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‘Best Practices’ Property Plan for GSLCC: The Next 50 Years 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

We present a “Property Plan” derived from a ‘best practices’ model proposed by a local 

building engineering firm, RDH. RDH research shows that Lower Mainland buildings last over 

100 years, going through 5 successive life stages. There are four stages in the first 50 years 

(Prenatal, Childhood, Adolescence, and Adulthood) and the last stage lasts 50+ years (Old Age). 

Routine maintenance expenditures are fairly constant throughout the building’s life. Other 

expenditures increase steadily from Childhood through Adulthood, as owners and building 

managers carry out significant renovation projects. RDH suggests that best practice is to plan a 

transition around the building’s 50th birthday, (a) to coordinate capital renewals and upgrades 

to better tailor the building to Mission, and (b) to re-set and rejuvenate the building to the 

equivalent of a Stage 2 (Childhood) before the last stage (Old Age). This ‘building’ reset limits 

major project expenditures for the remainder of the building’s life.  

Best practice also suggests that property plans and budgets should match these 50-year cycles, 

and organisations should allocate monies early to a long-range reserve fund to cover upgrades, 

renovations, and capital renewal expenses near the building’s 50th anniversary mark. RDH 

refers to this as a Preventative Replacement paradigm. The following Property Plan proposal 

contemplates GSLCC’s capital assets renewal in the context of RDH best practices, with an 

emphasis on the main GSLCC building. 

Results 

The main GSLCC and Parsonage buildings are about 58 years old. They are late bloomers, 

having gone through several projects representative of Adolescence the past 20 years (e.g., 

sanctuary, roof, kitchen, memorial shed). Few major systems (electrical, plumbing, sewer, 

roadways, floorings, etc.) have been upgraded and the capital assets are languishing into late 

adulthood for lack of commitment/funding to capital renewal. The Little House is much older 

(late old age) and has been partially upgraded. After reviewing the available evidence, we find 

that a planned ‘50-year re-set’ of GSLCC assets would require 8 significant capital renewal 

projects costing approximately $317,000. 

Mixed Replacement Property Plan: a 50-year Re-set Proposal 

Given the scope of the required re-set and given that GSLCC has not allocated capital 

expenditures monies to a long-range reserve fund, a 50-year re-set presents a significant 

financial challenge to our congregation. An alternative approach is to adopt a Mixed 

Replacement Property Plan by spreading out the capital renewal projects over a number of 

years in reverse order of ‘risk’, and to consider financing options that both generate revenue 

and reduce the number of necessary capital renewal projects.  

Financial Options for a Mixed Replacement Property Plan 

We explore 3 Mixed Replacement financial options in the context of a 50-year commitment.   
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(a) The Congregation pays for 7 capital renewal projects over a period of 7 years at an 

additional cost of $300,000, an annual commitment of about $43,000 per year; that commitment 

can be paid through fund raising and/or borrowing; 

  

(b) The Congregation liquidates assets by selling the Parsonage and creates an investment fund 

 i) to pay for 6 capital renewal projects over a period of 6 years at an additional cost of 

$246,000; and  

ii) to create an endowment fund for re-building the church 50 years down the road;  

 

(c) A combination of (a) and (b) above.  

 

Option (c), offers multiple benefits: (a) it mitigates the financial challenge of putting in place a 

Mixed Replacement Property Plan, (b) it ushers in a period of about 40+ years during which we 

expect no major project expenditures, and (c) it can generate an endowment estimated to be 

about $4.2 million to help rebuild the church for the next century.  

 

INTRODUCTION 

This document explores Property Plan scenarios based on a best practice model developed by 

local building engineering company RDH1. RDH research shows that the average life 

expectancy for Lower Mainland buildings is 100+ years. Buildings follow a life cycle of 

maintenance, updates, and renovations through 5 life stages: Prenatal (year 1), Childhood (1-16 

years), Adolescence (17-29 years), Adulthood (30-49 years), and Old age (50-100 years+). RDH 

best practice suggests that property plans and property budgets should reflect the needs and 

challenges associated with this 100-year life cycle. The purpose of this document is to apply the 

RDH best practice model to GSLCC assets to develop a Property Plan to guide our major 

property decisions at a strategic level. This model allows us to explore broad scenarios, and 

compare major interventions, projects or property upgrade options at GSLCC along with their 

financial implications.  

Note: This document assumes that the main GSLCC building2 is approximately at the mid-point 

of its life expectancy. The cost estimates presented are provisional and more detailed 

professional estimates will be obtained through due diligence according to the conditions that 

prevail at the time of a planned intervention. 

