
Facility Plan (May 2008) 1 

Facility Plan 

St. Laurence Anglican Parish, Calgary 

Spring 2008 

 
 

“An Intentional Community" 

St. Laurence is an Anglican congregation that feels called to create an intentional 
community seeking to practice a renewed Christian spirituality in order to deepen 
members’ experience of God and share this path with others as a response to the 
growing hunger for meaning and hope in the surrounding community and society. 

We imagine this vision being fulfilled through an intentional community life shaped by the 
practices of: 

… thanksgiving (vital worship centered in the Eucharist)  

… contemplation (deepening faith through the disciplines of silence, meditation, and 
prayer)  

… compassion (works of mercy and justice) 

… healing (personal and corporate wholeness and pastoral care) 
 

SUMMARY 

¶ This Facility Plan builds on previous work done by the Parish and the Future Facility Com-
mittee (FFC) in adopting a Vision for Ministry (June 2005 SGM), an Implementation Plan 
(February 2006 AGM) and Vision Statements for the Building (February 2007 AGM). 

¶ The Future Facility Committeeôs Terms of Reference (May 2006 Vestry) requests a facility 
plan that supports the Parishôs vision to become a ñpracticing congregationò. The FFC was 
asked to assume (for the purposes of its work) that the Parish will remain in its current 
location in Lakeview and that the funding would be available if the facility plan is sound. 

¶ This Facility Plan is expected to be implemented in four phases over many years. Phase 1 
includes all the work that can be done before a final commitment to the current location is 
taken (scheduled for early 2011 as part of the Vision for Ministry Implementation Plan). 
Phase 2 includes the work that can be done to the facility after a decision is made to stay in 
the current location for the long term but before a major addition is built. Phase 3 includes 
the building of a major addition; and Phase 4 includes all the work that requires the 
completion of the major addition (or work that is not completed in a previous phase). 

¶ Implementing this facility plan will support and facilitate the realization of the Parishôs Vision 
for Ministry that focuses on the intentional exercise of various Christian practices such as 
worship, hospitality, contemplation and meditation, compassion, healing, and pastoral care. 

¶ Over time, as this facility plan is accomplished, St. Laurence will be transformed from a 
ñneighbourhood churchò into a ñdestination churchò that will attract, retain, and integrate 
many new members of the St. Laurence congregation. 
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INTRODUCTION 
By the end of 2005, our community of St Laurence had completed an extensive ministry visioning 
process. The end result of that process was an optimistic plan for the future that addressed our spiritual 
practices as Christians both inside and outside the walls of the building. During 2006, the Future Facility 
Committee (FFC) was formed to identify and plan for changes to our church building and its grounds to 
better support our new vision to be an intentional community (see above).  

In the fall of 2006 the FFC undertook a number of educational activities, some involving the whole parish. 
These included a study of the book Repitching the Tent by Richard Giles and site visits to a number of 

other churches in Calgary. As a result of this activity, a document was prepared containing various òvision 

statementsó for the building and some suggestions as to how the vision statements might be implemen-

ted. The document was presented to the Annual General Meeting in February 2007 and the Vision State-
ments were whole-heartedly endorsed by the parish. (The implementation suggestions included in the 
document were not part of the approval motion.) 

During the remainder of 2007, the FFC was extremely busy selecting and working with an architect to 
develop a concept plan in keeping with the vision for the building that was adopted by the parish. By the 
end of June, a first draft of a proposed solution was displayed in the church narthex and members of the 
congregation were invited to provide comments either verbally or in writing to Committee members. 
Based on comments from the congregation and their own thoughts and reflections, the FFC decided in 
mid-August to ask the architect to develop the plan further in order to obtain a cost estimate from a 
contractor and to have better drawings and pictures to explain the proposed solution to the congregation. 

During the fall of 2007, this work was done and a proposed solution was presented to a combined 
meeting of the FFC and the Vestry in early January 2008. While not all members of the FFC agreed with 
the proposal, a majority did and so it was presented to the Parishôs AGM in February 2008. Recognizing 
that the Parish needs to make progress towards a ñstrongly viableò position before committing to a major 
construction project, the AGM then passed a motion requesting that the final report of the FFC ñtake into 
consideration the timeline for evaluating the Parish Vision for Ministry (as adopted at the 2006 AGM).ò 

Over the course of the nearly two years that the FFC has been working on developing a plan for the 
future of the St. Laurence facility, Committee members (and members of the congregation) have learned 
many things, including the following: 

¶ The current facility (which appears somewhat drab and dated) needs to be upgraded and refurbished 
to make it a warmer and more welcoming environment that uses a fresher, more attractive (but 
practical) décor and that has better noise absorption in the lower level and better ventilation and 
sanitation in the kitchen. 

¶ One way of expanding the current narthex, adding an elevator, adding accessible washrooms and 
adding additional meeting, office, and storage space to support the Parishôs Vision for Ministry is to 
construct a major addition on the west side of the existing building but such a project could cost up to 
$2 million. 

¶ Other, less costly, options to install an elevator with accessible washrooms could be explored but 
they are unlikely to be optimal in terms of supporting the Parishôs approved Vision for Ministry or 
meeting all of the Building Vision Statements as adopted by the Parish. 

¶ There is surplus capacity in the existing worship space that could accommodate an expanded St. 
Laurence congregation. 

A VISION FOR THE ST. LAURENCE BUILDING 
A document describing the Vision Statements for the building, which was adopted at the AGM of 
February 2007, recognized that various parts of the St. Laurence building and property are related. For 
example, the sidewalk, entrance, and narthex combine to form a ñpathò from outside to inside the building. 
Similarly, a labyrinth or other structure outside the building could be considered as ñrelatedò to the 
worship space inside the building. However, for the purposes of the Vision document, the building and 
property were divided into the following areas: 

¶ The Transition Space consists of those areas of the property in which people coming to St. 
Laurence experience a transition from the world beyond the confines of St. Laurence to the ñholy 
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spaceò that has been created within the St. Laurence building. This area includes the parking lot, the 
sidewalk, and the lawn and gardens around the building. 

¶ The Community Space consists of those areas of the building that are used for various ñcommunityò 
functions ï gatherings of the whole community or groups of community members or support functions 
and groups. This area includes the narthex, downstairs hall and Sunshine Room, classrooms, 
kitchen, offices, storage, mechanical, etc. 

¶ The Worship Space consists of the areas in the building that are used for the regular worship 
activities of the congregation including the sanctuary, the nave, the chapel and the choir loft. Although 
there is a sense in which the whole St. Laurence property is a sacred space, these are the areas of 
the building that are traditionally thought of as ñholyò spaces. 

