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Executive Summary: 

The First Futures Campaign is pleased to present this document, the culmination of a 

five month planning process in which dozens of Planning Committee members engaged 

in hundreds of conversations with the members of First Reformed Church of 

Schenectady.  Working closely with interested constituent groups within the church, and 

with significant input from the ministerial staff and Property Committee, four designated 

Planning Committees identified numerous opportunities for improvement to our church 

facilities.  The overarching purpose was to gather the information necessary to 

make recommendations for a building campaign effort which will carry the church 

facilities, and by extension our congregation's mission and purpose, through the 

coming generation and beyond. 

The City of Schenectady is at an interesting crossroad.  On the near horizon is the 

arrival of a major casino development, which brings with it community developments 

which presage significant opportunities and risks for our church.  More broadly the 

future of denominational religion is entering a challenging phase, with declining church 

attendance affecting churches, especially smaller churches, dramatically.   

Our church is strong, with an endowment that generously supports our operations and a 

dedicated fund which allows us to fund mission opportunities which benefit the broader 

community.  Ours is what is referred to as a "tall steeple" church, with a long tradition, 

considerable talent and resources, dedicated and smart staff, and a deeply faithful and 

loyal congregation.   

Our opportunity is to position our "tall steeple" as a beacon of faith and 

opportunity for the members of our congregation and the broader community.  

Our facilities can be renovated to promise a unique and centralized location for faith 

development, engagement of community needs, and a renewed sense of missional 

purpose.  Our endowments allows us to take a longer view and consider God's purpose 

for us.  Our faith campus has the potential to become a center of faithful and steadfast 

purpose in the city.  The goal of the Planning Committees has been to determine what 

we have, engage the congregation in a process to consider what we might need to live 

into God's purpose for us, and to fashion these thoughts into a comprehensive set of 

options for consideration by the congregation.   

The following pages describe in detail our planning process and put forth a set of 

building alternatives with costs ranging from under $1 million to almost $4 million.  It 

identifies an Optimal Plan and explores a series of alternatives which have been 

examined in detail.  The document considers short and long term funding strategies, 
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and also proposed a plan which has the potential to address long term stewardship and 

mission development opportunities.   

A fund raising initiative is coming, but not yet.  At this time we are gathering 

feedback from those families which represent our leading annual donors and also 

from the Consistory.  Two group sessions will be held, one in August and the second 

in early September, and a number of individual conversations will be engaged.  

Ultimately the purpose is to finalize a set of recommendations for discussion with the full 

congregation in the early fall.  At that time, fund raising materials will be finalized and a 

building campaign of defined magnitude will commence. 

Thank you for your thoughtful attention to this document, and we would be grateful for 

the opportunity to understand your reaction and consider your thoughts about the 

futures for First Reformed Church of Schenectady.  
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Background:  

In October of 2014 the Consistory held a retreat at the First Reformed Church of Scotia.  

While enjoying First Scotia's assembly area the Consistory brainstormed dozens of 

opportunities and ways that First Reformed could embrace the needs of future 

generations.   

Admittedly we were struck by the open and light filled space at First Scotia, and some of 

our discussion focused on our needs for improvement to our own assembly spaces.  

But the conversation included many additional elements that the Consistory felt were 

important to a vision of our church building in the future, and you can find the full list of 

topics discussed in Appendix 2.  Additionally, you can also find the "laundry list" of items 

assembled by the Property Committee, representing those items they felt could be 

included in the building campaign or that needed the attention of the maintenance staff 

at FRC. 

Later that fall our senior minister secured the commitment of Fred Daniels to chair the 

nascent building campaign.  Fred and Bill had been conversing already for 6 months, 

with Fred feeling strongly that a vision for the campaign needed to be identified.  The 

Consistory retreat focused the dialogue, and with a clear perception from the Consistory 

that our church facilities appeared dated and were not likely to appeal to the coming 

generation.  Fred and Bill determined that the building campaign should strive to identify 

improvements to our building which would embrace the needs of the coming generation 

and maintain the traditions of the current generation.   

As such Fred felt strongly that he would need a younger co-chair, someone who was 

respected and represented the needs of the coming generation.  He approached Lisa 

Ettkin, who readily agreed to serve as a co-chair for the building campaign. 

Recognizing the diverse interests and passions of the congregation led to the naming of 

the campaign as the First Futures Campaign.  First, for obvious reasons; Futures in the 

plural, because with the many varied interests and voices in our congregation it was 

clear that multiple futures must be embraced going forward.  Whether in consideration 

of our current ministries growing, or in anticipation of new ministries not yet envisioned, 

it is clear that our large congregation will apply its talent and treasure towards 

embracing God's kingdom, and that our facilities will be one of the keys to realizing 

God's purpose for us.   
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The Planning Committees:    

Borrowing from the Consistory retreat insights, Fred and Lisa recognized that the 

building facilities served to connect the congregation to God, to each other, and to the 

community.  They also recognized that energy efficiency and other ecological 

stewardship concepts were of interest to the Consistory and the congregation.  As such 

four committees were created: Connecting with God, Connecting with Each Other, 

Connecting with Community, and Connecting with Creation.   

