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I.  Questions about the renovation plan itself 

1.  Is the renovation plan, in objectives and cost, consistent with our core 
mission?  

The plan supports the core values we hold dear:   

 it transforms a cold space with limited access for people with disabilities to 
one that is truly welcoming to all who come here;  

 it provides space for adult formation without interfering with coffee hour 
fellowship: it supports our plan for ensuring sufficient space for children’s 
and youth formation principally in other spaces within the church while 
improving the utility of the Great Hall of adult formation on Sunday 
mornings ;  

 it provides flexibility in how we can configure and use the Great Hall on 
Sunday morning and throughout the week; and  

 it supports our church’s strong emphasis with mission by enhancing the 
space for our Food Pantry partner and enabling its use by a much wider 
group of potential mission activities in collaboration with the wider 
Lexington community.   

In addition, it has the potential to extend our worship in important ways as we use 
the flexible space in different ways to worship, study and pray together, and will 
help sustain our church through time by presenting a more vibrant and welcoming 
face to those who come to Redeemer seeking a new church home or for the many 
other reasons that will draw people to this renewed hall.  These central elements of 
the plan tie directly to the 2011 Strategic Plan, and we believe that these 
enhancements are critical to our success in achieving the objectives set out in that 
plan: to emphasize what makes Redeemer unique and necessary in today’s 
world and sustain our parish well into the future.  And by committing ten 
percent of the funds we raise in our capital campaign to the Diocese’s “Together 
Now” campaign, we support important Diocesan mission activities locally and 
overseas, including support to the Barbara C. Harris Camp and Conference Center 
and to the Green Grant program that supports stewardship of God’s creation across 
the Diocese, including here at Redeemer, all of which tie closely to and widen the 
work we undertake in our parish. 

The cost of facilities projects like those in our plan is significant; however, it is in 
line with industry standards for renovation, especially in light of the condition and 
access issues one would expect in a building built nearly 60 years ago.  Most of the 



money required would go to the key structural and design elements, with limited 
(but necessary) expenditures on finishes and “frills.”  And, based on the response of 
the parish to the Feasibility study, we believe that the parish has demonstrated the 
financial capacity and desire to support the campaign at a level that will afford us 
the high priority components in the plan. 

2.  Should we re-look at the renovation project to include simpler changes to 
the Great Hall (more of a “facelift”) in light of potential future changes to the 
sanctuary? 

  
The project team has responded to the expressed needs and desires of the parish 
for more than a facelift of the facility.  The team will continually look for places 
where costs can be minimized while still meeting the design objectives that have 
arisen from the congregation.  If we were to choose only to focus on access 
improvements and limit the Great Hall work to a minor cosmetic upgrade, we risk 
improving access to a space that still does not work to suit our needs and that of 
our wider community.  Great Hall renovation without access improvements would 
fail to address a major shortcoming of our space and limit the usefulness of the 
improvements.  Neither alone would make the space more welcoming and useful in 
the way we collectively want it to become.   
 
Renovations to the sanctuary are important considerations for the future.  We 
recognize that there are elements of the sanctuary that could be changed and 
updated to reflect how our worship has evolved over the past 60 years.  However, it 
was the judgment of the Vestry in 2012 that the Great Hall was the greater current 
priority and that sanctuary renovations should be pursued separately after the 
Great Hall is complete.  Vestry recognized that sanctuary changes could be 
controversial and deserve a thorough conversation over the coming years, whereas 
views and needs relating to the Great Hall would be easier to identify and decide as 
a congregation.  In addition, the sanctuary as it exists today presents fewer issues 
that interfere with our ability to worship together or which might serve as 
impediments to current and future members worshipping at Redeemer, excepting 
the limited accessibility stemming from the current elevator, which is being 
addressed in this project.  On the other hand, the Great Hall and lower level as 
currently configured do not support the needs of the parish as fully as we require, 
are not accessible, and serve as deterrent to new individuals and families looking 
for a new church home.  For these reasons, Vestry has supported putting the Great 
Hall project first and committed to maintaining the sanctuary in its present form 
for the time being. 

3.  Could we use part of the current Handley Library for the new entrance and 
elevator area, and re-create a library space on the Meeting Room level?  

The architect and ROVT have looked long and hard at the possibility of locating the 
elevator adjacent to the side entrance, as St. Brigid’s did in their renovation, and 
concluded that this is not possible at Redeemer without sacrificing critical meeting 
space (the current Handley Room), much of the office, or the bathrooms.   While it 



would be very desirable to have a single elevator that served the exterior and all 
three building levels, excepting the balcony, the practical considerations of loss of 
critical bathroom and meeting space and serious cost involved to build a new 
elevator and regain the lost spaces rule this option out. 

