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SUMMARY:

1. The purpose of the meeting was to conduct a Master Plan Evaluation Phase Parish Town Hall
meeting.  Father Kirkhoff opened the meeting with a prayer and introduced George Kempf.

2. George Kempf provided a “bridge” summary of the previous capital campaign efforts and the
determination that was made to complete a master plan for the overall campus.  George Kempf
then introduced Jim Schellinger from CSO Schenkel Shultz who has been working with the
Master Plan Steering Committee.

3. Jim Schellinger gave a brief overview of his background then reviewed the town hall meeting
coordination meeting agenda, see attached powerpoint slide presentation.

4. Members of the Master Plan Steering Committee were asked to stand and be acknowledged.  It
was noted that the Master Plan Steering Committee members will participate in today’s meeting
in order to observe and hear the general comments provided by parishioners so that they can
ultimately deliberate and put forth the appropriate master plan recommendation.

5. Representatives of the CSO Schenkel Shultz team were then introduced.

6. The purpose of a master plan was reviewed.  CSO Schenkel Shultz noted there are essentially
two reasons to coordinate a master plan.  The first reason is to provide a long term vision that
can inspire stewardship participation toward the implementation of the master plan.  The second
reason is to enable interim site and facility improvements and/or expansion projects to be
completed consistent with the long term vision.  These purposes for the master plan are outlined
on the attached powerpoint presentation.
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7. A review of the master plan process and schedule was completed.  It was noted that there are
essentially four phases to the project and that we are currently in the Evaluation phase, see
attached powerpoint presentation.

8. The master plan goals and objectives were then reviewed in their entirety.  These are once
again included on the attached powerpoint presentation.

9. A review of the existing site and building plans was then completed.  It was noted that this
information was assembled during the Identification phase of the project.

10. It was noted that the during the Identificaiton phase of the project, there were 20 to 30 focus
meetings aimed at gaining insight relative to the parish needs and wants.  In addition, previous
studies and/or town hall meeting notes were also provided to CSO Schenkel Shultz.

11. CSO Schenkel Shultz then developed a list of master plan site and building components.  These
were outlined in detailed and a handout provided to all of those present attached to their
agenda.  In addition, a programming space analysis chart was reviewed and is included in the
attached powerpoint presentation.

12. CSO Schenkel Shultz noted that five Evaluation options were assembled.  Each Evaluation
option included site and building concept designs as well as an order of magnitude cost
estimate.  It was ultimately determined that Options 1 and 5 would be presented at today’s
meeting; however, Options 2, 3 and 4 were graphically illustrated on presentation boards at the
meeting.

13. Option 1 was reviewed in its entirety, see attached powerpoint presentation.

14. Option 5 was then reviewed in its entirety, see attached powerpoint presentation.

15. A review of the small group discussion coordination was then completed.  CSO Schenkel Shultz
requested that there be two volunteers at each table.  One volunteer will serve as the captain
that will lead the discussion at each table.  The second volunteer will serve as a scrivener who
will take notes.  Ultimately, the scrivener will be asked to provide a brief summary of the
discussions at each table.

16. It was noted that there is a sign-in sheet at each table.  All present will be asked to sign-in and
provide their emails.  CSO Schenkel Shultz will then email those present to let them know when
the meeting notes and the powerpoint presentation have been posted on the website.

17. It was noted that the small group discussions will essentially focus on three topics.  Topic #1 will
be to review the master plan site and building components.  Topic #2 will include a review of the
master plan design concepts.  Topic #3 will be to review the order of magnitude costs with a
particular focus on identifying priorities.  The small group discussions then ensued.
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18. The town hall debriefing was then completed.  The scrivener from each table provided a
summary of the items discussed at the table.  A composite summary of all items noted at each
table is included herein.

A. Review Master Plan Site and Building Components:

We need demographic information regarding the future needs for our school.  Will the
school necessarily decline in size?

A Parish Life Center – we have a consensus that we need that.

Has the Rectory recently been remodeled?  If so, to sacrifice a currently well maintained
Rectory seems questionable, unless parking is a key priority.

Place nursery closers to the church itself.

Clearest need:  Remove the Shalom Center.

Parish Life Center – We want that now!  Would serve the needs of all the groups:  senior
citizens, students.

Parish Life Center – Multi-use, recreation, meeting/gathering space, cafeteria, larger
kitchen.

Look at purchase of land – west.

Both options:  Everyone likes connection between church and school, brings community
together.

Prefer Option 5:  Like adjacency of two gyms.  Like possibility of opening cafeteria and
multi-purpose.

Would like some ideas/plans showing potential phasing.

Loss of parking could be a big issue.

What will demographics be in 10 years?  Do we need to add –on?  Cycles up and down
or stable?

Should we expand?  A valid question but still need clean, inviting, warm place.

Glad we’re not affecting church – like its warmth and inviting character.

Multi-purpose room – could it have auditorium style capacity.

Current kitchen structures are substandard and need improvement.  Current kitchen
needs rehabbed as soon as possible.

