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               WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM THE FUTURE UUCP FACILITIES SURVEY  

        (5-13-18) 

• Include a basement in the replacement for the Yellow House under Alternative 3. 

• Please keep the church in the current location; I prefer Option 3.  Parking is not a critical 

enough issue to change the church location; there is plenty of parking on Sundays, and 

younger people would not mind walking a few blocks. 

• City requirements for parking with expanded capacity?  (Question: What will the city be 

requiring if NSA uses the old CJs for an expanded downtown college facility, resulting in 

the need for significant increased parking?) 

• Any short-term fix (Alt.’s 1 & 2) could end up being more costly over time. Prefer a new 

facility over the others; if there was an existing site to be used, that would be great. We 

love our beautiful sanctuary and lovely grounds, though.  I wonder, however, if the 

associated costs are too high. Could we use an existing building? The old Jack in the 

Box? It is probably too small, and I hate the location. We would be very visible, though. 

It is just so heart-wrenching no matter what.  

• Would any major financing involved result in limiting /church work/contributions in other 

areas? 

• A Friendship Hall is important.  

• Ryan Urie: I'm conflicted about my own ranking. (He changed Alt 3 to #1 and Alt 4 to #2 

on the form...)  I want more people to be able to benefit from what the church has to 

offer. But if we get so large that we become impersonal, that very benefit may be 

diminished. I think it's really time to consider a second UU church on the Palouse (the 

addition of an Alt 5 in conjunction with Alt. 3). Let's meet basic needs to hear the 

sermon, etc. But I don't want a high-tech church; technology rules our lives, and I want 

my time at church to be more simple, off than a, tactile, and down-to-earth. Making the 

decision is the hard part. Once we commit to and unify behind a compelling vision, we’ll 
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find a way to make it happen. We’re a church of doers! That being said, I'm willing to 

volunteer to help with the eventual fund raising effort.  

• Alternative 3 is that the Yellow House would be replaced with a 2-story addition to the 

existing church an addition of new building to the existing church – not, as stated on the 

survey, replacing the Yellow House with a (stand-alone) building.  

• We should do whatever enhances our accessibility and welcoming nature. Being 

accessible, physically and visually, is most important to me; visually means pleasing 

aesthetically and with enough space to let us be welcoming.  

• I like the current location of the church. Assuming that we focus on improving ADA 

access for church buildings as a start -- could not construction be planned in a 

sequential manner so that something we might not be able to afford at 1st, such as the 

Yellow House replacement, could be phased in later without expensive modifications to 

what has been? 

• My 1st choice is alternative 3, but only if changes are made that increase sanctuary 

space significantly. What a disappointment it would be the go through all this and not 

expand the sanctuary, maybe by 50%, to accommodate our growing needs. I like both 

ideas about restoring the balcony and opening up the storage closet in the northwest 

and northeast corners of the sanctuary.  

• Alternative 4. The cost would be offset somewhat by the sale of these listing property. 

(CH comment: it needs to be clear the Alt. 4 estimate already includes sale of current 

property.)  Costs of Alternatives 2- 4 for ongoing maintenance expenses could exceed 

cost of a new facility. 

• The current church has a lot of history and “heart,” and it is hard to think of relocating to 

a different space.  However, if it is impossible to achieve all of the criteria in the current 

location, then maybe it would be a good idea to relocate. 
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• I do hope we can stay in this amazing location with our gorgeous sanctuary. Being 

welcoming to those who wish to attend or join is the most important criterion; the 

promise of the church is important, but so is the ability to be as welcoming as possible. 

Ability to grow is essential, as well.  

• The safety of the building and its users is critical, but not included specifically in the 

criteria, the building plans, and financial possibilities. We need to think of plans as 

swore the entire Palouse community, including Pullman and other non-Moscow areas. 

• My 1st choice is to add a new stairwell elevator and fix ADA access, per Alternative 2; if 

we can't do Alt. 3 or 4. Replace the Yellow House, if we can get financing, but this is 

secondary to building an entirely new facility if we can get the financing. How much 

would the mortgage payments be?  

• ADA improvements vital for fire/security reasons. Adequate sanctuary space is 

important for a number of reasons including security. Church is part of the Moscow 

community and should visibly remain so.  

• Safety and ADA access, both inside and outside the Yellow House; we need a safe 

place to meet for our children. 

• Have we talked to the staff about additional office space needed? 