4.  Should we consider putting bathrooms on the Great Hall level using part of 
the current storage area and elevator shaft (assuming the elevator is moved 
to the side entrance?   Storage space is important for the Food Pantry and the 
appearance of the Great Hall.   

The space necessary to create bathrooms in the Great Hall would greatly exceed 
that gained by relocating the elevator somewhere else.  We would therefore lose 
storage space rather than gain it, and the cost of this approach would be 
significantly greater (see question #3) just for the elevator relocation.  In addition, 
the feasibility of locating bathrooms in the Great Hall is complicated: no current 
plumbing exists in that part of the building and connection to waste lines could be 
involved and very expensive.  This solution would compromise the utility of the 
storage space and raise the cost considerably.  

5.  Would a lift from the Great Hall to the Meeting Room level be difficult or 
degrading to use. Should we consider a ramp instead?  

Lift technology has advanced significantly in recent years as buildings such as ours 
are retrofitted for accessibility, and they are no longer the noisy, unreliable and 
difficult to operate “band-aids” that they once were.  While a ramp has some 
advantages, to meet code for slope would require two-thirds of the length of the 
Great Hall, reduce seating capacity, complicate divisibility of the room and limit the 
storage planned for the side wall.   The design team will be working with our 
architect to identify the optimal solution to providing dignified, unobtrusive and 
reliable access between the Great Hall and entry level, within the constraints of the 
building layout and available funds, and to refine our plan accordingly. 

6.  Should we do without accessible bathrooms on the lower level and count 
on the elevator providing access to the accessible bathroom on the second 
level?  

If we decide that a lift is impractical or beyond our budget, the elevator would 
indeed be the means to reach the second level bathroom.  However, providing 
handicapped accessibility between the main lower level (Meeting Room/LPC) and 
the Great Hall and kitchen is important beyond just the bathrooms.   Imagine what 
that solution would mean to someone coming for a meeting in the Meeting Room 
and requiring an accessible bathroom. 

7. Will reducing the capacity of the lower-level bathrooms to make them 
accessible create a new problem?  

The capacity for the women’s room would not be affected, while the men’s room 
will go from two stalls and two urinals and sink to one stall and one urinal and sink.  
Typically, bottlenecks occur at women’s restrooms rather than men’s, so the 
reduced capacity necessary for our men’s room is unlikely to present a significant 



problem.  The availability of three bathrooms (including one accessible one) on the 
second floor will help to mitigate a problem should it occur.   

8. Why didn’t the case statement mention the addition of classroom space, the 
initial purpose of the renovation?  

While looking at our classroom needs was an important part of our initial look at 
space needs and an impetus for looking at the Great Hall, we have largely solved the 
classroom needs for children and youth formation.  Since the study began, we were 
able to gain two classrooms by moving adult formation into the Great Hall and 
moving the Music Director’s office into the choir room.  However, our space for 
adult formation is constrained, and we need space for to hold adult formation 
concurrent with coffee hour, which requires the ability to divide the Great Hall.  
Furthermore, being able to divide the Great Hall also provides insurance and 
flexibility in case our space needs change or to allow us room for new formation, 
fellowship and mission activities.  

9.  Will room dividers be ineffective in isolating sound or cumbersome to use?  
Should we forget about these and try to use some of the Lexington Play Care 
(LPC) rooms in the education wing?   

The room dividers we will use are similar to those in hotel conference rooms, 
which do provide adequate sound-proofing for normal activities.  Because LPC 
classrooms are set up for their needs, we are limited in our options for using that 
space in anything but very occasional basis, because the time to set up the rooms 
for our needs and then to restore them to suit LPC is beyond the reasonable 
expectations we can impose upon lay volunteers leading formation activities.  
Numerous past attempts to use LPC classrooms in this way, except for our Nursery, 
have proven unworkable.  The room dividers will provide flexible, easily used and 
sufficiently private space in a far more sustainable fashion. 

10. Does the plan include upgraded media facilities for the Great Hall and the 
surrounding spaces, bringing us closer to a 21st century library and 
community center?  Could the Handley bequest help to pay for some of the 
costs of these library elements?  

Yes, the plan includes integrated media facilities, including several display screens 
and building-wide wireless internet capabilities.  We have been investigating how 
the Handley bequest might be employed to facilitate or expand the media and 
library functions of the Great Hall and Entry Hall in a manner consistent with the 
donor’s intent.  Adding these facilities will not only improve the usefulness of  our 
fellowship space in meeting our needs, but it will make the room more attractive to 
rent to outside groups, and it will enable it to be a potential gathering place for our 
community and others during the week.  For example, after-school access for young 
adults, providing a weekday meeting place for seniors or hosting a speaker’s series 
would be substantially more possible with the simple technology tools that we 
envision, and this would greatly enhance the usefulness of this space. 