 

                                                           
1 https://www.rdh.com/long-buildings-last/ 
2 58 years old for the sanctuary, fellowship hall, kitchen, daycare area, furnaces, and basement office and 40 years old 

for the main office and Fireside room 

https://www.rdh.com/long-buildings-last/
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RDH BEST PRACTICE3 

RDH is a building science and engineering consulting firm offering services in new 

construction, existing buildings, research, and forensics. It began as a local company 20 years 

ago4 and it tracked 1,651 Lower Mainland buildings over that 20-year period. Their research 

determined that buildings age over a period of about 100 years and follow 5 life stages. 

Although these life stages are generalizations, they enable owners and managers to anticipate 

future capital renewal requirements and to make informed decisions when matching budget 

and resources to necessary maintenance, repairs and asset renewal projects5. 

 

Figure 1. RDH building life cycle. 

From Figure 1 we observe that routine maintenance expenditures are generally consistent over 

the life a building, whereas capital renewal, adaptation and upgrade expenditures vary over 

time6, increasing significantly through life stages 3 and 4. The 5 life stages are as follows: 

1. “Pre-Natal” (under 1 year). The building is in the process of being handed over from the 

developer to the first owners. The assets are new and are covered under a variety of 

warranties. Maintenance is focused on cleaning activities and periodic inspections. 

2. “Childhood” (1-16 years). The owners have assumed full responsibility for all the 

maintenance, repairs and long-range renewal planning for the building. With two years 

                                                           
3 The figures and summary text for this section are based on https://www.rdh.com/long-buildings-last/ 
4 https://www.rdh.com/  
5 http://learning.rdh.com/workbook  
6 According to RDH, requirements for effective stewardship of a facility are similar for all types of property, whether 

it is a high-rise building, low-rise building, fire station etc. https://www.rdh.com/long-buildings-last/  

https://www.rdh.com/long-buildings-last/
https://www.rdh.com/
http://learning.rdh.com/workbook
https://www.rdh.com/long-buildings-last/


GSLCC Property Plan-Fifth draft-May 18, 2018 

5 
 

of expenditure experience, the owners have established a preventive maintenance 

program and are allocating monies to a long-range reserve fund. The owners are starting 

to address some relatively small renewal projects 

3. “Adolescence” (17-29 years7). The owners may find that the maintenance budgets 

established during the 2nd life stage are no longer adequate to address the impending 

replacement of building assets that have deteriorated and reached the end of their useful 

service lives. This phase is represented by a noticeable increase in the number of capital 

renewal projects. This life stage often compels owners to seriously reconsider their 

historical budgeting practices and to make more reasonable funding allocations for asset 

renewals as the building moves through life Stage-3 and into Stage-4. 

4. Adulthood (30 to 49 years8). The largest and most expensive of all assets renewal 

projects tend to occur during the 4th life stage. At this stage, adaptations and upgrades 

can be proposed in order to improve functionality and achieve mission objectives. These 

adaptations and upgrades are contemplated in the context of the capital renewal of 

major systems such as road, sewage, electrical and plumbing systems. As a result, 

significant funds are reinvested in the building and the standard operating and 

maintenance budgets will need to be revisited. As some of the assets have been replaced 

over the preceding 30-40 years, the owner(s) and manager(s) are now operating and 

tracking a building with assets at a variety of different ages9. There is no longer a single 

baseline. 

5. Old Age (50 plus years). At this juncture, all the major assets have been through one 

renewal cycle and significant adaptations and upgrades have been carried out. 

Consequently, life Stage-5 is largely a return to the equivalent of life Stage-2, except that 

major adaptations, upgrades, and capital renewal projects are not expected. Anticipated 

replacements such as furnaces, hot water tanks, stoves, fridges, eavestroughs can be 

handled within existing budgets. The owners now embark upon the next 50 years of 

operations with an expectation of reasonable/affordable budgets. 

In summary, the key findings of RDH research are that: 

a- Buildings in the Lower Mainland last 100+ years; 

b- Routine maintenance expenditures are relatively constant; 

c- Well managed buildings must undergo significant capital renewal, renovation, and 

update expenses near their fifty-year mark; this re-sets building expenditures down to 

an affordable maintenance level for the second 50-year life cycle of the building; 

d- Budget planning should anticipate two distinctive successive 50-year periods of 

maintenance, capital renewal, update, and renovations, and  

                                                           
7 The architectural firm M. Grisafe pegs the beginning of ‘adolescence’ at 20 years for California buildings. 

https://mgrisafearchitect.com/484/commercial-architecture/how-long-commercial-building-last-long-beach/  

 
8 The architectural firm M. Grisafe also uses a 50-year cycle; https://mgrisafearchitect.com/484/commercial-

architecture/how-long-commercial-building-last-long-beach/ 
9 For example, the following components of the GSLCC are all of a different vintage: the sanctuary (1959; interior 

renovation in 2009), the Fireside Room/Office area (1978), the memorial shed (2016). 

https://mgrisafearchitect.com/484/commercial-architecture/how-long-commercial-building-last-long-beach/
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e- A long-range reserve fund should be set up to facilitate a 50-year transition that 

maximizes the future functionality, security, affordability, and durability of the building.  