 

• My main concern with Option 3 (my preferred one) is that it may not adequately address 

the need for increased sanctuary space.  On many weeks, including several this last 

month, there were very few empty seats before the children left, and no pairs of empty 

seats for couples. The plans for option 3 show adding a few more seats in the present 

foyer. This would not be enough seats. We don't want to find we do extensive 

remodeling which is inadequate in 5 or 10 years.  If Option 3 is adapted, I hope we 

modify it so we can further increase the sanctuary space. Perhaps the sanctuary can be 

expanded into the new wing, or we might build a balcony over the present foyer; there 

was one when we purchased the church, but it was unsafe and had to be torn down. 

The balcony option would not expand the footprint of the church and should be 
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reasonably economical. The elevator should be expanded to reach that level. There 

may be other creative options to be explored, but ignoring this issue would be a big 

mistake in future years if we continue to grow.  

 

• My 1st choice is option 3, but only if changes are made in the plan to increase 

sanctuary space significantly. What a disappointment it would be to go through all this 

and not expand seating in the sanctuary, maybe by 50%, to accommodate our growing 

needs. I like the ideas of adding a balcony and opening up the storage closet in the 

north corners of the sanctuary. 

 

• It is important to have a liberal religious presence in the center of Moscow, accessible to 

community groups for meetings and programs. Also, the current location is walkable for 

many members and people attending other group meetings.  

 

• We can't really make a decision until we know more about the feasibility of borrowing, 

raising comet sadder of the cost the needed capital.  

 

• Criteria 8 location and 10 green technology are important; as we transition into a post-

carbon economy, physical proximity to the centers of population is a vital consideration. 

A new property at the edge of town is a solution for the past, not the future.  The energy 

cost of transportation deserves consideration, and inclusion in the cost equation. With 

that in mind, I think a 5th option deserves attention: a church plant in Pullman. It would 

reduce the energy cost of expansion while expanding the number of people who can 

witness and join what our faith can do for the world.  

 

• Place and history and ambiance and atmosphere are profoundly important and a part of 

who we are. I love the idea of building on the current Site. I hate the idea that our 

decisions should be governed by where we park our cars.  We can have green/creative 

solutions to parking; use some of the tremendous expense of a new site to buy a van for 

car-pooling.  Thanks all your hard work! 
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• We need UUA consultation about plans and financial possibilities; think of plans for the 

entire Palouse community, including Pullman and other non-Moscow areas.  

 

• B+, rather than A, (Option 3 was rated highest) is often the best choice. Be resourceful 

and creative. Money and location are the biggest biggies. Being central and near other 

icon town buildings, like 1912, I think is especially important. Also, not too much dollars 

into building and freed up instead for civic contributions and service. If we move too far 

out, I'm cut off, so I won’t support that.  There's a materials and ecological investment in 

continued building utilization -- reworking our site versus leaving it.  Keep the church; 

can lose the yellow house.  Presence: we are a physical presence; not so if we move 

out of town.  Choir on stage & building a balcony increases seating while minimizing 

increase in carbon-footprint – walk the talk!  Huge expense of Alt. 4 isn’t worth cost for 

possible growth over 20 yrs.; growth could be either 2nd church in Pullman; satellite 

there or elsewhere in town. 

 

• Pick an alternative regardless of the cost; don’t want to invest in just maintenance. 

 

• Prefer Alt. 2 (with remodeled kitchen & YH) or 4, depending on funding. 

 

• I love this church, but we can afford to leave it as it is. Membership will stagnate/decline. 

I do hope we can stay in this amazing location, with our good gorgeous sanctuary.  

 

• Unreadable phrase…the finances allow.  Go for a new facility.  

 

• While I prefer current church location and would not want to see everyone needing to 

drive to the edge of a town, I gained a greater appreciation for Alt 4 after listening to 

others at one of the open meetings. I still feel the downtown location enhances the 

influence and leadership of the church in the community. Thank you to all for who have 

studied the alternatives and providing information.  

 

• A new facility would be cold and less inviting. 
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• Expand the fellowship Hall and kitchen with an addition, which could be achieved 

without a major capital campaign that we potentially couldn't meet.  Raising more than 

$250000 is a tall order from the current congregation size, plus the need for normal 

ongoing fund raising for salaries & other operating costs. Good alternative to be 

expanded to have some added space and a new kitchen.  

 

• Parking is not that big a deal at the present location.  Alt 4 a huge financial burden, as is 

3; even $1.62 million is pretty big. I am concerned about raising the dollars & our being 

in debt for a long time.  