A.   VISION STATEMENTS 

Before listing the detailed Vision Statements relating to each of the above areas, the document described 
three overriding principles that form part of our vision and apply to all areas. 

¶ Accessibility refers to our desire to make all areas of the building available to those who have limited 
mobility for any reason. However, it also includes an up to date sound system for those who are 
hearing impaired, large print materials for those with sight limitations, and scent-free zones for those 
with allergies. Our baptismal covenant calls us to treat every person with dignity and respect and so, 
in all cases, accessibility will only be achieved to the degree that personal choice and independence 
are honoured. 

¶ Hospitality refers to our desire for our facility to reflect our open invitation to all and the warm 
welcome they will receive when they arrive. 

¶ Flexibility refers to our desire for our facility to be able to accommodate different sizes of groups of 
different ages doing different things. As much as possible our facility should incorporate multi-use 
space so that it will be used during the week as well as on Sundays. Our worship space should also 
be able to accommodate different styles of worship with varying numbers of participants. 

The Transition Space 

1. Our transition space begins the transition from the world outside to the sacred space inside our 
building. 

2. Our transition space ñannouncesò the St. Laurence community to those who pass by our doors. 

3. Our transition space enables those who come to our facility to quickly, easily, and conveniently find 
their way into the appropriate area of the building. 

The Community Space 

1. The narthex part of our community space is focused on welcoming and hospitality. 

2. The narthex (entrance) is an extension of our worship space (and, as such, may be used for liturgical 
purposes); to accommodate different styles of activities in the two different spaces, it can be 
separated acoustically (though not necessarily visually) from the worship space. 

3. The program areas of our community space (classrooms, meeting rooms, Sunshine Room) are as 
adequate and flexible as possible to accommodate different sized groups of different ages for 
different purposes. 

4. The support areas of our community space (kitchen, offices, storage areas) are upgraded and 
enhanced to reflect the other changes in our facility. 

5. Access is no longer a problem for our people with physical limitations. 

The Worship Space 

1. Our worship space is a place to experience the majesty of God as well as God among us. 

2. Our worship space is a place where all feel the welcome and support of the community. 

3. Our worship space allows us to gather as an intimate and connected community, to worship together 
in the Eucharist. 
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4. Our worship space reflects our belief that all are participants in the liturgy and there is no separation 
between worship leaders and the congregation. 

5. Our worship space is open and light with a simple beauty and dignity.  

6. Our worship space reflects the story of Godôs unconditional love for our community. 

7. Our worship space is adaptable for different worship formats, as we become more deliberate in the 
practice of our Christianity.  

B.   THE FACILITY PLAN 

Overview 

Although it is described in more detail under ñCommunity Spaceò, the major component of the proposed 
facility plan is an addition to the existing building on the west (parking lot) side. Housing the main 
entrance to the facility, this addition will permit a number of changes in other areas (also described 
below). Appendix D includes a series of diagrams and images that provide an overview of the proposed 
addition. 

The Transition Space 

The facility plan proposes that the Transition Space will be changed as follows: 

¶ Entrance: The entrance will be a large glass structure that is clearly identifiable from both the street 
and the parking area as the main entrance to the building and that is accessible via an exterior sloped 
walkway (ñ1 in 12ò slope) with a handrail immediately to the east of the landing. 

¶ Parking: A parking lot with 50 stalls that is constructed to current building code requirements 
(including appropriate lighting) will be located on the west and north sides of the property. 

¶ Landscaping: The grounds of the church will be landscaped to include: 

¶ a ñplazaò between the entrance to the new addition and the west portion of the parking lot; 

¶ a park-like area on the south side of the building with room for benches (or other ñmeditationò 
features) along a winding path that leads to the back of the property; 

¶ a ñcourtyardò area at the back of the property (northeast side of the building) that provides a 
secondary entrance for the parking areas at the back but is linked to the main entrance via 
either the winding path around the front of the building or the direct connection to the plaza 
area along the back of the building; 

¶ soft landscaping (including most of the existing trees) as appropriate on all sides of the 
building. 

Although not specifically shown in the images (in Appendix D), the Transition Space could also have a 
new sign either as part of the plaza area or built in the area encircled by the sloped walk. 

The Community Space 

The facility plan anticipates that the Community Space will be changed as follows: 

¶ Narthex: Located in the addition to the existing building, the new, larger narthex will have lots of 
glass windows and appropriate coatroom and kitchenette facilities so that it is open and inviting and 
capable of hosting refreshments after services as well as accommodating visitors or a small group 
meeting during the week. The narthex is connected to the worship area with a ñcorridorò that is large 
enough to be used for overflow seating or for occasional liturgical purposes (e.g. Palm Sunday and 
other ñprocessionsò). However, most of the time the narthex is separated acoustically from the main 
worship area so that people arriving for a service can be greeted enthusiastically without disturbing 
those who have already arrived and are preparing for the service. 

¶ Accessibility: Both an elevator and an accessible washroom are located close to the narthex on the 
main level of the new addition with an additional accessible washroom on the basement level. A large 
open staircase also connects both levels of the new addition. 

¶ Administrative Offices: The administrative offices are located on the main level of the new addition 
in direct contact with the new main entrance so that visitors during the week can be welcomed to the 
facility appropriately. 
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¶ Other Offices/Meeting Rooms: The basement of the new addition contains rooms that can be used 
as a nursery, church school room, youth room, and a general meeting room while the two existing 
offices on the east side of the main level can be converted for use by an associate priest and the 
music director and choir. The new meeting rooms in the basement of the addition can also be used 
as ñbreak-outò rooms for seminars and conferences. 

¶ Lower Hall/Sunshine Room: The existing Lower Hall is enlarged by removing the existing offices, 
meeting rooms and storage closet. This enables more light to reach the hall making it a more ñuser-
friendlyò space. In addition, the storage of chairs is moved to a new storage area. The Sunshine 
Room will be re-decorated to serve as a larger general meeting room (as at present). 

¶ Storage: While there are some existing storage areas that are lost in this plan (under the stairs off 
the Sunshine Room; cabinets in the lower hall; closet in the lower hall), they have been replaced by 
several new and larger storage areas. (The existing storage closet in the Sunshine Room is retained.) 
Part of the existing choir room and the stairway to the narthex has been converted into a storage area 
for chairs and there is a large storage area in the basement of the new addition that could be used by 
both parish and outside groups. As well, closets could be added without much difficulty to one or 
more of the meeting rooms on the lower level of the addition. Finally, there is a large storage area for 
office supplies next to the new administrative offices. 