12.  Can we add a plan for an occasional performance, such as a portable 
stage? 



We can easily add a portable stage for performance purposes at any point in time.  
Such a stage could be built by Redeemer volunteers as a way to participate in a 
hands-on way in the renewal of the Great Hall. 
 

II.  Questions about funding 

  1.  Do we have the financial capacity to support a capital campaign of this 
magnitude?  

ECF has estimated from their survey of the parish that we can expect to raise 
$806,000 with a well-conducted campaign to support the renovations outlined in 
the Tentative Case Statement.  In order to meet the objectives and plan components 
which the parish expressed as its highest priorities, we will need to eliminate the 
proposed outdoor access to the Memorial Garden side of the property, and we will 
need to pay careful attention to the specific components of the final design in order 
to control costs, but the parts we value most, a renovated, more welcoming and 
flexible Great Hall space and the accessibility improvements to allow all to 
participate, are very realistically achievable.  

When ECF’s formula has been used with other parishes, the goal has been reached 
or exceeded 92% of the time.  Their experience also has been that capital 
campaigns typically yield a return equal to 2 to 4 times our annual pledge and 
plate; our goal is less than 2.5 times our current pledge and plate amount 
($342,661) in the 2014 parish budget . ECF’s analysis indicates that the parish has 
the financial capacity and willingness to support a capital campaign for the outlined 
purposes. 

2. Can we decrease costs and enhance our sense of community by doing some 
of the work ourselves? 

We will be free to do that.   Ideas welcomed. 

3. What are the projected basic property needs for the church over the next 
five years and how will they be funded? 

In 2011, a joint working group of Property, Finance and Vestry members reviewed 
the projected maintenance needs of the church property (including the Rectory) to 
identify a means of ensuring that our current maintenance plans and resources are 
sufficient to allow us to address the major maintenance needs of the facility and to 
identify an approach to funding those costs from the church’s operating budget.  
Careful analysis of those needs have prompted the adoption of a policy of 
contributing $30,000 per year, adjusted for inflation, to the Capital Fund from the 
operating budget.  The idea was that this approach would cover the anticipated 
major repairs and replacements, such as replacing the roof when it wears out, year 
in and year out.  It also clarified the idea that any improvements to church facilities 
over and above this kind of maintenance would require raising of additional funds 
through a capital campaign or other means.  Property and Finance continue to 
review this plan regularly and believe it will adequately cover our anticipated 
maintenance needs into the future.  



4. Is there a contingency plan for major repair/replacement of the organ 
should it be needed? Can this be openly communicated to the parish to 
demonstrate how we will fund regular maintenance as well as the renovation 
project?  

Our most recent evaluation of the organ in 2011 indicated that the overall 
condition of the instrument is good.  The electronic enhancements that were added 
in the 1970s are aging and may require replacement with more modern electronics,  
and it may be desirable at some point to add a new organ console, in connection 
with broader sanctuary remodeling.  The conclusion of the organ technician 
inspecting the organ was that neither of these items were imminent needs.  This is 
in contrast to an earlier view that the organ was failing and would need full 
replacement at a cost of $500,000 or more within a few short years.  This does not 
appear to be the case, and ongoing maintenance and repair of the organ can 
continue to be funded through the operating budget. 

5. Would it be helpful for the Finance Committee to draw up several scenarios 
for the renovations that account for campaign contributions, outside grant 
and gift funds, and borrowing options with payback costs?  
 
Yes, Finance has been part of the process so far and can create a range of scenarios, 
including short- and long-term financing options to assist Vestry and the project 
team. 
 

6.  Our church, like many churches, has struggled with annual support, with a 
steady decline in numbers of pledging units over the past 50 years, although in 
dollar terms this has been more than offset by increased commitment by our 
membership.  While recent years show some leveling off of this decline, one 
wonders at what point the burden upon a smaller number will become too 
large.  Also, it seems we are reasonably successful in attracting new families, 
but our number of pledging units has not increased.  While this is a larger 
issue not directly related to the Great Hall renovation, what implications 
might this have on the merits of launching a capital campaign of this size for 
building purposes? 

Our church is not unique in the demographic trends it faces:  as baby boomers have aged 

and as church attendance has declined, we have not been immune.  At the same time, 

though, we have been able to remain vibrant and self-sufficient despite these persistent 

trends.  These are factors that will certainly affect our annual stewardship campaign and 

which will have an influence on our capital campaign as well.  However, there are several 

components to this issue that may be affected differently by the capital campaign we 

pursue. 

