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First Unitarian Church of Victoria 

 

Report to the Board of Trustees from the Building Task Force 
January 26, 2006 

 
ISSUES, OPTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Introduction 
 
1. The Building Task Force was commissioned by the Board of Trustees “to assess the 

current and future needs of the Church for space and to create a plan that will guide the 
development and redevelopment of the property and building requirements into the future.”  
(The Terms of Reference are attached). 

 
2. In October and November 2005, a congregational survey was undertaken to 

determine “what parts or elements of our building(s) are meeting our present and 
foreseeable needs; what needs fixing or improvement; and what additional facilities 
may be required.”  This survey was supplemented by interviews with Rev. Jane 
Bramadat, Kay Dyer and Skip McCarthy.  A report summarizing the results of this 
survey is attached. 

 
3. We understand that some members of the Board are of the impression that all or 

parts of our RE Wing are of substandard construction, or have become sufficiently 
damaged by moisture as to require their replacement in the foreseeable future.  
Some exterior damage, especially where the decks are attached to the building, is 
evident and this damage will necessitate repair.  However, the building is basically 
sound and any plan to demolish or replace it would have to look else where for a 
rational decision base.  Our assessment is that we must adapt, modify and expand 
on the building(s) that we have—and there are options for doing this. 

 
4. In principle it is also evident from the planning scales (see Annex A) that ample total 

space exists; it simply is not well organized. This is to be expected given that the 
Farm House and RE Wing were designed and built for a different purpose. 

 
 
ISSUES 
 
Maintenance and Repair Issues 
 
5. Roofing.  The Property and Building Council were advised that nothing in our report 

would abrogate the requirement to replace the cedar shake roofing on the RE Wing 
and that replacement should proceed as soon as practical. We understand that 
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Parker Johnston Ltd has been engaged for this purpose and that work will begin as 
early as March 2006. 

 
6. Decks.  The decking on the west side of the Fellowship Hall and near the RE 

kitchenette has reached the end of its useful life.  Moreover, due to a 
design/construction defect the interface between the deck and the building is not 
protected from moisture and as a result the linkage is rotting and moisture may be 
penetrating the wall cavity. Further the structures supporting the decks do not meet 
code requirements and accordingly are unsafe for public use.  Action Item: 
Replacement is a priority.  See item 16 for our more specific recommendations. 

 
7. Possible Moisture Damage.  Staining on the external walls where the decks are 

attached to the building indicate that moisture may have penetrated the wall cavity.  
No damage was apparent from the inside but one must penetrate both the gyproc 
and vapour barrier to determine if excess moisture had entered the wall cavity.  
Action Item:  Some exploratory holes should be made to determine if moisture has 
penetrated the exterior skin of the building behind where the decks are secured to 
the building. Any damage should be repaired.  In addition, the design/construction 
flaw that led to the problem should be corrected. In both cases the fixing of the 
design deficiency should be done when the decks are replaced. Concurrent with the 
design of the new deck of the Fellowship Hall the engineer should be tasked with 
developing and proposing an interim fix for the other deck. Both these tasks should 
be completed by fall of 2006 as “an ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure”. 

 
A Synopsis of Other Issues 
 
8. Fellowship Hall.  Every single person we consulted without exception mentioned 

the inadequacies of our Fellowship Hall (FH). This is the most pressing space 
inadequacy issue in our estimation facing the congregation.  Simply put, it is too 
small and too noisy.  Several respondents indicated that they were unable to enjoy 
after-service socializing because of their aversion to the noise and crowded 
conditions.  They were of the opinion that we are losing potential members because 
of the general unpleasantness of the Fellowship Hall.  (It is worth considering that 
the space inadequacy is not fully apparent because many people are avoiding it 
after services). 

 
9. Another shortcoming of the FH pertains to its use for children’s worship services.  

Here again, the space is inadequate.  There are numerous distractions due to coffee 
preparation and its use as a thoroughfare between the foyer/sanctuary and the 
washrooms in the RE Wing.  It was also mentioned that the inability to darken the 
room for audio-visual presentations is a problem. 

 
10. Several commented that the large piano in the FH is seldom used and yet occupies 

valuable space. It is understood that the soundboard is cracked.  Nevertheless, the 
opinion was expressed that the piano could probably be sold for $1000-$1500, and 
that an electronic keyboard would be very useful and a good one could be 
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purchased for around $2,000. This change alone would increase the space and 
capacity by up to 10% at next to no cost. 