¶ Washrooms: In addition to the new accessible washrooms on both levels of the addition, the existing 
washrooms are expanded (using part of the existing choir room) and reconfigured to provide 
additional stalls in both the menôs and the womenôs washrooms. 

¶ Kitchen: The kitchen has been left the same size as it currently is but it is anticipated that there will 
be significant renovating and upgrading in the kitchen. Specifically, ventilation of the current stove 
needs to be improved and a commercial dishwasher needs to be installed. 

¶ Mechanical: The existing furnace room is retained, as is. There is a new mechanical room on the 
basement level of the addition to handle the heating requirements of the addition. However, if it is 
possible to install sufficient capacity in the new mechanical systems to handle both the existing and 
the new building, it is possible that at a future time the existing furnace room will no longer be 
required. It can then be converted to an additional storage area. 

The Worship Space 

The Future Facility Committee has not examined possible changes to the Worship Space as a 
Committee. Changes that have been mentioned by various parishioners during the time that the FFC has 
been at work include the following: 

¶ Altar ñPlatformò: Some have suggested changing the existing ñblue-carpetedò platform on which the 
altar currently sits. One thought is to construct a hexagonal-shaped platform approximately 8ò (one 
step) high to accommodate the altar and the presider but of much smaller area than the existing 
platform. This new platform could be moveable for greater flexibility in configuring the worship area. A 
removable platform system could also permit other ñplatformsò of various dimensions and 
configurations to be used for different purposes (e.g. lectures by guest speakers; childrenôs pageants; 
etc) when it is appropriate to have these events within a liturgical setting. (In a non-liturgical setting, 
such events could be accommodated in the new, larger, accessible, lower hall.) 

¶ Altar Rail: Another suggestion has been to remove the existing altar rail and then constructing two or 
three ñsectionsò of altar rail holding 3 or 4 people (similar to a ñlengthenedò prayer desk) to accommo-
date people who want to kneel to receive communion. 

¶ Ambo (Lectern): If the idea to build a smaller platform for the altar is accepted then the ambo 
(lectern) could be positioned on the main floor level, which would make it accessible even for those 
who have difficulty climbing the stairs to where it is currently located. 

¶ Font: Some have proposed that the font should be a more dramatic piece of liturgical furniture since 
it symbolizes the first step that each Christian takes in their life of faith. Some churches have had 
elaborate permanent fonts built to make this dramatic statement. The proposed new addition could 
potentially accommodate a permanent font in the new narthex but there is also the possibility for a 
movable font (such as the current one) to be used at various locations within the main worship area. 

¶ Sacred Art (Wall behind Altar): To simplify the appearance of the space around the altar, it has 
been suggested that the wooden battens and the permanent cross on the back wall behind the altar 
be removed. Instead, banners or other removable/changeable art objects (such as paintings, 
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tapestries, different styles of crosses, etc) could be placed on the wall from time to time ï perhaps 
even changing with the liturgical seasons. Also, other art work (wall hangings, etc) within the worship 
space should be carefully assessed to determine the extent to which it contributes to the ñsimple 
beauty and dignityò of the space. In particular, it has been mentioned that ñdatedò artistic styles and 
materials should be continually replaced with contemporary works. 

¶ Choir Loft: This plan for the worship area includes lowering the choir loft. The reasons for lowering 
the choir loft include accessibility, flexibility, connecting the worshipping community, allowing worship 
leaders to participate in the worship service as participants as well as leaders, and keeping as much 
of the architectural integrity of the existing worship area as possible. Further details on this topic can 
be found in Appendix B, which is an edited version of an article that originally appeared in the St. 
Laurence Leader. 

¶ Lighting: It has been suggested that one aspect of the worship area that could be changed to update 
its look is the lighting. Although new fixtures could make the worship area appear brighter, new 
lighting could also be used for ñartisticò purposes rather than just ñfunctionalò purposes. The creative 
use of newer halogen lighting or even newer LED lighting could add a design element that has not yet 
been encountered in the St. Laurence worship area. Of course, before any steps are taken in this 
direction it would be extremely important to engage the services of a professional design consultant 
who was familiar with the use of dramatic lighting in sacred spaces. 

¶ Windows: In order to brighten up the interior of the existing worship area, one recommendation has 
been to replace all the yellow-tinted windows in the worship area with clear windows. After that, if 
more natural light is required one option would be to consider creating additional windows in the back 
walls of the worship space. 

¶ Flexible Seating: A number of parishioners have suggested that for maximum flexibility in the 
worship area it is essential that at least some of the pews be removed and replaced with appropriate 
chairs. One proposal is to remove the pews in the chapel and the first few rows of pews in the main 
worship space. To minimize interference with the acoustics of the worship space, it is strongly recom-
mended that the amount of fabric on the chairs selected be kept to a minimum (preferably chairs 
styles should be selected that are all wood, with no fabric at all). For example, several styles of chairs 
(available from Sauder Worship Furniture ï www.sauderworship.com) are shown here as 
possibilities: 

 
 

¶ Sound System: Part of ensuring that the facility is ñaccessibleò for all includes making sure that 
everyone can hear what is being said. While the current sound system (i.e. the PA system) is of 
assistance, it has been suggested that it would be helpful to also have a ñdirect transmissionò system 
that can be used to transmit sound directly to members of the congregation with hearing aids.  

¶ Audio-Visual: When making changes in the worship area, another idea is to give consideration to 
providing the capability of using electronic display systems at certain times or for certain types of 
worship services. In particular, a large (over 50ò) LCD television screen placed unobtrusively on the 
wall behind the altar (behind a screen to keep it hidden from view most of the time) would be useful at 
times. Thought should also be given to a ñcontrol areaò to accommodate computers, DVD players, etc 
as they are connected both to the display system and, if possible, to the audio system. The control 
area should also provide the capability for recording the audio (and, perhaps, the video) of activities in 
the worship area for subsequent (or simultaneous) distribution via the internet. 
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Ecological Considerations 

Some members of the FFC would like to make sure that ecological concerns are also addressed in the 
plan for the future of the St. Laurence facility. Again, this matter was not considered by the FFC but it is 
clear that, regardless of any economic benefit, responsible Christian stewardship of Godôs creation 
demands that the use of renewable energy sources and building materials needs to be carefully assessed 
in all facility projects. In particular, the use of natural materials is to be encouraged in the changes to the 
worship area. Also, the use of either solar or geothermal energy for heating and cooling the new addition 
needs to be investigated. It is possible that the use of renewable energy could be retro-fitted into the 
existing building as part of building the addition. If that were to happen then it is entirely possible that the 
operating cost of the entire building with the addition would be lower than it would be for just the existing 
building using traditional energy sources. However, even if the on-going economic saving is not great, 
responsible stewardship should be practiced (regardless of whether or not there is a slightly higher initial 
cost). 