The co-chairs also believed that where possible the Chairs of the Committees needed 

to reflect the coming leadership in the church, but that the composition of the 

committees certainly needed to reflect both the current and future leadership.   The 

planning process was imagined as an organic process, with "bottom up" information 

coming through the committee from all constituencies within the congregation.  Four 

simple goals were defined for the Committee leadership team: 1.  That no person in the 

congregation would be able to say that they didn't know about the campaign or that they 

didn't have a chance to participate in some way; 2.  That Committees would identify and 

reach out proactively to any constituency which might have insight into the planning 

activity or have a vested interest in the outcomes; 3.  That Committee membership be 

reflective of the congregation as a whole; and, 4. That the planning approach would be 

systematic, thoughtful and comprehensive.   

The following individuals agreed to chair one of the four planning committees: Dan 

Ipsen (Connecting with God); Del Pierce (Connecting with Creation); Cindy Gallagher 

(Connecting with Community); and Nancy Davidson and Dave Hjelmar (co-chairs, 

Connecting with Each Other).  Additionally, the team believed that representation from 

the Property Committee was important to include, and Gay Doolittle agreed to serve as 

the Property Committee's representative.   

The Planning Committee Chairs recruited membership onto the their committees, and 

the full roster of committee members can be found in Appendix 3.   

The Planning Committee process:   

The four planning committees began to meet starting in early February.  Using the 

information from the Consistory retreat and from the Property Committee, they 

brainstormed about the future and how the building might be improved.  Numerous field 

trips were taken throughout the building, into some places that practically nobody ever 

goes (our physical plant has many nooks and crannies!).  Additional members were 

recruited, and each committee worked to identify the natural constituencies which could 

add information to the process. 
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At the same the time campaign co-chairs were also meeting with the committee chairs 

plus the ministerial staff (hereafter collectively referred to as the Steering Committee).  

Their purpose was two-fold: to begin to discern primary themes being discussed in 

committee; and, to identify prospective architects and engage a selection process. 

From the outset it was clear that the focus of any committee might be variously overlap 

the focus of another committee.  For instance, the Creation committee had interest in 

considering air handling in the sanctuary, while the God committee had significant 

interest in maintaining the aesthetics of the sanctuary.  Such overlap as these were 

relatively complimentary.  In other instances there was creative tension between 

committee as they did their work.  While the Each Other committee was considering 

fellowship space nearer to the sanctuary, it became likely that there might be disruption 

to meeting spaces  in the same approximate location, affecting the discussions of the 

Community committee. 

No effort was made to pick and choose one insight versus another; rather, the effort 

was significant in understanding that multiple perspectives would come from this 

planning process, and that ultimately it would be the Consistory and congregation's 

opportunity to decide the wisest approach.  At the same time, it also became frequently 

clear that there could be innovative ways in which both perspectives could be jointly 

held to the betterment of programs and the congregation.   

The architect:   

The Steering Committee identified area architects well known for their work with 

churches, in historic buildings, and historic preservation.  Numerous firms were 

identified, and two were selected to interview along with two architectural firms already 

well known to the congregation.  The four firms were asked to respond to a Request for 

Proposal (RFP), and each participated in an interview by the Steering Committee.  The 

RFP required the architect to propose a detailed architectural planning process which 

would dovetail with the ongoing internal planning process.  Architects were asked to 

define the ways they would interact with the Planning Committees and the Steering 

Committee, and to propose alternatives and estimated costs for this planning phase.  

They were also asked to identify the process they would use for the second phase, 

following fund raising, to coordinate the execution of the architectural plan and the 

proposed cost structure for the second phase. 

Using an agreed upon format each firm was ranked independently by every member of 

the Steering Committee, and two finalists were identified.  In discussion by Committee 
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the finalist unanimously selected was Mesick, Cohen, Wilson and Baker, led by principal 

Larry Wilson.  Details on the firm can be found at www.mcwb-arch.com. 

Between February and June the architect met at least two times with each Planning 

Committee and four times with the Steering Committee.  The core design principles 

identified by the planning process, together with the themes and ideas representing the 

focal issues for each of the Planning Committee, ultimately led to presentation of an 

optimized plan for consideration by the Steering Committee.  The detailed themes and 

congregational concepts identified by each of the four Planning Committees can be 

found in Appendix 4. 

The Steering Committee made various suggestions, pushed back on broad cost 

estimates, and by an iterative process the architect produced a phased plan that still 

met most of the identified concepts and principles.  Even so, the Steering Committee 

felt that additional options needed to be considered, and three alternate concepts were 

identified.  The architect agreed to work each of the alternatives into a schematic 

presentation.   