 
11. RE Facilities.  The RE Director and others feel that the rooms in the RE Wing are 

chopped up and too small and that there is a serious shortage of adequate storage 
capacity.  Also, the concern persists that the upstairs rooms are unsafe due to there 
being no adequate means of escape in the event that fire compromises the single 
stairway. Note it is imperative that this stair well not be used for storage as this adds 
to the fire risk. 

 
12. Storage Space.  The inadequacy of proper storage capacity was recognized as a 

problem in just about every part of the building.  The storage of risers and other 
material in the Green Room compromises its use by the choir and for meetings. The 
small office next the Green Room would appear to be underutilized and in search of 
a need, or at least better utilization. 

 
13. Foyer.  The foyer leading directly into the sanctuary is too small and this 

circumstance is aggravated by people accumulating there prior to admittance to the 
sanctuary, and by spillover from the crowded Fellowship Hall during the after-service 
social period.  There was also concern about the inadequacy of the coat closet in the 
foyer. 

 
14. To avert the above foyer problem, the church is currently experimenting with having 

congregants enter through the main RE entrance. There is adequate coat closet 
space here. If this is to continue, we will have to address the generally shabby 
condition of the RE foyer/Fireside Room area because it does not create a 
favourable first impression of our church. The furniture is politely described as 
“embarrassing”. Some have suggested installing a real wall complete with door for 
the fireside room; others a folding wall assembly. 

 
15. Sanctuary.  A number of concerns were raised about our sanctuary but there was 

no consistent theme.  One respondent felt that we should have partitions or screens 
to make the space feel more intimate for smaller groups.  Several people expressed 
the view that we should develop the area under the sanctuary. One person who has 
had extensive experience in theater work commented that the minister/pulpit should 
be illuminated with a spot light same as the pianist. The sanctuary was designed so 
it could be expanded at one end so this is always an option. 

 
16. Parking and Traffic.  Several respondents mentioned the inadequacy of our parking 

areas.  A related matter, mentioned by only one respondent but worth highlighting, is 
the accident potential for cars exiting our property…especially at the Matterhorn 
Drive intersection. 

 
17. Ministerial Intern’s Office.  This issue was not identified in the survey, but rather 

was referred by our current ministerial intern and by the Ministerial Internship 
Committee.  We have been designated a teaching congregation and next year we 
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will employ our fourth consecutive seminary student or ministerial intern.  One of our 
responsibilities is to provide a suitable office and we are not doing so 
notwithstanding that a suitable room is available.  The archives and archivists are 
tying up a room that would be a suitable office while the room that has been 
assigned to the intern would be adequate for the archives.  Also, the music office is 
used for little more than storage and it is a superior room to the one we have 
assigned to the intern. 

 
18. Library. An observation: The library constitutes prime space in terms of natural 

lighting, access and location. It is used only on Sundays and it is unavailable for 
other uses as the inventory is in accessible shelving.  

 
19. Kitchens. There are currently four kitchens. While the ‘sanctuary’ kitchen and its 

appliances are relatively new the others are equipped with antiquated appliances. 
The dishwasher in the ‘old’ kitchen off the FH in particular will soon need to be 
replaced. Further this dishwasher’s efficacy particularly with respect to sanitation is 
suspect. Spare refrigerators consume/waste electricity, especially older models like 
ours. This waste is given emphasis by the fact that our refrigerators are usually near 
empty. 

 
OPTIONS 
 
Fellowship Hall and Adjoining Deck 
 
20. The Fellowship Hall (FH) is clearly a matter of concern to many congregants and, in 

the view of many; its inadequacies diminish the Sunday-service experience.  
Moreover, it may be inhibiting congregational growth.  We strongly recommend that 
improving the FH be given priority attention. 

 
21. Deck.  Options for enlargement of the FH are given below.  Whichever is selected, 

however, we recommend that the new deck be extended from its present location 
across the west side of the Fellowship Hall to the (non-functioning) door to the foyer, 
and that a wide patio door be placed in the west wall of the FH to provide direct 
access to the deck.  We see three advantages in this:  1) During fair weather the 
patio doors can be opened to enlarge the area available for socializing; 2) the open 
patio doors will help reduce the noise in the FH; and with option 3 below the deck 
can serve as a passageway to washrooms and between the foyer and RE wing 
thereby reducing intrusions in the FH during children’s worship. 