Gymnasium needs site for concession – change storage room into concession/storage.
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A. Review Master Plan Site and Building Components (Continued):

New gym priority for practice time, need for standard size floor.

School plan – need for adult bathrooms – current Virtus recommendations require
separate facilities for kids/adults.

We would like to be able to offer more music/band/orchestra.

On Option 5, building goes into Rural Street – what type of permissions/permits needed
from city?

Why do we need separate adult and youth center given weekly scheduling hours –
combine into one space and make better use of current meeting rooms.

Are two foreign language rooms needed in current location? – Should one be in
elementary vs. both in middle school?

Does football field plan require moving of the Howland Ditch?

Do priests want to live on campus.

Buying property, on west side of campus for parking, etc?

Access to west side of building?

Attention to needs of aging population – dedicated senior area.

Space not to be allocated for football field.

Handicap facilities.

Need additional parking – use of football area for back parking lot.

Covered walkway avoids potential injuries.

Limited changes – equate to more affordable educational opportunities – shared spaces.

Multi-purpose – divide into two-three sections.

Question the size of adult center – size 1,500 s.f.  Could it go back into north ex. if
activities move to multi-purpose?

Parish offices – good – nursery.

Gym storage – should have access.

Clarify Kindergarten space.

Enhance school.
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A. Review Master Plan Site and Building Components (Continued):

New gym – auditorium – space

Timeline:  Demolition

Shalom can go.

Rectory can go if Father is okay with it.

Gym/multi-purpose room combo?

Use of multi-purpose room.

Change in demographics in this area.

Where are people going, if not here, to church/school?  (Who lives in this area?)

Opposition to two kitchens mostly because of having difficulty to maintain and clean our
existing kitchen.

Do we need two gyms?

More multi-function gym.

Combine science and foreign language rooms.

Need for a 3rd Kindergarten when we have two classes per grade.

Youth center combined with another room.

Maintenance is a given – not discussed.

Education – update

Size of parish in the future

Size of school – student population not expected

Change in neighborhood – other services

Adult care

Nice vs. need – second gym?

Tuition factor

Rectory – I know where you live
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A. Review Master Plan Site and Building Components (Continued):

Needs:
Multi-purpose space
Kitchen – renovation vs. new
Gym serve as multi-purpose space, migrate to a real gym.
Do we need adult and youth space?  Would timing allow it to be the same?
Gym should connect to adult and youth space.

School need:
Foreign language
Library space

Concerned about demographics in neighborhood.  Can parish support changes due to
decline in school population?

We agree to #18 except for “N”.

Too many separate spaces being used.  Need multi-use spaces.

Why do we need future Kindergarten space?

Do we have enough room for them in future years?

Administration space and second gym and parking priorities.

Multi-purpose space – we already have many spaces that work.  Do we need two multi-
purpose areas?  Some think yes, one should be separate from school.

We need a multi-purpose space, not sure of its priority (due to costs).  Do we need multi-
purpose room and second gym?

Cafeteria – use tables that fold easily and sit on side of room so can still be a multi-
purpose area without so much tear down and set up.

We need another large space that could be used for many purposes, but we’re not sure
we need all three – multi-purpose, cafeteria, gym.

Propose a new gym and use old one for practices/multi-purpose.

Adult space and teen space – like have them but can they be in the multi-purpose
space.

School “special need space” – yes, extra classrooms – yes

School admin space – yes

In 30 years, will have community need.

No on future Kindergarten.
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A. Review Master Plan Site and Building Components (Continued):

Divided on moving Rectory (good for priests to be removed from “parking lot”).

Future need for girls and boys.

Can we afford it with fewer numbers?

New gym needed for underserved demand.  What is the case for the new gym?

Cost of planning work?

Interest in creating sacred space and having access to it.

Parking priority.

More land – around church – Rural

Question about existence of school in the future.

B. Review Master Plan Concept Designs:

Attracting youth and families to our campus is a priority.

The presence of our sacred priests on our grounds is a part of making the ground holy.

Priorities:  Maintaining the vitality of our parish life.

The gym is not a priority in itself.

Priority:  The Parish Life Center:  Provide youth an attractive ample space for youth
activities, large senior activities, large group adult activities.

We agreed that to remain competitive, we need new science, language and computer
science expenditures.

Question need for adult center (option 5).

Okay with destroying Shalom – phase 1.

Can Rectory building be used for various parish activities to save money on
construction, i.e. youth and religious ed, admin. offices.

Agree about concepts for school, but missing from current plan:  Adult restroom for
school facility and off common areas – Virtus requirements.

Current kitchen.

Eliminate Rectory – consensus.
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B. Review Master Plan Concept Designs (Continued):

Most all favored razing Rectory – house off campus?

Consensus #1 or #5 = #5 (one person does not want either – as little as possible
building).

Thought if we created back parking lot, would there be a way to connect a covered walk
with that lot and the main building?

School facilities – especially wing.

Two gyms

Option 5 – one kitchen open up multi-purpose

Option 5 – Can we block off school with gym usage?