Interior Decorating 

Many of the facility changes suggested above require the selection of colours or materials (flooring, 
fabric, paint, etc). The work of the FFC has not included any of this interior decorating planning. It has 
been suggested that before any significant work can begin, a professional designer with experience in 
decorating sacred spaces should be engaged to design a colour scheme that can be followed for various 
projects throughout the building. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FACILITY PLAN  

Phases 

This plan anticipates that changes to the facility will be implemented in four phases (each of which in-
cludes a number of projects) over several years. These phases are described below (all dates are very 
approximate). 

¶ Phase 1 (2008-2010): This phase includes projects that can be done before a decision has been 
made to commit to St. Laurenceôs current location for the long term. This phase responds to the 
request from the February 2008 AGM that the final report of the FFC ñtake into consideration the 
timeline for evaluating the Parish Vision for Ministry (as adopted at the 2006 AGM).ò The work of the 
FFC has demonstrated that an addition could be built such that the changes to the existing facility are 
confined to a limited area. Thus, work can now proceed as part of Phase 1 to complete projects in 
other areas of the building. 

For example, possible projects that could be included in Phase 1 are (a) renovating the existing 
kitchen (including proper venting for the stove, a commercial dishwasher, and new countertops); (b) 
replacing the pews with chairs in the chapel (and, possibly, parts of the main worship area); (c) 
replacing the windows in the worship area; (d) improving the existing washrooms; (e) replacing light 
bulbs and fixtures in various parts of the building with more energy efficient ones; and (f) replacing 
carpets and painting walls and ceilings in various parts of the building (including the existing narthex 
and back stairs). 

The important considerations when choosing projects to include in Phase 1 are that they: 

¶ are relatively inexpensive; 

¶ affect an area of the church that will not be impacted by the addition; and/or 

¶ can be accomplished with a minimum of professional assistance from an architect. 

¶ Phase 2 (2011-2013): This phase includes projects that can be done before building a major addition 
but need to wait until after a decision is made to stay in the current location in Lakeview. In particular, 
the decision to commit to the current Lakeview location will justify relatively significant expenditures 
for not only the projects themselves but also the expense of going through a process with the 
architect to develop a comprehensive design, plan, and budget for changes to the existing building 
(especially the worship space). This process should also include a design process for materials and 
colours related to interior decorating in various parts of the building. 

Some of the projects that could then be included in this phase relate to the suggestions for possible 
changes to the worship space discussed above (altar platform, altar rail, etc). Other projects could 
also be undertaken to prepare the building for a major addition. For example, in consultation with the 
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architect, the existing front doors could be replaced with new glass doors that could later be 
incorporated into the proposed addition. 

¶ Phase 3 (2014-2015): This phase includes the building of a major addition and all the work that has 
to be done at the same time. It should be noted though that not all of the work shown on the diagrams 
included above needs to be included in this phase. It is quite possible that some of the work (e.g. 
interior finishing of the basement, some of the landscaping, etc) could be delayed until Phase 4 
(which would lower the cost of this particular phase). However, the lowering of the choir loft and the 
construction of the parking lots would probably have to be included as part of the work done in this 
phase. 

¶ Phase 4 (2016 and beyond): This phase includes projects that must wait until after the addition is 
built and any work that has not been completed in previous phases. In addition to finishing the 
basement of the addition and completing the landscaping, this phase could also include the re-
configuring of the existing choir room and washrooms and the removal of the existing office, meeting 
room, and storage closet in the lower hall. 

Sources of Funding 

For each project, it will be important to identify and have on hand sufficient funds to complete the project 
before any work begins. Depending on the work that is being done in a project or group of projects, some 
possible sources of funding include the following: 

¶ Fundraising: A parish fundraising campaign among current and former members of the parish will be 
necessary for most of the projects listed. In addition, there may be some people or groups that use 
the building (but are not parishioners) who could be approached for contributions. 

¶ Debentures: Another possibility for raising funds through the parish is to offer debentures as an 
investment vehicle for parishioners. The details of the debentures (interest rate, redemption policy, 
etc) need to be decided but it should be possible to offer a competitive interest rate to parishioners 
(investors) while saving interest costs for the parish. 

¶ Planned Giving: During the time before the major addition work is scheduled, it is essential that 
members of St. Laurence be continually reminded of the opportunities to make planned gifts to the 
Parish. In addition to gifts through bequests in wills and gifts of life insurance, one method of making 
current planned gifts with significant tax advantages is through the donation of publicly-listed 
securities. Several parishioners have already taken advantage of this opportunity to make a donation 
to the Parish Building Fund or the Parish Endowment Fund (further details available from the church 
office). 

¶ Rectory: It is possible to use the rectory as a source of funding by placing a mortgage on the 
property. (Note that according to Diocesan Canons, the church itself cannot be mortgaged ï or 
otherwise ñencumberedò ï because it has been consecrated.) Funds that could be used for facility 
projects could also be generated by selling the rectory. However, Diocesan policy permits just 75% of 
the sale proceeds to be spent by the parish. Also, the sale of the rectory would mean that it would no 
longer be available for use as one of the major outreach projects that the Parish of St. Laurence 
supports. 

¶ Government: The Provincial Government provides funding for assisting with renovations to make 
community facilities (such as churches and community halls) handicapped accessible. Matching 
grants of up $125,000 per year may be provided for non-sanctuary related facility renovations. 
Although, from time to time, this type of funding has been discouraged by the Diocese (because it 
uses so-called ñlottery fundsò), there is, in fact, no Diocesan directive preventing a parish from using 
these funds. 

¶ Foundations: There are some foundations that may be open to providing funds for a church renova-
tion project either as a loan or as a grant. For example, the Anglican Foundation provides grants of up 
to $15,000 and loans of up to $75,000 for church renovation projects. Diocesan approval is required 
in order to submit an application for funding to the Anglican Foundation. Other foundations may also 
be available. 

¶ Diocese: The Diocese of Calgary can be approached for a small amount of financial assistance to be 

provided as either a loan or a grant. 
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In preparation for implementing the Future Facility plan, the Parish opened a ñFuture Facility Fundò during 
2007. At the end of 2007, the balance in the Future Facility Fund stood at $33,760. Several parishioners 
have continued to make regular contributions to this fund during 2008.  