 
22. A concept drawing for a new deck was recently provided by our architect (Figure 1 

or 2).  The estimated cost was $25,000 plus $5,000 for design.  This is essentially 
the deck that we envision although we feel that there is scope for reducing the cost 
by eliminating the stairway to the ground or by providing a less deluxe stairway than 
that proposed (Figure 3 or 4).  Costs can be further reduced if we do a portion of the 
work self- help, e.g. the decking.  
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23. A professional needs to be engaged to design the deck; the footings and the deck-
building interface.  Aluminum railings are desirable and should be part of the design 
considerations.  While volunteer labour can apply the decking to keep costs down, a 
contractor might better install the structural elements and the railings.  Note:  If 
curved railings are significantly more expensive, this would favour a rectangular 
deck design rather than the semi-circular one proposed by the architect (see 
drawing 3A or 3B); but this is a decision that can be made as part of the design 
process. 

 
24. Fellowship Hall.  Our architect has provided two concepts for enlarging the FH at 

estimated costs of $35,000 and $100,000 (exclusive of the cost of building the deck).  
We will discuss these as options 1 and 2 respectively.   

 
25. Fellowship Hall Option 1 (Figure 1).  This option entails moving the west wall of the 

FH out about 6 feet with the relocated wall having patio doors leading onto the deck.    
The “door to nowhere” from the foyer would provide access to the incremental 
portion of the FH.  There would also be a door to that portion of the new deck where 
the existing deck is now located.  If a room divider could be provided where the 
current west wall is, the new part of the FH could serve as a passageway between 
the foyer and the RE wing thus reducing interruptions when the FH is being used for 
children’s worship.  And, if the room divider was opaque, the perimeter of FH could  
be darkened for audio-visual presentations (sky light remains)  Option 1 also 
provides for moving the east wall out by 2 feet to provide two storage closets and a 
small amount of additional space. 

   
26. Altogether, option 1 would add about 180 square feet to the FH.  (Note: The current 

area of the FH is about 740 square feet).  Based on the architect’s cost estimate of 
$35,000, the incremental space would cost about $194 per square foot. 

 
27. The advantages of option 1 are that we would gain additional space at an 

intermediate cost and that it provides a corridor between the foyer and RE wing 
which could reduce interruptions and distractions during the children’s worship 
sessions.  A disadvantage is that it may not provide enough incremental space for 
the FH—i.e. the problem of small size may not be sufficiently alleviated. 

 
28. Fellowship Hall Option 2 (Figure 2).  In this option, modifications at the west wall 

would be the same as in option 1.  But, in addition, the east wall would be moved out 
about 10 feet.  As well, the west of the hallway by the washrooms would be moved 
out about 4 feet thus widening the corridor by the washrooms.  The same 
opportunity for creating a passageway between the foyer and the RE wing as 
described in option 1 exists for this option.  Note also that the extension of the east 
wall would eliminate the drive-thru lane near the main entrance. 

 
29. Another feature of option 2 as proposed by the architect is the conversion of the 

janitorial closet near the kitchen entrance to another washroom.  While a third 
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washroom would be useful, given already inadequate storage space the issue of 
replacement storage would need to be addressed as part of this option.  

 
30. Option 2 would add about 370 square feet to the FH (increase space by 50%) and a 

further 80 square feet to the hallway.  Based on the architect’s cost estimate of 
$100,000, the incremental space would cost about $220 per square foot.  This 
higher cost per square foot as compared to option 1 is presumably due primarily to 
the need to extend the roofline with the extension of the east wall. 

 
31. The main advantage of option 2 over option 1 is that it would provide the greatest 

amount of incremental space for the present FH.  The disadvantages are the high 
cost and the fact that we would lose our drive-thru near the main entrance.  The 
extension of the east wall may also compromise the garden island in the main 
parking lot. 

 
32. Fellowship Hall Option 3 (Figures 3 and 4) is based on reconfiguring space within 

our existing ‘footprint’.   We present a limited renovation as option 3A and a more 
extensive renovation as option 3B.  Either can stand alone, or option 3A can be 
considered a first phase leading eventually to option 3B. 