Three core design principles:   

"A cord of three strands is not easily broken", Ecclesiastes 4:12 

 

As the planning process evolved three core building principles became apparent: 

1. Our members would like our building to feel more open;  

2. Our members would like easier access to all parts of the building; 

3. Our members would like our spaces to be more functional for their 

purposes. 

Each of the Planning Committees encountered these observations, as often expressed 

in the context of limitations or concerns that members feel about the existing building.  

Many people talked about the fact that the building was hard to navigate, and that the 

assembly space was located too far from the sanctuary.  Almost all agreed that 

Assembly Hall was too small to effectively handle the current post worship assembly, 

and a number of individuals stated that they have stopped coming to Assembly Hall 

because of the jostle.  Workers in the Assembly Hall kitchen noted strongly that the 

kitchen is too small for the post worship task and overwhelmingly challenged for 

anything more complex than the standard cookies and coffee.  Members with limited 

mobility pointed out that the parking lots are quite a distance from the church, and that 
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the primary Church Street lot required the longest walk to the sanctuary for anyone who 

was uncomfortable with stairs.  This is especially troublesome for handicapped access 

or those with limited mobility, since the only ramped access to the sanctuary includes a 

very steep ramp (non-compliant to the Americans with Disabilities Act,  ADA) outside of 

Poling Chapel.   

Further, many people noted that outside groups frequently appear lost, need directions, 

and cannot easily find their way without help.  Outside groups note that their first 

exposure to the church entry often included attempting to open the three wooden doors 

of the church, before finding the primary corridor into the Walton complex.   

Many observations were made about the "cut up" nature of the corridors, as the church 

facility has been added to by various renovations over the decades.  This contributes to 

a closed in feeling, with narrow corridors, limited windows to the outdoors, and 

circuitous routes.   

Key groups within the church feel that their needs are not being met functionally with the 

current configuration.  This is also true to the Church School, located on the second 

floor of the Poling House.  The four classrooms are large, organized to each 

accommodate 10 or more students easily, and built for the post-war boom in children 

attending church school.  Today's Church School is decidedly smaller, battling against 

Sunday morning youth sports, and the 4-6 weekly children are dwarfed in the four 

classroom space.  Other functional teaching technology deficiencies make it more 

challenging to attract new prospective Church School students, resulting in  declining 

attendance and interest.   

Similarly, the Kinderwyck program, aimed at newborns and toddlers, contains 

considerable space and yet hosts 1-2 infants most Sundays.  The program is housed in 

an entirely separate building on Church Street, away from easy access by parents.  We 

learned that some parents are reluctant to leave their small children in this program 

during worship, since it is located in a completely separate building from the sanctuary. 

The Planning Committees also had considerable discussion about the music program 

being needlessly cut up and scattered about.  Rehearsals happen in places different 

from where instruments are stored, instruments are scattered variously throughout the 

building, and the music program (a cornerstone of our worship of God) feels 

fragmented.  Further, the primary rehearsal space is only accessible by stair and is cold 

and damp in the winter.   

Neither of these key programs happen at first level.  Church School happens on the 

second floor of Poling House, and the music components take place on both the second 
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floor and also the garden level (between the first floor and the Friendship Hall basement 

level).  In both cases there are only stairs leading up or down; there is no elevator 

capability in the building.  Whether for the youth we hope to attract, who see equality of 

access in all of their other institutional experiences, or for the musicians, many of whom 

are of "a certain age", the absence of an elevator is a strong negative.   

The Planning Committees also kept in mind the availability of Friendship Hall as the 

place of post-worship gathering.  In all conversations, very few people expressed a 

preference for using Friendship Hall for assembly.  A number of people expressed a 

diffident attitude towards the space, indicating "it would be fine if we had to use it" and 

"we have used it in the past".  The overwhelming majority cited a strongly negative 

attitude about "going to the basement", navigating the stairs, not being willing to use the 

stair chairs, and the lack of natural light.  The architect also studied the location of an 

elevator to the basement, noting that while an existing stairwell could be modified it 

would then be necessary to install a second elevator for access to other parts of the 

building, such as the second floor of Poling House.  The Planning Committees did not 

pursue a plan to upgrade or improve the space for assembly, noting that it remains a 

large space (2,400 sq ft) well suited for youth activities, such as indoor sports, rock 

climbing or similar endeavors.   

These key observations led the Planning Committees to the three key principles, and 

these along with the notes of the Architect from attending many Committee meetings 

and his (and his team's) own observations were funneled to the architectural firm with 

the objective of envisioning the optimal design plan.  Additionally, the architect was 

encouraged to add as little new building space to the campus as possible (because we 

already have too much space), maintain the historical integrity of key spaces, and 

improve existing mechanical and building systems whenever appropriate.   