Implementation Process 

Eventually, a meeting of parishioners will need to review and discuss a detailed proposal for implemen-
ting each project or combination of projects in the plan. If a decision is made to begin working on a 
project, then the process would include the following: 

¶ Diocesan approval: If the project includes a change to the building, then Diocesan approval will be 
required before the project can begin. Similarly, if the project required a parish fundraising campaign, 
then Diocesan approval will be required to begin fundraising. If necessary, Diocesan approval to 
submit an application to the Anglican Foundation will also be required. 

¶ Sources of Funding: Depending on what other sources of funding are required, applications for 
loans and/or grants will be required. If debentures are to be offered, the financial details and terms 
will need to be established. 

¶ Fundraising: After Diocesan approval has been received, the Parish fundraising campaign for the 

phase can begin. 

¶ City approval: When the funding has been secured, City approval will be required for some projects 
before they can be implemented. 

 

 
 
 
Future Facility Committee Members:  
Ian Burgess, Phil Crowe, Denis Gardiner, Anna Greenwood-Lee, Deb Koning, Steve Koning (chair), Gord 
McDonald, Janet Pedersen, Ross Phillips, George Pinsky, Eileen Proudfoot, Jürgen Seltner, Ruth 
Seltner, Margaret Smith, Ken Townend, John Warkentin, Arnold Wright, Art Yeske 
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Appendix A 

This appendix is an article written by Arnold Wright that appeared in the Winter 2006 edition of 
the St. Laurence Leader. The opinions expressed in this article are the author’s and may not be 

shared by all members of the FFC. 

The word ñChurchò is employed in a variety of meanings.  In this article we want to talk about the physical 
church, the building and property that house what our sign calls ñSt. Laurence Anglican Churchò. 

We have a ton to be grateful for, and we give thanks.  We have a splendid and functional property, thanks 
to the original founders of our parish, their Architect, and the backing of our Diocese. 

WHY REVIEW? 

It is a good thing to review where youôre at and to plan where you want to go.  Our Vestry, our parish 
council, has commissioned a study of our future needs in our facilities. It is a good time for us to examine 
the many strengths of our existing accommodation, as we contemplate the future. 

In this review, you have to acknowledge the creative work of our parishioners, including Architect Hugh 
Seton.  In a partnership that included Ted Raines and others, Hugh designed a building that draws us 
together and has served us marvellously. 

PERFECTION? 

Let us say quickly that facilities can always be improved.  The design of our building, including its worship 
space and its supportive spaces, is not perfect.  It is just near - perfect. 

In fact, since 1967, when construction was completed, the parish has made changes across the property.  
Outside, a full row of trees enhanced the parking lot and flower gardens enhanced the entrance way.  A 
double garage was built behind the rectory house: half is for church storage space and half for the rectory 
tenants.  Inside the church, pews were installed, in place of chairs, and a fine new organ was installed.  
Parishioners donated funds and work for smaller enhancements, such as a ñtabernacleò to hold the 
vessels of bread and wine, and wall hangings to enhance plain walls. 

WHAT DO WE HAVE? 

What we have now is an attractive and functional community church.  Fortunately, Hugh Seton talked 
about the design, as he conceived it, during 25th Anniversary celebrations in 1992. 

Hugh noted that the parish started its church services in a school gymnasium where a tightly knit 
community congregation developed.  This feeling of closeness led to our curved seating arrangement at 
St. Laurence which brings people closer to each other, and to the front sanctuary, than traditional 
Anglican designs allowed. 

Hugh wrote, “Many of us grew up in the traditional church with the altar, sanctuary, and communion rail 
facing east; then the choir; then the long straight nave for the congregation. There appeared to be a gulf 
between the clergy and laity. A building in this form seriously prejudiced the congregation’s view of all the 
important events taking place in the sanctuary. Thus, this design was not at all acceptable to our close 
family. We wanted to be more intimately involved with, and be a part of the liturgy.  

“From this initial premise, the vision of a central sanctuary evolved. The congregation could then be 
grouped around this central focal point thus becoming more involved with the service, both visually and 
audibly. At St. Laurence no one is more than 38 feet from the altar, and that brings us all closer as a 
family in worship. 
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“So this was the main philosophy of our design vision. By definition, a communion is really an act of 
sharing or community of relation. This is actually a return to the Early Christian format, wherein the laity or 
congregation grouped itself about a theme point and participated in the service. 

“This is the way we do it now. It is very basic: we come forward to read lessons, enunciate the Epistle and 
Gospel. Our Leader and others come forward with announcements. We all participate, all can see and all 
can hear, just as at a family gathering. 

“The choir would become a body within the congregation with its function of leading us all in song. Its 
location has proven to be very functional as the music and voices fill the church. 

“The narthex or entry into the Church has a low ceiling and this instils a feeling of humility upon entering. 

“However, as one proceeds further, the scene changes dramatically. The space explodes into openness 
and light, and the sanctuary with the altar becomes a strong focal point.”  

An additional thought that Hugh noted was that the sanctuary platform could be used as a stage for 
religious plays, etc. Of course, it is regularly used for the Sunday Schoolôs Christmas pageant. 

Hugh concluded his remarks with, ñThese were the main visions leading to how and why St. Laurence 
has taken the form that it has. We had many meetings with, and presentations to, the congregation, all 
leading to an acceptance of these basic tenets. Hopefully, during the passage of time, these visions will 
still be valid and acceptable.ò  

Thanks be to God for the vision of our early parishioners, their Architect and their Diocese. 
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Appendix B 

This appendix is a slightly edited version of an article written by Steve Koning that originally 
appeared in the Spring 2008 edition of the St. Laurence Leader. The opinions expressed in this 

article are the author’s and may not be shared by all members of the FFC. However, much of the 
information discussed in the questions about presenting different alternatives and expanding the 

existing narthex has been provided by our architect. 

At the AGM in February, the Future Facility Committee (FFC) presented an interim report that raised a 
number of questions among some meeting participants. Now that the AGM is over and there has been 
time to thoughtfully consider some of those questions, it may be helpful to begin examining them in this 
article. 

WHY ISN`T THE FFC PRESENTING DIFFERENT ALTERNATIVES FOR THE  VESTRY TO CONSIDER? 

The short answer to this question is that the FFC wasn`t asked to present different alternatives to vestry. 
The FFC terms of reference specifically state that the task is to develop ña comprehensive overall planò 
for the facility that will ñremain viable for the next twenty yearsò. 