THE GSLCC PROPERTY 

The GSLCC comprises two lots: (a) the Parsonage at 651 Schoolhouse Street, a fairly typical 

Coquitlam residential lot with a detached single dwelling (Lot 2, Block 3, Plan 21809, District 

Lot 364), and (b) the large lot at 655 Schoolhouse Street (Lot 1, Block 3, Plan 21809, District Lot 

364). Lot 1 comprises two buildings10 and a parking lot. The so-called ‘Little House’ is classified 

as a residential dwelling and the church main building is classified as a non-profit facility. The 

land use and zoning are classified as “special institutional” (P1). Lot 2 measures 7,960 square 

feet and Lot 1 measures 77,398 square feet. Lot 2, the Parsonage, represents about 9.3% of all 

GSLCC property assets. 

 

 

From: Current Coquitlam City Archives, April 1960 document 

 

                                                           
10 For the sake of simplicity, we are ignoring the three sheds. 
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From: Current Coquitlam City online maps App (accessed February 13, 2018) 

 

From: Preliminary Master Plan and Design Review (2009). Oberti Interiors. Vancouver. 
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RDH BEST PRACTICE AND THE GSLCC PROPERTY 

In RDH terminology, we assume that the church main building and the Parsonage are at a late 

Stage 4 (Adulthood) or early Stage 5 (old age), and the Little House at a late Stage 5. Parsonage 

and Little House data are provided in Appendix 1. The following discussion focuses on the 

main GSLCC building. 

GSLCC Main Building (Age: 40-58 years old) 

According to RDH and M. Grisafe Architects, typical capital renewal projects that occur during 

the “adulthood” life stage of a building are the following upgrades: exterior roadways and 

parking lot, interior redecorating, drainage and sewer, and electrical and plumbing systems. 

Adaptations, renovations, and special upgrades to better achieve Mission should be 

contemplated in the context of the capital assets renewal to achieve economies of scale 

whenever possible.  

 

In the case of the main GSLCC building, it appears that it has somewhat fallen behind in terms 

of capital renewal. A parking lot and sewer line upgrades are overdue, as well as electrical and 

plumbing upgrades; the resurfacing of the floor of the Fellowship Hall is overdue, having been 

proposed 9 years ago11. On the other hand, significant renovations have ben carried out 

(kitchen, sanctuary), as well as three upgrades (Metal roof in 1993, Office and Fireside Room 

area in 1978, Leslie Magnussen Memorial Shed in 2017). The GSLCC main building is therefore 

a bit of a late bloomer, having gone through several projects representative of adolescence12 

over the past 20 years, but few major system upgrades have been carried out. It seems that the 

GSLCC main building is languishing into late adulthood (Stage 4) for lack of commitment/ 

funding to renew major capital assets.  

The recent addition of a metal roof gives a better horizon to transition the facility into old age 

(Stage 5). All remains possible for extending the life of the GSLCC main building to full 

maturity (100+ years), as long as we find the resources and commitment to move the facility into 

Stage 5 relatively rapidly (i.e., in the next 5 to 10 years). This would re-set the facility to the 

equivalent of a Stage 2 (Childhood) and would put it on a much more affordable track in terms 

of major property expenses for the next 50-years. 

Let us examine maintenance and capital renewal expenditures for the GSLCC main building 

using RDH terminology. RDH expenditures fall under 3 categories. Type I expenditures are 

Ongoing Routine Maintenance that GSLCC budgets annually. Type II expenditures are 

Anticipated Replacement Maintenance such as furnaces, hot water tanks, stoves, refrigerators, 

windows, eavestroughs, etc., that GSLCC also budgets annually through its Property Fund. 

Type III expenditures are Adaptations, Upgrades and Capital Renewal Projects that GSLCC 

funds through its Project Contingency Fund and/or the Line of credit. 