 
33. Option 3A (Figure 3) involves moving the south wall of the FH to line up with north 

wall of the nearest washroom.  The janitorial closet, the kitchen alcove by the 
present pass-through window and the short east-west hallway leading to the kitchen, 
totaling about 120 square feet, would be subsumed by the FH.  A new pass-through 
would be created as shown in drawing 3A, and the janitorial closet would preempt 
some space in a redesigned kitchen. 

 
34. This renovation could be accomplished for about $10,000 to $15,000.  (Note:  This 

and subsequent cost estimates are provided for planning purposes and will need to 
be validated by a professional as part of the redesign process).  The incremental 
space in the FH would be gained at a cost of say $100 per square foot.  The 
renovation should include a replacement dishwasher as part of the design 
consideration along with a rationalization of appliances the result of which should 
create ample space for the replacement janitorial closet. There may be some 
structural considerations associate with this project but these should not be onerous. 

 
35. Option 3B (Figure 4) involves removing the washrooms and janitorial closet thereby 

increasing the size of the FH by about 310 square feet (increase space by 40%).  
The resulting kitchenette would still be adequate for preparing and serving coffee 
and light refreshments.  The washrooms and janitorial closet would be relocated in 
yet to be identified space in the RE wing.  The library is one option and it in turn 
could be moved to the Fireside Room or the Board Room. 

 
36. The proposed alterations would cost between $25,000 and $50,000, including the 

costs of relocating the washrooms.  Using the higher figure, the incremental space in 



� � ��	 �
 � �� 
 � � �� � � � � �� � � � � � � � �������� � � � �

the FH would cost about $160 per square foot.  Again, having some of this work 
done by volunteer labour can reduce costs.  

 
37. Retrofitting existing space has distinct advantages from three perspectives. First it 

will be generally less costly to implement on a square foot to square foot basis. 
Second the operating and maintenance cost including heating will not increase as it 
would for an increase in building foot print. Lastly with renewed materials future 
major maintenance will be forestalled e.g. painting, floors replacement etc.  

 
38. Fellowship Hall Noise Issue.  FH options 1-3 should all help reduce the noise 

problem when the patio doors are opened, and there may be some further reduction 
owing to the larger volumes.  However, none of these options by themselves are 
likely to bring the noise down to a fully acceptable level.  We will no doubt have to 
resort to sound-absorbing panels and/or carpeting surfaces.  The back wall is 
already mostly construction of a soft absorbing material (notice board) and there is a 
tapestry on one wall and now a rainbow hanging from the ceiling.  All the foregoing 
has had little noticeable impact.  On a trial basis, we might consider purchasing a 
second-hand rug that would cover a significant portion of the middle of the space. 
Regardless, it is recommended that we re-engage with the sound professionals. 
Budget $5,000 to $10,000. 

 
39. Fellowship Hall Option 4.  A list of options for resolving FH issues would not be 

complete if it did not include that of moving the FH functions to a different part of the 
building altogether.  We have in mind developing the space under the sanctuary to 
include a gathering area, an elevator, a kitchen, washrooms and some storage 
rooms.  Such a space would also provide a far more suitable space for pre-service 
choir rehearsals than the Earth Room that is presently used.  This approach would 
allow RE to more suitably develop the present FH for children’s worship and perhaps 
other uses, and the present FH kitchen would become available for other uses, e.g. 
a youth room.  The development of option 4 in more detail is beyond the scope of 
this report.  A rough estimate of cost is between $150,000 and $200,000 (plus 
$150,000 for an elevator. This would provide us about 2,000 square feet of new 
space at a cost of about $175 per square foot a relatively high cost because of the 
need for an elevator for accessibility. 

   
40. There are numerous advantages to option 4, all of which may be outweighed by the 

single disadvantage: cost.  Option 4 would provide considerable additional space to 
meet many of our needs.  Moreover, the additional space could be configured in 
such a way as to provide rental potential.  Indeed, it might be possible to enter into 
an agreement with a long-term tenant whereby the tenant would provide 
development funds in exchange for a reduced rental fee.  (Note, however, that we 
would have to be able to use the space for our own purposes as well if this option is 
to remain a solution for our FH problem. 

 
41. RE Facilities.  Of the opportunities available several come to the forefront. One is to 

undertake a major redesign of the current space. There appears to be more than 
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enough space; it is just not configured properly nor are adequate storage 
lockers/facilities provided. This redesign is beyond our capacity and competency and 
needs the expertise and talent of a professional to assess and create a new 
configuration. The end result would see large portions of the facility reconfigured and 
in the process renew and upgrade the interior finishes. 