The longer answer is that the FFC sub-committee working with the architect has considered numerous 
alternatives at each stage of the development of the proposal. In each situation, the most cost-effective 
solution has been selected. Thus, the proposed concept design is the most cost-effective solution that 
addresses all of the building vision statements that were adopted by the congregation. To present other 
options at this stage of the process will either increase the cost or fail to address one or more of the 
building vision statements. Until it has been determined that one of these actions is required, the most 
appropriate plan for the future of the St. Laurence facility is one that cost-effectively addresses all of the 
building vision statements. 

For example, if it is determined (at some point in the future) that the funding is available to present a more 
expensive option then an alternative can be developed that costs more than the current proposal. On the 
other hand, if it is determined that the funding is not available to construct the current proposal, then 
further work will need to be done with the building vision statements to determine which ones can be 
modified or eliminated to meet the funding constraints. This will be a complex process of balancing the 
building requirements (i.e. the vision statements), the cost of various construction options and techniques 
for various components, and the financial resources available. 

Thus, until it is known with some degree of certainty what financial resources are available for the 
construction of an addition, it would be disrespectful of the prior visioning work to simply present various 
building options that do not fully address the building vision statements adopted by the congregation. 

WHY IS IT DESIRABLE T O MOVE THE NARTHEX TO A NEW ADDITION? 

The reasons for wanting to move the narthex to a new addition originate in the Building Vision Statements 
that were accepted by the congregation at last yearôs AGM. The Building Vision Statements applicable to 
the narthex are these: 

¶ The narthex part of our community space is focused on welcoming and hospitality. 

¶ The narthex (entrance) is an extension of our worship space (and, as such, may be used for liturgical 
purposes); to accommodate different styles of activities in the two different spaces, it can be sepa-
rated acoustically (though not necessarily visually) from the worship space. 

These statements can be applied to the proposed new narthex as follows: 

¶ Welcoming: With abundant glass, the proposed new narthex is bright and open. More importantly, 
people passing by can see whatôs happening inside. The new narthex is also close to the adminis-
trative offices so that visitors to the building can be properly welcomed even during the week. 
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¶ Hospitality: With a kitchenette area adjacent to it, the new narthex will have appropriate facilities to 
serve light refreshments after services or other functions in the worship area. This will also enhance 
the ability to offer hospitality to visitors and small groups during the week. 

¶ Relationship to Worship Area: With the narthex on the same level as the worship area it will be 
easier to use it as an extension of the worship space for special services (such as Palm Sunday) 
when a congregational procession might be desirable. Another advantage of having the narthex on 
the same level with the ability to see into the worship area is that it would be possible to place 
speakers so that a parent with an active child would be able to wait in the narthex but still be able to 
both hear and see what was happening in the service. This would make St. Laurence much more 
accommodating for young families. 

¶ Acoustic Separation: Since it would be possible to acoustically separate the new narthex from the 
worship area, greeting worshippers will not be as disruptive to people who have already arrived and 
are trying to prepare themselves for worship. As well, with the stairs in the addition, acoustic 
separation between the worship area and the lower level of the existing building would be possible. 

Thus, having a new narthex located in the proposed addition meets the building vision statements that 
relate to the narthex. 

WOULDN’T IT BE EASIER AND C HEAPER TO EXPAND THE EXISTING NARTHEX? 

There are several major difficulties with trying to expand the existing narthex: 

¶ The roof over the existing narthex is a complex design that makes it difficult (and expensive) to 
expand the narthex. 

¶ A new elevator would need to stop at three different levels (basement, narthex, and worship area) in 
the height normally allowed for two stops. This would be a more complex (and more expensive) 
installation of an elevator. 

¶ Some of the pillars at the entrance to the existing narthex are structural and cannot be moved. Thus, 
any expansion of the existing narthex will leave pillars in the middle of it that would detract from the 
overall appearance and interfere with the use of the space. 

¶ As a general rule, any expansion of an existing building is more expensive to construct than the 
equivalent space being constructed in a new addition with a simple connection to the existing 
structure. 

For these reasons, moving the narthex to a new addition is a more cost-effective solution that provides 
greater value than expanding the existing narthex. It also addresses all of the issues raised by the 
building vision statements (such as ñacoustic separationò, discussed in the previous question), which 
expanding the existing narthex cannot do. 

WHY WOULD IT BE DESIRABLE TO LOWER THE CH OIR LOFT? 

With the narthex moved to the new addition, it becomes possible to consider lowering the choir loft to the 
same level as the worship area. Again, this proposal addresses issues raised in the Building Vision State-
ments. The applicable Building Vision Statements are these: 

¶ Accessibility refers to our desire to make all areas of the building available to those who have limited 
mobility for any reason.  

¶ Flexibility refers to our desire for our facility to be able to accommodate different sizes of groups of 
different ages doing different things. As much as possible our facility should incorporate multi-use 
space so that it will be used during the week as well as on Sundays. Our worship space should also 
be able to accommodate different styles of worship with varying numbers of participants. 

¶ Our worship space allows us to gather as an intimate and connected community, to worship together 
in the Eucharist. 

¶ Our worship space reflects our belief that all are participants in the liturgy and there is no separation 
between worship leaders and the congregation. 
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These statements can be applied to lowering the choir loft as follows: 

¶ Accessibility: Lowering the choir loft eliminates the requirement to have choir members climb stairs. 
Over the years, as choir members have found it more and more difficult to climb the stairs to the choir 
loft they have had to leave the choir before they might have if there were no stairs. 

¶ Flexibility: Lowering the choir loft would make the worship area much more desirable as a ñperfor-
manceò space for events such as organ concerts, piano recitals, or music workshops since the 
instrument would be on the same level as the ñaudienceò. This could then help to strengthen ties 
between St. Laurence and community arts and educational organizations (perhaps even including 
Mount Royal College). 

¶ Connected Community: Without a choir loft separating the two halves of the congregation, 
worshippers would be more connected both visually (i.e. more participants in each half can see the 
other half) and physically (with some additional seating in the area between the two halves, the 
distance between the two halves would seem smaller). This is an important consideration since it 
builds upon one of the initial strengths of the worship area layout at St. Laurence ï the fact that 
participants can see each other. 

¶ Worship Leaders as Participants: With the choir located on the same level as the rest of the 
congregation, it would be much easier for choir members to move back and forth between their role 
as members of the congregation and their role as worship leaders. There are, of course, three distinct 
leadership roles fulfilled by the choir ï supporting congregational singing, introducing and teaching 
new music to the congregation, and performing anthems and special music selections during the 
service. Only one of these roles (performing) requires that the choir be gathered together separate 
from the rest of the congregation. Most of the time, the choir can better fulfil its leadership role in 
worship if it is located with the rest of the congregation. 