Further, the architect was informed that the natural annual giving of the congregation 

was $400,000, and that a factor of 3 times annual giving might be a realistic fund raising 

target.  Even so, he was also asked to develop the optimal plan, even if it might take a 

phased or creative approach to raise all the funds necessary, so that the congregation 

could also have a plan into which it could grow over the coming years.  In essence, the 

Planning Committee asked for the best plan, the plan which captured all the potential of 

the building for our future envisioned use, and also asked that costs be broken out so 

that hard choices and/or phasing might be considered.  Even within the context of those 

instructions, the architect was asked to provide a "middle grade" and also a "basic" 

version of the optimal plan.  He remained of good cheer, despite our endlessly iterative 

approach and subsequent addition of two additional alternatives for exploration. 
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PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN 
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The Optimal Plan:  

The architect created a plan which the Planning Committees are pleased to endorse.  

Key elements include: 

First Floor 

 A new assembly space, referred to as Fellowship Hall for our purposes, 

immediately adjacent to the sanctuary, encompassing the first and second floors 

of the Poling House by removing the Poling Conference Room, the Library, the 

Music Room, and the second floor classrooms.  This will create a two story 

space, allowing for some architectural detail at the ceiling level.  To the north and 

west will be windows that overlook the existing gardens, and natural light will be 

plentiful.  This space will be air conditioned with a new system, allowing for an 

alternate worship space on the stickiest of days, plus a more comfortable space 

generally.  Square footage for assembly will increase from 1,500 square feet in 

the current Assembly Hall to 2,600 square feet on the first floor of this new 

space, plus another 800 square feet of assembly space in the new balcony. 

 A new handicapped parking area and access on the southeast corner or the 

church grounds, utilizing the old parsonage driveway (near the Untion Street east 

fence line).  Five handicap spaces will be available, and a naturally landscaped 

ramp will allow for ADA compliant access into the door just outside of the 

sanctuary near the music room.  This will significantly reduce the distance people 

with limited mobility must walk to access the sanctuary. There will be limited 

capability to turn around and drop off those with low mobility.   

 The new kitchen, approximately twice the size of the Assembly Hall kitchen, will 

be build into the "notch" at the southeast corner of Poling House, where there is 

currently nothing built.  The new kitchen will have direct access to the new 

Fellowship Hall.  As an alternative to be explored, the new kitchen could be 

located in the existing Music Room, which would avoid the costs of new 

construction in the "notch".   

 The Music room will remain in place for music, or it could become the new space 

for Kinderwyck, providing almost immediate access by parents to their children.   

 A portion of Assembly Hall will be reconfigured to include the adult library, taking 

advantage of the gas fireplace.  The other portion will be transformed into 

handicapped accessible bathrooms, which will bring the church into compliance 

with the ADA.   
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 The current alley entranceway will be covered over with a roof, creating a new 

entrance lobby with doors located at the sidewalk.  Rather than turning 

immediately left into the current lobby, the hallway will continue through the 

spaces now occupied by non-compliant bathrooms, and continue straight through 

the coat room.  At the end of this hallway a person can either climb a few stairs to 

enter the new Fellowship Hall, or turn right onto an ADA compliant ramp which 

runs the width of the new Fellowship Hall and terminates at the opposing 

entrance to the new Fellowship Hall, next to the entrance to the sanctuary.   

 The first floor of Kinderwyck will be reconfigured into two conference rooms, and 

this level of the building will be accessible from the newly covered alley-way.  

This space will also include a small space for coffee and informal meetings. This 

approach has the additional benefit of orienting most outside groups to use these 

spaces, "outside" of the church building proper, which has added security 

advantages and minimizes outside folks wandering through the church to find 

their way.  

 The elevator will be located at the corner of the two main straight hallways, 

approximately in the corner of Assembly Hall when accessed from the corridor by 

Poling Chapel.  This elevator will facilitate travel one level down and one level up.   
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SECOND FLOOR PLAN 
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Second Floor 

 Existing stairs to the second floor will in approximately the same location as they 

are now, and the elevator will access the second floor of Poling House by way of 

a short extension north onto the roof above Assembly Hall.  Another longer 

extension will head west across the roof to access the second floor of Walton 

House, providing elevator access (for the first time) to those areas.   

 The second floor "part" of the new Fellowship Hall includes a small balcony, 

adding another 800 square feet of assembly space, so that when the new 

Fellowship Hall is used for occasional air conditioned summer worship or larger 

format presentations (concerts, for instance) additional seating can be provided.   