 
42. If the FH is moved to newly-developed space under the sanctuary (FH option 4 

above) the above redesign would expand to include this space as well.  Were this to 
happen, the current FH and adjoining kitchen could be dedicated largely to RE.  The 
other possibility is to move the library to the Boardroom and develop the space 
thereby vacated for the RE.   

 
43. Another possibility to consider, albeit one that would entail significant renovations, is 

to move the RE program to the lower floor of the farmhouse.  Currently the RE 
program has roughly 4,000 square feet of space available to it but this space is not 
well adapted to the program’s needs.  It is our perception that there are a lot of 
inefficiencies in the use of this space.  The lower floor of the farmhouse offers about 
2,600 square feet of space, an amount that seems sufficient to house an RE 
program the size of ours if the space was tailored to the needs of the program.  
Based on design scales (see Annex A) this would provide for 104 participants 
allowing 25 square feet each (Children’s Education/Daycare). We estimate very 
roughly that it would cost on the order of $100,000 to reconfigure the lower floor of 
the farmhouse to meet the needs of the RE program. 

 
44. Reciprocal to moving the RE program to the farmhouse is moving all the 

administrative functions to the main building.  The space vacated by the RE program 
could be reconfigured to provide an improved administrative area, a more suitable 
boardroom, a better office for the minister, ample storage space and an improved 
Fellowship Hall (using option 3 or some variant thereof).  We estimate, again very 
roughly, that it would cost from $100,000 to $150,000 to renovate the main building 
to accommodate these functions. The FH requirement for increased space would be 
solved as part of these renovations. Further, the second floor would likely be spare 
space suitable for fit up for a particular purpose and renting on a permanent basis. 

 
 
45. Storage Space is inadequately provided for in just about all parts of the building.  

FH options 1 and 2 would provide some additional storage space.  FH option 3 full 
implementation would necessitate the relocation of washrooms to else where in the 
building, but we would probably be able to increase the storage space available to 
us as well as part of this re-warehousing.   The relocation of the RE program 
(paragraphs 42, 43, and 44) would allow ample storage space to be developed. 

 
46. In the search for solutions to our storage space problem, our attention came to the 

small room next to the Green Room, which we perceive to be under-utilized.  We 
understand that the chaplains use this room on occasion for interviewing families 
concerned with rites of passage. In our view this occasion use by the chaplains does 
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not justify tying up a room when space is at a premium.  If this room were devoted to 
storage, this would unburden the Green Room of the stage ramps and other 
materials stored there.  The chaplains, perhaps with improved furniture, could use 
the Green Room; and it would better serve the choir and other groups that currently 
use it.   

  
47. Foyer.  Not much can be done to improve the foyer, except possibly in the context of 

developing the space under the sanctuary.  The current trail use of the RE entrance 
may resolve this issue.  If this practice is formally adopted, however, we will need to 
address a number of aesthetics problems at this entrance—both outside and inside. 

 
48. The outside would require signage and perhaps some structural changes to more 

clearly identify it as the entrance for Sunday services. 
 
49. The issue on the inside is improving the perception that attendees, and especially 

visitors, experience upon entering our church.  New carpeting, painting and 
appropriate wall decoration are obvious requirements.  In addition, the Fireside 
Room would need attention.  One possibility is to wall off the Fireside Room (full wall 
and door).  From the point of view of foyer ambience, it might be even better to 
remove the present partition and make the Fireside Room an integrated part of the 
foyer.  However, while this latter approach may best serve the overall ambience of 
the entrance, it might render the Fireside Room somewhat less useful to the RE 
program. This can be solved by the use of an accordion partition or the equivalent, 
which will satisfy both needs. 

   
50. Sanctuary.  Although a number of survey respondents had concerns about the 

sanctuary (mostly minor), no theme was consistent enough to prompt building 
renovations.   

 
51. Parking.   There is valid concern that our parking capacity is inadequate.  Overflow 

to Matterhorn Drive and sometimes to West Saanich Road is evident on certain 
occasions.  And we should realize that the advent of two Sunday services would 
exacerbate the problem rather than alleviate it due to overlap parking between the 
services. 