Our pledge data shows a flat trend in pledging units in recent years, but the data masks a 

considerable turnover within the pledging population, with losses and new pledge units 

more or less balancing out in recent years.  We lose active. pledging parishioners to 

moving away, death, transitions to elder care communities and infirmities.  We can do 



very little about these departures, although improvements in access will enable our elder 

population to remain active and engaged for longer and our members who have or 

develop access needs to continue to participate in church life rather than to 

withdraw.  For access reasons alone, it is reasonable to expect that the capital 

improvements will have a small but positive impact on the numbers of people who leave 

Redeemer.  Some degree of loss is entirely natural and part of life. 

The challenge has been whether our growth in new members has been at a pace to 

replace those departing.  If our pledging units have been flat, it indicates that we are 

replacing those who depart at the same rate.  The question is whether we are making the 

most of the opportunity we have to invite new people to join us.  A more attractive, 

modern facility that reflects our warmth and vitality is likely to be a positive for those 

looking for a church home, and on the margin, our building improvements should help 

us increase our success in attracting new members.  More important, however, is the 

effect of Redeemer members living into God's call in a deeper, more meaningful way 

that engages our wider community and which will inevitably cause those who may not 

know us well today to want to be part of our community.  It is not a matter of saying 

"build it and they will come" but a matter of "if we do the things to enable us to be more 

engaged with the world around us, it will make the world a better place."  If we do that, 

people are bound to notice and to want to be a part of this vital and welcoming 

community.  In essence, this is the same thing we concluded in our Strategic Plan: 

growth is not he objective, living into God's call is.  If we are able to do that, growth is a 

likely byproduct. 

III Questions about process 

1.  Should we organize some field trips to St. Brigid’s, Pilgrim or other 
renovated church facilities in Lexington to give people ideas and inspiration 
for change?  

We have considered this excellent idea throughout the process but have not found 
the right time to make it happen.  Please watch for announcements about any 
opportunities to participate in a tour.  Also, these churches are open most of the 
week, so interested parishioners could certainly take a tour on their own if they 
preferred not to wait for an organized event.    

2. How should we make the difficult decisions regarding prioritizing the 
renovations?  How can the process be open and transparent with input from 
the parish?  

We will take great care to make the process inclusive and transparent, while 
establishing clear authority and responsibility for design decisions.  The 
consistency in response to the project priorities means that we are starting from a 
point of strong consensus about what we collectively want to achieve, and this 
means we can start the process with a strongly shared vision.  We are hopeful that 
the Holy Spirit will guide us and help us to make the process a successful one, with 
minimum rancor and contention, resulting in a renewed space with which we are 
all proud.  



3. Can we make the alterations to the renovation plan with enough certainty 
and publicize that to the parish in the time frame needed for conducting the 
capital campaign as currently outlined?  People need to know to what they 
are committing their capital gifts.  

The congregational response to the survey is clear about the priorities—
accessibility and a renovated Great Hall and kitchen—so the only major potential 
uncertainty is the exact solution for providing a dignified accessible connection 
between the Great Hall and the Meeting Room level.   The project team believes that 
the design and cost of the specific solution can be identified before the capital 
campaign begins.  

4. Do we need to have the discussions about the sanctuary now so that we 
aren’t in a position of having to ask for more capital in the next five years for 
sanctuary changes?  

The Worship Committee has already begun discussing some changes that we can 
experiment with in the short term.  However, we anticipate that the conversation 
about the sanctuary will take several years, perhaps as many as five years.  We will 
be guided by smaller changes, such as putting the pews on rollers to experiment 
with different orientations for worship, we can use the renovated Great Hall to try 
out different configurations for worship, and we will of course need to respond to 
how the needs of our membership evolve.  This process of experimentation and 
discernment will necessarily take time, and it will inform how we can best respond 
to our identified needs.  That process will lead us to whether additional capital may 
be required at some point, but a good deal of work is necessary before we can reach 
any conclusion.  With that said, we do not anticipate the need for another capital 
campaign within the next 5-8 years.  

5. Can we manage the disruption to the Food Pantry, LPC , and our own 
activities during the construction phase?  

From a project planning perspective, the elevator construction will likely be the 
first component, in late 2014 or early 2015, since it can be carried out with little 
disruption to other activities. The bulk of the Great Hall, kitchen, and bathroom 
renovations could take place in the summer of 2015, when there are no children, 
youth or adult formation activities, LPC’s need for inclement weather space is at a 
minimum and our fellowship occurs on the lawn.  A big item to plan is how to 
enable the Food Pantry to continue its operation during the construction period.  
We will work with the Food Pantry to identify the optimal solution: it might, for 
example, be relocated outdoors, into the Meeting Room, or to another church for 
the interim period.  This will require planning and dialogue, but the disruption is 
definitely manageable.   

 