Option 1 is out = too little parking – 50 staff positions.

½ gym and multi-purpose room combo.

Second story possible?

Purchase homes west of campus.

Long walk for Kindergarten to Art.

Make Art and Music more centralized.

Wasted space in grassy area.

Future Kindergarten location – No

Music room should be closer to performing area and closer to the church/space for
instrumental instruction.

Taking Rectory off site.

Purchasing lot across the street.

Sliding wall between multi-purpose and cafeteria and cafeteria and new gym.

Nursery closer to the church (where adult center).

Privacy fence along west side.

School entryway for security reasons.
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B. Review Master Plan Concept Designs (Continued):

How much more square footage we gain with Option 1 and Option 5?

Combine science and language.

Combine youth space with another.

Second story space.

Music and art too far from primary rooms and church.

Combine gym and multi-purpose.

Access to gym without access to balance of school.

Facilities for seniors.

Educational spaces more important.

If Shalom goes, Rectory too.

Share spaces.

Parish Life Center

Attracting families with improved facilities.

Adult restrooms – Virtus

Middle school curricula critical.

Option 1:
Key factor was keeping Rectory.
Design connector
Connecting space – is it too much dead space?
Team room/restroom

Administration design – could size be reduced?  Is all this needed?

Option 5:
Building northwest corner for expansion of school.
Keep green space and classroom.

Adult and youth center connected to gym without access to the school.

Options – in annual budget for utilities

We have concerns about the number of parking spaces on both options.
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B. Review Master Plan Concept Designs (Continued):

We have no objection to tearing down Shalom or Rectory.

Priests should stay on property.

Can we build up on new and/or existing structures to help with parking and green
space?

Parking is big concern.

Can we buy property on Rural, tear down and make parking?

Very comfortable with Rectory coming down.  Would like to locate Father close by
though and make sure he has his space on campus.

One idea – new gym in Option 1.  Turn old gym into multi-purpose, add stage.

Another idea – Option 1 without Rectory.

We like school space on Option 5 so keep playground.

Develop plan to incorporate acquisition of additional land – particularly area by Rural.

Have a flexible plan to utilize additional land space.

Rectory - tear down for parking in either case.

C. Review Order of Magnitude Costs/Discuss Priorities:

Question demolition of Rectory, creating additional costs for an alternate Rectory.

Raze Shalom.

Building Parish Life Center.

Would like to see phases . . . long term Ross Hall s/b.  Is this doable?

School Priorities:
1. Restrooms for adults.
2. Kitchen rehab as soon as determined that Ross Hall will stay/go.
3. Parking
Expansion of Kindergarten – foreign language – instrumental instruction,
science/computer and physical facilities such as home football field.
Must think what will draw families in at elementary and keep them here during whole
education plan.
Why are we shrinking?  School facilities and programming are essential to bringing
families here.
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C. Review Order of Magnitude Costs/Discuss Priorities (Continued):

Priorities:

1. School facility – addition – west middle classrooms.
2. Eliminate Rectory – move outside.
3. Church facilities.
4. Parish Center

Priorities:  (rating 1-5 with 1 being least priority, 5 being highest priority)
Parish Ministries & Administration
Multi-Purpose Room – 5
Kitchen – 2
Storage – 2
Youth Center – 1
Adult Center – 4
Maintenance Center – 4
Parish Offices – 4
Parish Storage – 4
Nursery – 1
New Gym – 2.5
Team Room/Restroom – 2.5
P.E. Office – 3
Concession/Tickets – 3
Gym Storage – 2.5

Priorities:  (rating 1-5 with 1 being least priority, 5 being highest priority)
School Ministries
Administration – 3
New Science Room – 5
Foreign Language – 5
Future Kindergarten – 2.5
Small Learning – 3
Music Room – 5
Art Room – 5
Media – 5
Computer Lab – 5
Cafeteria – 3
Kitchen – 3

School Priorities:
1. Classroom renovation/resource center
2. Curriculum
3. Security

Is the cost of the offsite Rectory included in this cost?  No.

We have to think long term – parish, safety issues, environmental issues, purchase
house in neighborhood.
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C. Review Order of Magnitude Costs/Discuss Priorities (Continued):

1st phase – When Shalom is demolished, use Rectory for space during remodeling.

2nd phase – Computer and foreign language classrooms.

Grandmother giving help for tuition to SPX and willing to do so but can’t do both.

What do we need, want, availability?

Raising ½ or +/- $5,000,000 is more likely doable.

Second gym is low priority.

Kitchen area in meeting places in church should be enlarged.

Upgrade classrooms to encourage families to come to SPX.

Have facilities to encourage seniors to participate in parish activities.

Classrooms higher priority than taking down Shalom and adding gym, multi-purpose.

Adult center

Rectory down for parking

Would rather consider outreach than construction or building renovation.

19. Upon completion of the town hall debriefing, the meeting was then adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,

James A. Schellinger, AIA
Principal

/cdj