 A music room will remain directly above the first floor music room.  Use TBD. 
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GARDEN LEVEL PLAN 
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Garden level (one flight down, between the first floor and 

basement) 

 Four large rooms will be reconfigured to accommodate the Church School and 

the music program.  Yet to be studied is exactly how many classroom are 

needed in the near term, and the Kinderwyck program could be relocated to this 

space, potentially into the original Poling Chapel where the adult choir practices 

today.   Further, some of this space might be used for Senior High Youth Group 

(or perhaps the Friendship Hall kitchen could be re-vamped as a lounge for 

SHYG); final allocations of space for non-church school youth needs will be 

determined. 

 New storage will be built under the new kitchen. 

 All rooms will have "upper third" windows, providing for natural light.   

 The children's library will be re-located to this area.    

 Choir rehearsals take place in this space at this time, and the installation of an 

elevator eliminate the need to use stairs. Additionally, this heating and cooling 

systems on the Garden level will be replaced, eliminating very cold winter 

rehearsals now being tolerated.   
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Program Space Disruptions: 

One of the key issues faced by the Planning Committees is to make effective plans to 

accommodate the disruption of program space currently in use.  In each case, the 

Committees feel strongly that reasonable accommodations are made, and in several 

instances the programming might well be improved.   

 The new Fellowship Hall will displace the Poling Conference Room, the 

bookstore and the library.  In the case of the Conference Room, one of the two 

new meeting spaces in Kinderwyck could meet our needs.  The disruption to the 

Library and the Bookstore are more challenging, and the Planning Committees 

studied the utilization of the Library in its current space.  Approximately 20 books 

are taken out weekly, some of them children's books, and the Committees 

considered different strategies with the recognition that collaborative work with 

the Library committee is necessary.  One fundamental approach is to consider 

dividing the collection into functional pieces.  The children's library could be re-

located to the Garden level in proximity to the children's classrooms, where 

parents will can more easily connect to the books for their children.  The adult 

collection might be relocated to the Reading Room, contained in a part of the old 

Assembly Hall.  This space could also accommodate the bookstore, and these 

two important elements of the literary life of the church would arguably have 

higher profile with more foot traffic passing by as members enter and exit the 

church.  The research collection could be relocated to a currently undesignated 

space in the facility, with the understanding that the collection would be accessed 

by people who will seek it out specifically.  Again, no decisions have been made, 

and other considerations may come into play, but the Planning Committees feel 

that these would be reasonable accommodations to address the disruption to the 

library.   

 The Church School classrooms will be relocated to the Garden Level.  The new 

classrooms would be created to meet the needs of the contemporary Church 

School, with added technology.  Further, the rooms could be configured to more 

readily allow for growth and contraction, combining age groups more 

successfully.  Between some clean out of rooms currently used for storage (lots 

of silks and file cabinets), plus the addition of a new room under the newly 

constructed kitchen adjacent to the new Fellowship Hall, it is estimated that the 

existing music program and the re-configured Church School room could well co-

exist on this level of the church.   
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 The Kinderwyck program could be relocated to the room outside of the Sanctuary 

(currently Julie's office and home to many Orff instruments), providing more 

immediate access by parents.   

As already mentioned, though, none of the concepts has been finalized, and there will 

be a process in the final design stage to make sure that disrupted program spaces are 

improved with as little compromise as possible.   

 

This  Optimal Plan is an Aspirational Plan:  The estimated cost to undertake all 

proposed improvements identified in the preceding sections is $3.89 million.  The 

Planning Committees knew it would be a number like this, but we wanted the number 

anyway.  Why?  Because we believe this plan addresses every issue identified in 

hundreds of conversations with dozens and dozens of members.  We may not be likely 

able to afford it, but that doesn't mean we shouldn't aspire to it.  There are, however, 

alternatives… 

 

First Alternative: The Very Good Plan:  A close cousin of the Optimal Plan, the new 

Fellowship Hall is created in its full first floor two story version, the improvements to the 

Garden Level are achieved so as to accommodate the disrupted Church School space, 

the elevator is installed, the handicap parking on the southeast corner is built, and the 

Adult Library/Bookshop/Reading Room and new bathrooms are achieved in the former 

Assembly Hall area.  Postponed to later is the re-purposing of Kinderwyck, the second 

floor connection to Walton House, and the roofing over the current alley entrance.  The 

estimated cost of this option is $3.0 million.
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BASIC PLAN 



 

Page 20 

 

The Basic Plan:  In this alternative the new Fellowship Space is built using the second 

and third floor of Poling House.  The first floor (Poling Conference Room and 

Library/Bookstore) is left intact, though refurbished with some reconfiguration of space.  