 

• In favor of Alternative 4: “if you build it (a larger sanctuary), they (additional members) 

will come.“  The acoustics in the existing sanctuary are still lacking.  Improve the A/V 

technology; but also think beyond today's tech so that we can accomodate future tech, 

whatever that may be.  

 

• Thank you for holding this meeting.  

 

• In favor of Alt. 4; think big!  New facility, new possibilities!  

 

• Safety measures are extremely important.  We personally wouldn't want to drive to 

Pullman, but any Moscow location with sufficient parking. It is often too hot in the 

sanctuary, so solving that would increase comfort. The outside space is really lovely - - if 

there is a move, please consider the power of restful natural areas. I do feel going green 

would set a good example for being a leader in the community for environmental 

responsibility .  

 

• There is a spiritual beauty in the old church building and its surroundings that draws us 

and supports church members and benefits the larger community by contributing to the 

character of the center of Moscow.  And I expect that our presence here is known to a 

large segment of the population because of the church’s proximity to the 1912 Center. 
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These advantages set us apart from the new sprawling churches surrounded by parking 

lots at the edges of town.   

 

• ADA access that includes parking needs to be emphasized.  

 

• Is the kitchen expansion mainly needed for community events? More RE space would 

be good, but better to continue renting at 1912 Bldg than to tear down the yellow house 

and build an addition onto our historic church building.  It's unclear to me the amount of 

further growth we need to expect, or for that matter the amount that would be desirable 

to keep that church a welcoming and comfortable place.  

 

• Alternative 3 is my 1st choice: I love the aesthetics of our current sanctuary. The location 

is ideal. It gives us visibility in their community and is ideal for many other groups that 

enjoy using the buildings. And as a green location because it is walkable for many, is 

centrally located for those who drive, and makes creative use of existing building 

resources. Option 3 solves many of the problems identified. Option 4 is my 2nd choice: 

addresses most of the building problems, but the cost is scary.  A new building would 

have advantages, but is unlikely to match the aesthetics of the current sanctuary. The 

structure could certainly include green features, but they are unlikely to offset everyone 

having to drive. The required large expanse of asphalt would solve the parking problem. 

I believe that Options 1 and 2 are unacceptable; we must somehow address serious 

problems that we have identified, & Option 2 would cost a lot of money without really 

addressing most problems.  

 

• Even though I don't want to build a new building or change the location, we should look 

into buying that land on Palouse River Drive and updating the cost involved.  

 

• The factors involved in assessing the need for additional sanctuary space (seating) are 

conflicting.  Data collected by Service Greeters & compiled by Summer indicate that 

church attendance has grown significantly; the average attendance recorded for the 

“regular church year” (non-summer services) increased from 101 attendees in Spring 
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2012 (Elizabeth’s 1st full season as minister) to 144 attendees in 2016 (an increase of 

42%). The year after (last year), that average decreased slightly in 2017 (by 2%), 

although the highest attendance (200 attendees) for a single Sunday since Joan 

Montagnes’ ministry in 2006 (also 200) was recorded that year.  (However, that year, the 

church was holding 2 services a Sunday; and several old-timers have noted the 

difficulties of that 2-service arrangement: e.g., RE, choir/music repeat, etc.).  Some 

survey respondents have noted the importance of providing space for the future growth 

(20 years out, say) and increasing the UUCP’s reach (“if you build it, they will come”); 

some are concerned that newcomers perceiving a too crowded, full/crowded sanctuary 

on Sunday morning will not stay.   

 

• On the other hand, some members do not want growth that results in too large a church 

community, & threatens the intimacy afforded to present attendees.  Some comment 

that seats are empty in upfront rows, interspersed when people don’t move to the 

center, the children leave, etc., etc. 

 

• Build for a new future 30 to 50 years ahead. Build now while financing costs are low; 

they are already going up and likely to continue to increase. A new functional and 

“green” church will attract new members. That happened in Bend Oregon, w/ more than 

doubling the congregation within a year. Doing a piecemeal amount now will tend to 

hold back future options but make them more difficult to accomplish.  

 

• Due to decrease in UUA membership, like in most churches, I am not so concerned 

about a big influx the influx of new attendees. The church in the center of Moscow has 

more visibility, is more part of the greater community, and more people will walk or drive 

to the church than if it's on the outskirts.  

 

• RE program will be the main driver for continued growth. Then the other needs will be 

evident, and the required finances will be possible, such as a congregation increase 

from the current.  

 