Another advantage to lowering the choir loft that does not relate to the Building Vision Statements is that 
it would enable the connection from the existing building to the new addition to be located in a position 
that retains as much of the existing worship areaôs axis of symmetry as possible. Architecturally, it 
enables the new entry into the worship area to be located approximately below where the organ is 
currently rather than further ñoff-centreò ï perhaps even past the current location of the ramp door. 

With all of these advantages to moving the narthex to a new addition and lowering the choir loft, it is clear 
why some members of the FFC think these changes are desirable. However, it is possible to foresee a 
couple of potential drawbacks. 

One issue to be considered is acoustics. It is quite likely that the acoustics in the worship area would be 
changed. However, it is not clear that the change would necessarily be a negative one. A couple of times, 
when the choir has sung an a cappella canticle while standing near the bottom of the stairs to the choir 
loft, the acoustics seemed to be better than they were with the choir up in the loft. So it is not certain that 
lowering the choir loft would be detrimental to the areaôs acoustics. However, if it is discovered that the 
acoustics are dramatically worse than they are now, one remedy that could be considered is to construct 
a simple ñsounding boardò above the choir. If necessary, other acoustic solutions could also be 
considered. The important thing to note is that a consideration of acoustics is not necessarily a reason to 
leave the choir loft where it currently is. 

Another potential drawback is an aesthetic one ï namely that the choir paraphernalia will be more visible 
to the rest of the congregation than it is now. Of course, the easy remedy to that is simply to construct a 
low wall around the choir area similar to the wall around the current choir loft. 

On balance it would appear that there are many significant advantages if the FFC were to propose 
lowering the choir loft. Apart from the two potential drawbacks mentioned above (both of which have 
remedies), the other considerations strongly favour such a proposal. 



Facility Plan (May 2008) 15 

Appendix C 

This appendix is an article written by Steve Koning that will be submitted to appear in a future 
edition of the St. Laurence Leader. The opinions expressed in this article are the author’s and 

may not be shared by all members of the FFC. 

This article considers further questions related to the facility concept that the Future Facility Committee 
(FFC) presented at the AGM in February. However, before answering new questions, several comments 
that were made after the previous article appeared need to be addressed. 

First, there is no way to install an elevator within the current facility. There are basically three areas on the 
main level of the current facility ï (a) the worship space; (b) the offices and sacristy; and (c) the narthex. 
The offices and sacristy are above the furnace room and kitchen so an elevator cannot go there. The 
narthex is between the choir loft and the choir room/washroom area. It would make a small narthex even 
smaller to try to place an elevator in it. That leaves the worship space and it is not feasible to have an 
elevator (even one that is ñsuper-quietò!) opening directly into the worship space. 

Thus, adding an elevator requires an addition to the building that joins the existing building on (at least) 
two levels. Such an addition cannot be placed on the east side of the building (rectory side) because of a 
city-imposed utility right-of-way that runs along the east property line. Permanent structures of any kind 
are not allowed on top of a utility right of way (let alone digging down into the actual utilities themselves!). 
Thus, in order to add an elevator to the St. Laurence building, it must be done in a two-storey addition to 
the building and the addition must be built on the west (parking lot) side of the building. It has been 
estimated that, with the complications of connecting to the existing roof on that side of the building, such 
an addition could cost as much as $500,000 (or more, if other features such as accessible washrooms 
are added in addition to an elevator). 

Another issue that needs to be addressed is the definition of what it means to make the St. Laurence 
facility ñaccessibleò. As noted in the Building Vision Statements, ñaccessibility refers to our desire to make 
all areas of the building available to those who have limited mobility for any reason.ò Thus, accessibility 
refers to all areas of the building ï including the basement, the washrooms, the narthex, the worship 
area, the altar area and the choir area. It is not sufficient simply to provide a way to move wheelchairs 
from the worship area to the basement or from the narthex area to the basement. By definition, that is not 
enough to make St. Laurence into an ñaccessible facilityò. To make St. Laurence ñaccessibleò includes 
providing access to all areas of the building. But accessibility is even more than that. Accessibility also 
includes making provision for all types of disabilities ï not just wheelchairs. Thus, accessibility includes 
accommodating someone who is frail (but able to walk), or someone who has limited (or no) vision, or 
someone who has problems maintaining their balance, and so on. Accessibility includes all these things. 
To be truly accessible, it should be possible for anyone to choose where to go within the facility with as 
much independence as possible so that they can participate in whatever activity they would like to on the 
same basis as anyone else. So the definition of ñaccessibilityò in the Building Vision Statements (i.e. 
making ñall areas of the building available to those who have limited mobility for any reasonò) includes 
much, much more than simply providing an easy way for getting wheelchairs into and out of the base-
ment! 

WHY HAS THE FFC PROPOSED A PLAN THAT  IS TOO EXPENSIVE FOR THE PARISH TO AFFORD? 

Similar to the answer in the previous article regarding the reasons why the FFC did not present different 
plans for vestry to consider, there is a short answer to this question and a longer answer. First, the short 
answer is, again, that the FFC was instructed to consider that if the right facility plan is presented, the 
funding would be available to implement it. While it was understood that the future facility plan has to be 
ñreasonableò, there was no requirement for the FFC to determine whether or not a reasonable plan is 
ñaffordableò. In setting the FFCôs terms of reference, the vestry in 2006 correctly decided that at this stage 
of the process it is more important to develop a plan that is ñthe right thing to doò rather than a plan that is 
ñthe thing we think we can affordò. 
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While affordability will certainly enter into the picture at some point (obviously, we canôt make changes to 
the building that we donôt have the money to pay for), that determination will happen later in the process. 
At the point when a decision is being made to implement a particular part of the plan (a phase, or project, 
of the overall plan), the funds that will be used to pay for it will have to be identified. However, it needs to 
be noted that there is no requirement that the funding for the complete plan be available all at once or that 
the funding come entirely from the congregation of St. Laurence. Clearly, it is possible that the funding of 
various components of the plan can happen over a number of years and can involve a number of sources 
outside the congregation. 

The most important thing at this stage is for the FFC to develop the ñrightò plan for the facility ï to 
determine what needs to be done to the building to support the parishôs Vision for Ministry and provide 
the greatest chance for the successful implementation of that vision. That is the task that was assigned to 
the FFC and that is why the facility plan includes the components that it does (including a major addition). 

WHAT ARE THE ADVANTAGES AND DISADV ANTAGES OF USING PEWS OR CHAIRS FOR SEATING 

IN THE WORSHIP AREA? 

