individuals spent a long time gathering information from surveys, meetings, architects, etc. Each of them except one) recommended that 
we seek a new place for UUSIC. I find it hard to believe that if we were to do the same in depth process again that the conclusions would be any different. 

The board also needs to realize that all of the people will not be happy with whatever decision is made. When I attended Leadership School we heard about the experience of one UU congregation (Detroit, I think) who made the decision to leave downtown and move to a new spot. At each major decision, people left the church – and they lost membership. But over time most of those people came back, and of course new people also joined. They went through some hard times, but they were committed and they survived. 

I also encourage the Board to take a leadership role. The Board will be the most informed on all of the issues, feedback, opinions, etc and will be the best group to make a recommendation to the congregation. 

· It’s important that the decision is made openly and transparently, that people get a chance to speak their minds and to feel that their opinions are being considered seriously. That’s about the best we can do. He’s aware that while he likes the current facility, he doesn’t have the emotional connection of those who have been here for years, and who see it in a different way. There are techniques used to write down things and make it less emotional, more practical – writing down can help find common ground, acknowledge emotional baggage from the past. Find somebody to moderate and pull out some of the emotion, possibly an outside professional.

PROCESS: Clarity, transparency, optimal participation (what is it?), deliberation (everyone has reasonable opportunity to contribute views and feels these views have been seriously considered) and dialogue (as opposed to emotionally charged debate)

MISSION: The mission statement should remain central to the decision making process – each step and decision should be taken in the context of its relationship to fulfilling the mission over the next 15-20 years. 
CONSENSUS: Is consensus a workable goal? Are existing groups defined by different constellations of mission, values, and history capable of significant movement toward common ground? What is an adequate level of consensus for accepting a decision by congregational vote on a specific recommendation?

IF NOT CONSENSUS, WHAT THEN? How will the Board respond if a definitive consensus cannot be achieved? 
· (1) How to get everybody to feel they have had a chance to be heard. 
(2) Getting to the decision. 
(3) The whole communication process.
· Cost is no more a deterrent to our moving than it is to staying. Either way, we need to raise big bucks -- either to SIGNIFICANTLY remodel this place or to pay for building/acquisition of a new place. Second, I am very concerned about meeting RE needs. Typically RE families are not 

7. Issues board should address in developing recommendations (continued)
very present in congregational meetings, so their opinions are not heard -- but meeting RE needs is critical to our future.

· We need to find support in our congregation for a plan soon and have a financial plan which could begin in about two years. Cottage meetings might be explored along with congregational meetings. We need an official appraisal on our property. 

· See above. Talk with city planners and see what they desire, or others who would trade for other properties. 
· Those identified in #6 and hearing everyone’s stories that need to be heard; finding the smartest, most inclusive ways to proceed; don’t push things through.

· See issues discussed in the on-line documents researched and posted to our website by individuals reporting to CCU, the Committee for Concerned Unitarians and open meetings of same)

Financing a new space when we have a perfectly adequate one

Face-lifting and upgrading current building as an option

Who will pay, for what, & how much

Implications of current financial straits the world, not just the US, is in. 

Questions about where else our loyalties should lie as we become more aware of strife in this country and around the world; 

Implications of global warming for needy in many parts of the world in coming years

Epidemic health threats to our pocket books caused by degenerative diseases such as diabetes, caused by poor quality food supply and our ignorance about how our food affects our health and our pocket books and our mental health (see works by Terry Wahls, Center for Science in the Public Interest- Nutrition Action Newsletter, Nov 2010, and other such health and nutrition newsletters 
· Our politicians, especially Republicans, can overlook such matters because they seem to ignore the plight of the poor and the ill, but as UUs this is related to our MISSION. 
8. Other

· I think there is still a considerable amount of sentiment against “growth.”  We have grown dramatically in terms of programming over the last 10 years, in my opinion. We have grown in numbers but it’s been a little more erratic. I personally see no reason we could not reach the 500 number but I also think there are folks who don’t want to grow numerically or, at least, not that much. 