Assembly Hall remains as is, and the two bathrooms near the sanctuary are upgraded 

to become ADA compliant at the expense of some space in the bookstore.  The 

renovations to the Garden level would be included with the basic plan, providing space 

for the Church School and music programs (as previously described).  The new second 

floor Fellowship Space would be 2,600 square feet, includes a new adjacent kitchen, 

and would include handicap access bathrooms on the second floor.  However, all 

members would have to climb the existing stairs or take the elevator upstairs to access 

the space.  The estimated cost of this alternative is $1.65 million.   
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ASSEMBLY HALL PLAN 
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The Assembly Hall Plan:  The Planning Committees also looked at expanding the 

existing Assembly Hall, essentially by "taking" the hallway space that runs its length and 

moving that hallway into the space currently occupied by the bathrooms.  This would 

require creation of an ADA compliant ramp and re-location of the bathrooms to the 

Poling Conference Room area.  Square footage would increase by 500, from 1,500 

square feet to 2,000 square feet.  Because of major load bearing wall in Assembly Hall, 

plus the relocation of the bathrooms and numerous other building code issues that are 

triggered, the estimated cost of this alternative is $2.5 million.   
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SANCTUARY FLOOR  
ALTERNATIVE OPTION 
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The Sanctuary Plan:  The Planning Committees also explored integrating new 

assembly space into a configuration using the back of the sanctuary and the Dirck 

Romeyn Room.  While certainly provocative at first blush, it poses some interesting 

possibilities, especially in the way it might fit into a longer term "Legacy Plan" under 

consideration by the fund raising team and described next in this report.  The Planning 

Committee noted in its work that following worship about 1/3 of people head to 

Assembly Hall, about 1/3 leave immediately, and about 1/3 mingle in the sanctuary.  In 

this alternative pews are removed from the back of the church to open up fellowship 

space, as is common in most European churches and many in the US.  The side pews 

on the west side of the sanctuary, along the wall shared by the Dirck Romeyn Room 

would also be removed, and the second original door (existing in 1948) into the Romeyn 

Room would be re-opened, creating a more seamless connection between the 

sanctuary and the Dirck Romeyn Room.  Basic cookies and coffee could be launched 

from the small kitchen in the Dirck Romeyn room, with more complicated service being 

coordinated from the existing Assembly Hall kitchen.   

In studying the original plans for the church it would appear that the Romeyn room was 

always considered as a primary fellowship space at the church, though it is little used 

now.  The space opened in the sanctuary plus the Dirck Romeyn Room space would 

total 2,150 square feet.  Ground level pew seats would be reduced by 277, leaving 352 

pew seats plus the seating in the balcony.  On the highest holy days chairs would be 

added to the open space in the back of the sanctuary to accommodate the additional 

crowd.  A typical Sunday worship averages  

This is considered to be a highly flexible plan, because it would be possible to 

inexpensively replace the pews at another time when needed or when the larger 

building plan could be afforded.  Married with the new handicapped parking on the 

southeast corner, and depending on fit and finish choices, the estimated cost of this 

alternative is $840,000. 

 

Costs:  A fundamental breakout of all the cost estimates is included in Appendix 1.  

The breakout will capture the costs (using the color coding for all plans) for each of the 

three phases identified in the drawings beginning on page 10, plus the exterior work, 

new construction, and the alternative plans.  Disclaimer: these are preliminary estimates 

only, calculated generously, and largely dependent on final choices of finish goods and 

management of other variables.  Endless combinations of choices, both hard and easy, 

will affect the final cost determination.   
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The Real Issue: 

The real issue here is that our congregation has not been oriented in and trained for 

sacrificial giving to our church.  In part this is because past generous donors have left 

the church a legacy totaling $10 million, and part of it is that our wealthiest congregants 

are very active in the broader community and make regular and generous donations 

directly to other community groups.   

Another reason that sacrificial giving has not developed is that our mission focus is 

primarily outward looking.  We fund generously through M&B and also the Covenant 

Fund; we pay others to do work outside of our church building which is important.  Our 

inward looking ministries are largely for the purpose of our own self care/development: 

Kerygma, adult classes, Stephen Ministry, etc.  Recently outside groups have begun to 

use our building for their purposes, but with just a few exceptions we have not 

developed a mission(s) which reaches out to the community, requires ongoing 

commitment from our members, and is housed in our building.  Some churches 

maintain pantries, have feeding programs, or meet other community needs.  Regardless 

of the particular mission, the presence and activity of it in our building stands as a 

regular reminder of Christian commitment and can tangibly reinforce the case for 

sacrificial giving.   

Even so, we are a generous congregation, just not so generous to ourselves.  Our 

annual giving in 2014 totaled just over $400,000.  Two-thirds of that total was given by 

just 38 pledging families.  Almost 53% of our pledging families give nothing to the 

church or only give unidentified cash to the collection plate, and the collection plate total 

came to $24,000 in 2014 (an average of $1.98/week per family in this category).  A 

more complete analysis can be found in Appendix 5. 

Conventional fund raising wisdom suggests that a church might expect to raise 3 times 

its annual giving in a building campaign such as this.  That would amount to $1.2 million 

dollars raised at FRC, perhaps more if major donors get excited about the plans.  Even 

so, this likely leaves a significant gap between funds raised/committed and most of the 

options presented.  How should we address this shortfall? 