 
52. The most feasible and aesthetically acceptable options would be to develop parking 

along Matterhorn Drive (MD), or to construct a parking lot on our property alongside 
of MD.  The former would require placing culvert and filling the ditch on the north 
side of MD from West Saanich Road to our vehicle entrance.  Grading, fill and 
surface gravel would be required.  Perpendicular parking is envisaged.  (Slanted 
parking would create turn-around problems that might require all traffic parking on 
MD to be routed through our property). 

 
53. The other possibility is to build a long (east-west), relative narrow, parking lot on our 

property with a separate entrance and exit on MD.  (This configuration is proposed 
as one that would least diminish the view from and to our property). 



� � ��	 �
 � �� 
 � � �� � � � � �� � � � � � � � �������� � � � � �

 
54. Traffic problem concerns around our property are valid.  Most cars exiting our 

property from Matterhorn Drive face a hazardous left turn onto West Saanich Road 
due to the short sight line to the left and the confusion caused by traffic entering and 
leaving the Red Barn.  As things presently stand, we should publicize these 
concerns and strongly encourage southbound traffic to leave our property at the 
Farmhouse exit.  Appropriate signage should be considered.  However, this remedy 
will not suffice if we develop parking on or alongside Matterhorn Drive.  Consultation 
with municipal traffic authorities would seem to be in order. 

 
55. Ministerial Intern’s Office.  The assignment of rooms in the farmhouse to the music 

program, the archives and the intern should be reconsidered with a view to providing 
the intern an office more suitable to her (his) profession. 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
56. Major Renovations.  First, determine whether developing the space under the 

sanctuary (para. 39 and 40) and/or moving the RE program to the farmhouse (para. 
43 and 44) are options that should be examined further either now or in the near 
future.  (This is our first recommendation because either of these options have 
ramifications for most of the other options and recommendations that we are 
presenting here). 

 
57. If either of the major options indicated in para. 56 merit further consideration, then 

engage a professional to develop concept drawings and more refined cost estimates 
than we have been able to provide here.  Dialogue with the congregation should also 
be initiated to determine if there would be general and financial support for such 
endeavours.  If neither of these options is to receive any further consideration, then 
proceed to the following recommendations. 

 
58. Possible Water Damage.  Determine whether water has penetrated the wall cavity 

adjacent to points of attachment of the decks and repair any damage that is found 
(para. 6). 

 
59. Decks.  Replace them.  In doing so, expand the Fellowship Hall deck to extend to 

the foyer “door to nowhere” (Figure 1, 2, 3 or 4).  Engage professionals to design the 
new decks and to set the footings and posts.  Ensure that the design of the new 
decks rectifies the previous design deficiency at the deck-wall interface.  If funds 
permit, include a stairway to the ground.  Organize volunteer labour to install the 
decking. 

 
60. Provide patio door access to the expanded deck. 
 
61. Fellowship Hall.  Decide among options 1-3 for expanding the Fellowship Hall and 

proceed accordingly.  We commend option 3 (reconfiguring available space), as the 
best one provided that its impact on the rest of the RE wing is acceptable.  If this 
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option is to be pursued, then a professional should be engaged to deal with the 
structural issues and volunteer labour should be organized to do the finishing work. 
As noted above, option 3 can be implemented in two steps. Further, the same 
professional who is engaged for design of the deck can be used for this project. 

 
62. If either option 1 or 2 is implemented, consider installing an opaque room divider 

where the current west wall stands (see paragraph 25). 
 
63. In the meantime, to alleviate problems with our present Fellowship Hall, the following 

are recommended:   
a. Sell the mini-grand piano and replace it with a good keyboard or digital piano;  
b. Purchase a used rug to cover a significant portion of the FH to determine the 

extent to which this eases the noise problem;   
c. Cease the practice of bringing the library book cart into the FH during the after-

service gathering;  
d. Rearrange the necessary tables to afford better access to the bulletin board; and 
e. Re-engage with sound professionals and pursue acoustical treatments of walls. 

 
64. RE Entrance and Foyer.  If the current RE entrance is to continue as the Sunday 

service entrance, then the entrance itself and the foyer within should be upgraded to 
provide a more aesthetic experience upon entering.  Consider either incorporating 
the Fireside Room into this new foyer or wall it off as a fully separate room.  
(Perhaps the Arts and Aesthetics Committee should be involved). If option 3 is 
selected for expanding the Fellowship Hall, then the design and implementation of 
RE entrance and foyer improvements should proceed in conjunction with that 
expansion. 