One of the elements of the future facility plan that has been suggested by some (not all!) members of the 
FFC is the replacement of some of the pews with chairs. This suggestion would provide for greater 
flexibility in the worship area (and, ñflexibilityò was included as one of the major components of the 
Building Vision Statements adopted by the congregation). So, it would seem reasonable to consider some 
of the advantages and disadvantages offered by both pews and chairs as seating for the worship area. 

First, we need to be clear about the type of chairs that would be considered for replacing the pews. As 
shown in the FFC report, the proposed chairs are not at all like the chairs that St. Laurence currently has 
in the lower hall. One style of proposed chair is actually a ñvery short pewò! The existing pews at St. 
Laurence are approximately 120 inches long and are designed to seat six people. The ñpew replacementò 
chair is simply a pew that is 20 inches long. It has the same kneelers, bookracks, etc that a ñregularò pew 
does ï itôs just that it is only 20 inches long and it is designed to seat one person. These ñchairsò also 
come with specially designed interlocking attachments on each side that keep them from moving around. 
Other flexible seating options are even more ñchair-likeò (e.g. curved backs, etc) but could still be ordered 
with kneelers and bookracks so that they ñfunctionò like pews. Obviously, these proposed seating options 
are very different from the kind of chair that St. Laurence currently has in the lower hall. 

So, based on this type of ñchairò, what are some of the advantages and disadvantages of pews and chairs 
for the St. Laurence worship area? Looking first at pews, some of the advantages are: 

¶ Already in place: One of the obvious advantages of pews is that they are already in place at St. 
Laurence. 

¶ Better for families: Pews offer the advantage of allowing small children to be able to lie down and 
nap during a service. 

Some of the disadvantages of pews are: 

¶ Immovable: Because they are large and heavy, it is not practical to consider moving them into a 
different seating arrangement. (In fact, at St. Laurence, this is impossible because the pews are 
screwed to the floor.) 

¶ Lower Capacity: Because there is no obvious indication if there is a spot available in a pew people 
tend to ñspread outò a bit more in a pew, thus reducing the seating capacity of the worship area. 

On the other hand, some of the disadvantages of chairs are: 

¶ Cost: Since chairs would need to be purchased, they would require funds to be used to purchase 
them. 

¶ Not as Suitable for Families: It is difficult for small children to lie down across a number of chairs 
(though this disadvantage does not apply to the ñpew-replacementò chairs if they are arranged in a 
straight line). 
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And, some of the advantages of chairs are: 

¶ Increased Capacity: Because it is clear when a spot is available, and because people tend to sit in 
the middle of the chair area (rather than spreading over into the adjacent chair), the seating capacity 
of the worship area can seem to be larger when chairs are used instead of pews. 

¶ Arms: If some of the chairs are ordered with arms, then people who have difficulty sitting down and 
standing up in a traditional pew will be able to use the chair arms for assistance. 

¶ Movable: The major advantage to using chairs for at least some of the seating in the worship area is 
the flexibility gained in being able to move the seating into different configurations. 

With the emphasis in the Parishôs Vision for Ministry on the importance of revitalized worship and the 
inclusion of ñFlexibilityò as one of the key components of the Building Vision Statements, the importance 
of including at least some flexible seating in the worship area cannot be overstated. Both of these 
considerations make it imperative that a portion of the worship area seating be converted to chairs 
instead of pews. The proposal is that the pews currently situated in the chapel and the first three rows of 
pews on both sides of the church would all be converted from pews to chairs. 

WHY DOES THE PROPOSED PLAN SUGGEST REMOVING THE BLUE-CARPETED PLATFOR M 

WHERE THE ALTAR IS L OCATED? 

One of the suggestions in the proposed plan is to remove the blue-carpeted platform where the main and 
chapel altars are located and have one large floor area where the main altar and lectern (ambo) would be 
situated. Most of the time (i.e. for a ñnormalò Sunday service), the main altar would be situated on a fairly 
large hexagonal-shaped platform that is approximately eight inches high (one step up) and that is large 
enough to hold the altar and the presider. There are several advantages of this arrangement. One is the 
ability of members of the congregation to reach the ambo without climbing stairs (thereby improving 
accessibility). Another is increased flexibility for accommodating different worship configurations (thereby 
enhancing the ability to offer different types of services). 

It needs to be noted that the ñnormalò Sunday morning configuration could easily be changed by adding 
different types of platforms at different heights to accommodate different uses of the space (e.g. lectures 
by guest speakers, dramatic presentations such as childrenôs pageants, etc). In addition, by removing all 
platforms in the altar area, different musical programs could be accommodated (e.g. organ concerts, etc). 

Of course, one of the implications of removing the existing platform area is the elimination of the current 
altar rail. This can easily be rectified by having several ñkneeling areasò available. One way of doing this 
would be to have a number of ñprayer desk-typeò pieces of furniture (but longer than a prayer desk for a 
single person) available for people to kneel at while they receive communion. Another solution might be 
to have several lengths of railing (perhaps removable railing) installed on the new platform. In any case, 
the design of the ñfurnitureò should allow communicants to receive communion in whatever posture they 
want to use. This is one area where it will be important to have proper professional assistance to design 
the appropriate method for dealing with this issue. 

Another topic that will definitely require the appropriate professional guidance concerns the ñsightlinesò 
and the ability for members of the congregation to see what is happening ñat the frontò. The existing 
solution (i.e. permanently raise ñthe frontò) may not be the best solution for dealing with the visibility issue. 
One possibility would be to have additional moveable ñplatformsò so that different activities can take place 
at different ñheightsò at the front. Another solution might be to raise some of the seats at the back so that 
the people sitting there can see over top of the people sitting closer to the front.  

Clearly, this issue will require further study by professionals. The important thing though is to provide 
flexibility by removing the permanent blue-carpeted platform where the altar is currently situated. Taking 
this step would convert the worship area into a multi-function space whose primary purpose is accom-
modating different types and styles of worship services (in keeping with the Building Vision Statements 
adopted by the congregation). 



Facility Plan (May 2008) 18 

Appendix D 

This appendix contains diagrams and images that provide an overview of the building addition 
that has been proposed by the Future Facility Committee (FFC) working in conjunction with 

BCMP Architects. 

The Site Plan: 
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The Main Level Floor Plan: 

 

The Basement Level Floor Plan: 
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An image of the exterior from the southwest: 

 

An image of the exterior from the southeast: 
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An image of the interior (inside the narthex looking towards the main entrance): 

 

 