Funding Choices:  There are three fundamental choices which might be considered 

separately or in combination to close the funding gap. 

1. Borrowing:  FRC carries no debt and it is likely that it would be perceived as a 

strong candidate to assume some debt for a major renovation  At a 5% interest 

rate, a 30 year mortgage for $1 million would require payments totaling $65,000 

annually.  This could be covered by special fund raising appeal to major donors, 
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shifts in the operating budget, an added allocation from the endowment, or a 

combination of the three; 

2. Use Endowment Funds:  The Endowment Fund currently stands at $4.2 million 

and provides a 5% draw to offset operating costs.  Each additional percentage 

point added to the draw would provide $42,000 annually.  The Covenant Fund is 

restricted by the Consistory for the purpose of mission.  It currently has a balance 

of approximately $5 million and provides a 5% draw for mission in addition to the 

Mission and Benevolence giving provided through the operating budget.  Each 

percentage point added to the draw would provide $50,000 annually.  Further, it 

could be argued the improved building facilities married to a robust mission 

opportunity to be developed within the church facility would be justification for 

using some of the principal of the Covenant Fund.   

3. Choose a smaller plan:  While financially conservative this option does little to 

satisfy the aspirational nature of the plans developed in conversation with the 

congregation.  The Sanctuary Plan is the least expensive, but does not address 

any of the issues discussed with the congregation regarding improved 

functionality, the need for handicapped and low mobility access within the 

facilities, and elevator access between the Garden Level and the 2nd Floor.  The 

Basic Plan would have the congregation assembling on the 2nd Floor, which (like 

Friendship Hall) does not meet the most ardently felt need of all - assembly 

space of a decent size in proximity to the sanctuary. 

There is a fourth alternative, though, which is aspirational both for the building facilities 

and the long term sustainability of the congregation.   
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The Legacy Plan: 

The Strategic and Long Term Solution to the Building and Giving Challenge: 

The current pattern of generational giving has real ramifications for the long term health 

of First Schenectady.  As the current oldest and (generally speaking) "best giving"  

members pass away, the remaining and new congregants come into the church with 

fewer personal assets and greater financial pressure than ever before.  This is a well 

documented problem facing almost all institutions.  FRC currently offers no formal 

planned giving program, and this would be instituted in the context of the building 

campaign.  More than ever, our church needs to orient our members, and especially 

those who can give the most, towards sacrificial giving and the estate planning benefits 

of planned giving.   

The Legacy Plan is a long term program to change the culture of giving at FRC.  Over 

ten years the objective would be to raise $10 million through a combination of annual 

giving, capital giving and planned giving.  The previously referenced Optimal Plan could 

provide the tangible and aspirational vision to move towards.  Planned Giving is a slow 

but steady process, and would take into account the gifts made to the church in support 

of the building vision (the Optimal Plan).  Strong emphasis would be placed on the 

annual stewardship messages, with the goal of significantly reducing the number of non 

pledging members and simultaneously developing the next generation of giving 

leadership.  Program initiatives would be undertaken to develop mission initiatives to 

take place in the renovated church buildings, to provide a greater sense of the 

relationship between the treasure donated to the church and the missional purpose of 

our communal faith development.  In fact, the church building could become a Mission 

itself, to support the members and the community in dozens of ways.  

Elements of the Optimal Plan could be executed in approximate reverse order.  With a 

longer time horizon, the normal approach to finalizing and building the most critical 

elements (the new Fellowship Hall) could be moved further down the timeline in 

anticipation of harvested planned gifts, grants, improved annual giving or outright capital 

gifts as they come in.  Aspects of the Sanctuary Plan could provide transitional 

assembly space, and pews could be reinstalled at a later date.  Other smaller but very 

meaningful components of the overall plan could be built first, such as the handicapped 

parking, creation of community meeting space in Kinderwyck, or improvements to the 

Garden Level rooms with smart classroom technology.  The congregation would see 

meaningful and important progress towards realizing the Optimal Plan, which would 

encourage consideration of increased giving and a sense of shared aspirational 

purpose.   
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Completion over time of the Legacy Plan would contemporize the church buildings, 

create a stronger giving base within the congregation, comprehensively implement a 

Planned Giving program, and create a sense of missional purpose within our 

congregational  community. 

Luke 12:34: "For where your treasure is, there will your heart be also." 