 
65. Green Room and Adjacent Room.  Designate and configure the room next to the 

Green Room for storage, and upgrade the Green Room for use by the choir, 
chaplains and other groups. 

 
66. Parking and Traffic.  Take at least preliminary steps towards resolving the parking 

problem.  Another lot on our property alongside Matterhorn Drive appears to be the 
best option.  Consult with the municipality about the traffic issues at the foot of 
Matterhorn Drive. 

 
67. Ministerial Intern’s Office.  Provide one more suitable to the professional status of 

our interns. 
 
 
Building Task Force 
Bob Dobbs 
Forrest Smith 
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Annex A.  Comparison of options for reconfiguring the Fellowship Hall in terms of 

Building Code occupancy specifications.  (Shaded boxes indicate the 
numbers of persons at the specified capacity). 

 
  

 
     
*Di
nin
g 
and 

Beverage Cafeteria (more in keeping with use) 
   **Space no fixed seats (would not take into account tables) 
*** Classroom (would assume desk for each person) 

 
Notes 
 

1. Space with no fixed seats and tables uses 10.2/person, so 10 may be a good 
planning figure.  

 
2. Further it is possible to combine Options 3A into Option 1 for a gain of 120 ft2. 

Then I note Option 1 has expansion to the east to provide closet space this could 
be dropped and Option 3A added to make up the space and at less cost. 

 
3. The Janitorial closet in the reduced kitchen might better go other than where 

indicated as this is on top of the current dishwasher and for plumbing reasons it 
might better stay where it is—conceptual we should say, all subject to adjustment 
once the detailed assessment and design is underway and I note now in your 
revised text this is the implication. 

 

 Current Option 1 Option 2 Option 3A Option 3B 
Space ft2 740 920 1,110 860 1,050 
12.5 ft2 / person* 57 71 86 67 81 
  8    ft2 / person** 92 115 138 67 131 
19.9 ft2 / person*** 37 46 56 43 53 
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Annex B.  Selected Reference Material. 
 
1. BC Building Code, Occupant Load (Table 3.1.16.1) (Selected Extracts) 

Standing Space      0.4 m2 (4.3 ft2) 
Dinning Beverage &Cafeteria   1.2 m2 (12.9 ft2) 
Space no fixed seats    0.75 m2 (8 ft2) 
Offices      9.3 m2 (100 ft2) 
Public Corridors for occupancy & travel   3.70 m2 (39.8 ft2) 

 
2. BC Building Code: Water Closet Requirement  

Number      Male  Female 
1-50       1  2 
51-75       2  3 
76-100      2  4 
101-125      3  5 
126-150      3  6 

 
3. Building Handbook (Reference Text Victoria Library) 

Dance floors      7 ft2 
Dinning      12 ft2 
Gym       15 ft2 
Kindergarten      35 ft2 

 
4. British Columbia Fire Code 

Non-fixed seats     0.75 m2 (8 ft2) 
Non-fixed seats with tables    0.95 m2 (10.2 ft2 
Standing      0.40 m2 (4.3 ft2) 
Classroom      1.85 m2  (19.9 ft2) 

 
5. Type of Area Recommended Space Allocation**  

Sanctuary/Adult Education    12–15 ft2 per person  
Narthex       15–25 % of sanctuary seating 
area  
Pre-School      35 ft2 per person  
Children’s Education/Daycare    25 ft2 per person  
Multipurpose      18–25 ft2 per person  
** http://www.churchbusiness.com/articles/441guide1.html 

6. Rules of Thumb ** 
While every church is unique, a handful of factors are starting points if you are 
considering an expansion project:  
Building size. For every peak-hour attendee, allocate 50 ft2 of total building 
area.  
Space allocation. Figure 50% for education and childcare, 25% for worship, and 
the remaining 25% for administrative offices.  

� ** http://www.churchbusiness.com/articles/411feat12.html 
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Figure 1.  Sketch of Fellowship Hall Option 1. 
 

 



� � ��	 �
 � �� 
 � � �� � � � � �� � � � � � � � �������� � � � � �

Figure 2.  Sketch of Fellowship Hall Option 2. 
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Figure 3.  Sketch of Fellowship Hall Option 3A. 
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Figure 4.  Sketch of Fellowship Hall Option 3B. 
 
 

 