 

 

Appendix 1 

Summary Cost Projections 

Phase 1 $2,820,000.00 

Phase 2 300,000.00   

Phase 3 340,000.00 

Exterior Work 430,000.00 

 Subtotal optimal plan$3,890,000.00 

  

Basic Plan $1,650,000.00 

 

Assembly Hall Plan $2,500,000.00 

 

Sanctuary Plan $840,000.00 

 

Cost include 15% Contingency and 12% Architectural and Engineering Fees  

Costs are based on schematic level development and on 2015 construction costs.  Final cost may vary 

depending on development of details, selection of materials & equipment, unforeseen building conditions, 

inflation, and bidding climate at time of bid. 
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Appendix 2 

Building Fund Visioning - from the Consistory Retreat  

at First Reformed Church of Scotia in October, 2014 

 

 

Accessibility 

 Elevator to Fellowship Room 

 Ramp and Entrance to Sanctuary 

 Portal to Poling and Assembly Hall 

 Low Mobility Parking - Drop Off 

 Signage Inside and Out 

 

Outreach 

 Sanctuary Video 

 Bus 

 Solar Energy Generation 

 Big, Informal, Comfortable Outreach, Worship, and Fellowship Space 

 

 

Community Development 

 Coffee House and Library 

 Attractive Fellowship Room -  Flooring, Lighting, Attractive Access 

Kitchen Improvements 

Enlarged Walton Mezzanine Area   

Workout Room in Mission Dorm 

Native Habitat Landscaping 

 

Worship Enhancement 

 Sanctuary Video 

 Sanctuary Audio  

 Fellowship Room Worship Audio and Video 

 Air Conditioning via Geothermal 

 Organ Action Restored 

Enlarged Music Area for Orff and Bells  

 

Mission and Witness 

 Mission Storage 

 Solar Energy Generation  

Insulate Stained Glass Windows 

Insulation Throughout Facility 
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Appendix 2, continued…. 

 

Energy Efficient Lighting 

Recycling Throughout Facility 

Bike Rack 

Better Entrance to Poling and Assembly Hall 

 Bus 

 

 

Non Building Related Visioning 

 

Christian Education for the Next Generation 

Developer for Smart Phones 

Networking Assistance for Young Adults, Single Moms, Young Families 

Fix Your Fort Mission Group  

Singles Fellowship Group 

 

Basic Infrastructure 

 

Roof, Pointing, Lighting Upgrades, . . .  

 

Concepts for discussion on Tuesday 11/11 at 8am at Scotia Diner: 

● Review of second hour yesterday 

● “People don’t buy what you do, they buy why you do it.”  Simon Sinek: 

http://www.ted.com/talks/simon_sinek_how_great_leaders_inspire_action 

● Update conversation with Brad - how to avoid divide and conquer 

● Review of the directory for prospective “committee chairs” - Define the exact 

committees (around the filters? Around the categories above?   How to adapt the 

filter concept to avoid death by a thousand nitpicks?) 

● Thoughts about involving the Endowment and property committee for the nuts 

and bolts stuff 

● Use of CRTC Congregational Resourcing 

● Linda A. Mercadante: “Beliefs Without Borders: Inside the Minds of the Spiritual 

but Not Religious” www.nytimes.com/2014/07/19/us/examining-the-growth-of-

the-spiritual-but-not-religious.html?mwrsm=Email 

● Ways to encourage larger gifts 

● Other? 

 

 

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/07/19/us/examining-the-growth-of-the-spiritual-but-not-religious.html?mwrsm=Email
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/07/19/us/examining-the-growth-of-the-spiritual-but-not-religious.html?mwrsm=Email
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Appendix 3 
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Appendix 3, continued… 
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Appendix 4 

 

 



 

Page 34 

 

Appendix 4, continued… 
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Appendix 4, continued… 
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Appendix 4, continued… 
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Appendix 4, continued… 
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Appendix 5 

Summary data 2014 Gifts to Annual Fund 
  

     
%% %% 

 

   
$$$ ### $$$ ### 

 Active + Adherent + Staff 
 

467 
   

        2014 pledge 
 

$382,545 182 
   2014 pledge 

fulfilled 
 

$387,221 167 101.2% 91.8% 
 

        Non-pledge contributions $14,275 54 
   

        Total contributions 
 

$401,496 221 
   

        

        

        Members giving by pledge or non-pledge gift 
 

221 47.3% 
 Members giving nothing or cash only offering 

 
246 52.7% 

 

        

        

   
## $$ 

% of  
## % of  $$ 

 Members $5,000 and up 13 $188,525  5.9% 47.0% 
 Members $2,500 - $4,999 25 $78,975  11.3% 19.7% 
 Members $1,000 - $2,499 58 $93,537  26.2% 23.3% 
 Members $500 - $999 41 $26,667  18.6% 6.6% 
 Members $100 - $499 49 $12,313  22.2% 3.1% 
 Members less that $100 35 $1,479  15.8% 0.4% 
 

        

        The top 38 members give 66.7% of annual funding 
  

        The bottom 125 members give 10.1% 
    

        52.7% of members (246) give nothing or only cash in the plate 
 $$$$ total plate collection 

2014  $  24,147.00  
    Average cash contribution to plate  $   98.15  

 
$1.89/wk 

  