                                                           
11 Preliminary Master Plan and Design Review (2009). Oberti Interiors. Vancouver.  
12 Projects that would be considered typical of an adolescent stage are the installation of a metal roof, the repainting 

of the exterior, some interior upgrades and various work on sumps. 
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MAIN BUILDING MAINTENANCE, UPGRADE AND CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 

 

RDH Type I- Ongoing Routine Maintenance Expenses (budgeted annually) 

Activity Annual Cost Cost over 50 years 

Routine Maintenance*  $8,000  $400,000 

Minor costs, appliances  $2,000  $100,000 

 TOTAL:  $500,000 

  Cost per year:  $10,000 

*Caretaker, Snow Removal, Snow removal, Tree Trimming (apportioned over 3 buildings) 

 

RDH Type II- Anticipated Replacement Maintenance Expenses (budgeted annually) 

Activity Annual Cost Cost over 50 years 

Furnace, water tank, stove, fridge $1,400  $70,000 

 TOTAL:  $70,000 

  Cost per year:  $1,400 

 

RDH Type III- Adaptations, Upgrades and Capital Renewal (Project Contingency Fund/Line of 

credit) 

Activity Annual Cost Cost over 50 years 

Sewer Line*   $35,000 

Electrical Upgrade   $25,000 

Plumbing Upgrade   $25,000 

Parking Pavement/Sidewalk   $89,000 

Fellowship Hall Floor   $16,500 

Cladding   $32,000 

 TOTAL:  $222,500 

  Cost /year (for 6 years**):  $37,083 

* The sewer line serves three buildings but is reported as a capital expenditure under the main building. 

** One project per year 

 

While the ‘Ongoing Routine Maintenance’ and the ‘Anticipated Replacement Maintenance’ 

annual expenditures are relatively small and covered in our annual operating budget, GSLCC 

has not made provision for a long-range fund to cover the ‘Adaptations, Upgrades and Capital 

Renewal’ expenditures as proposed under RDH ‘best practices’ 13. Without significant fund-

raising activities, GSLCC cannot move its main building from adulthood into old age and return 

to a more affordable Stage 2 equivalent. The capital expenditure shortcoming is $222,500, 

$317,000 when combined with the Parsonage, and the Little House.14  

 

                                                           
13 A 2017 budget surplus of approximately $8,000 has been set aside in a new Project Contingency Fund. 
14 See figures in Appendix 
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GSLCC PROPERTY PLAN SCENARIOS AT GSLCC  

RDH’s main asset replacement paradigm is called ‘Preventative Replacement15.’ It is a proactive 

approach where owners establish a long-range fund to carry out ‘Adaptations, Upgrades and 

Capital Renewals’ in Stages 3 and 4 (Adolescence and Adulthood) to rejuvenate the existing 

structures and to upgrade to the equivalent of Stage 2 (Childhood) for remaining 50 years of the 

lifespan of the building. This ‘building reset’ results in a configuration that helps a congregation 

to better achieve Mission and to benefit from reduced property expenses for the remainder of 

the building useful life.   RDH contrasts this replacement paradigm with a ‘Failure 

Replacement’ paradigm, a ‘laissez-faire’ and reactive approach where owners would pay as 

they go, fixing things whenever a system fails. Under a Failure Replacement scenario, 

‘Adaptations, Upgrades and Capital Renewals’ projects and expenses would be addressed as 

failures happen. Major system failures would likely be project-funded through the ‘Line of 

Credit’ since the funds available in the Project Contingency Fund are relatively modest. Given 

the age of the main GSLCC building, a Failure Replacement approach implies that 

‘Adaptations, Upgrades and Capital Renewals’ projects and expenses would be chronic as the 

building ages.16 The building would not re-set under a Failure Replacement scenario and would 

not transition to the equivalent of a youthful Stage 2. There would ensue an eventful and 

relatively expensive Old Age Stage 5.  

Since Adaptations, Upgrades and Capital Renewals expenditures would be incurred somewhat 

later under a Failure Replacement scenario (compared to a Preventative Replacement scenario), 

this approach appears more affordable. However, the following financial challenges should be 

factored in:   

1- Since we cannot predict when a system will fail, borrowing money through the Line of 

credit would occur relatively more often, at least for big-ticket items. 

2- Prices for goods and services since prices tend to go up over time.  

3- Electrical or plumbing failures, parking lot accidents or sewage backups can create 

collateral damages that entail additional costs (equipment damage, sewage spills, water 

spills, fire, personal injuries, etc.) 

4- Chronic challenges of system breakdown and the stress of multiple interventions and 

emergency fund raising have a greater impact on the caretaker and the Property Team.  

5- Chronic challenges of system breakdown and the stress of multiple interventions and 

emergency fund raising have a greater impact on Council, Congregants, and volunteers.  

6- When a building nears the 100-year mark, some major systems will be in a fairly new 

state and others obsolete. This complicates the task of choosing the ‘right’ time to re-

build a modern facility and is wasteful from financial and environmental perspectives.  

7- Adaptations, Upgrades and Capital Renewal would make constant demands on 

congregational financial resources for up to the end of the 100-year cycle; consequently, 

the kitty may be empty when funds are required to build a new church. 

                                                           
15 https://www.rdh.com/the-grasshoppers-lesson-on-asset-management/ 
16 Because the assets are not repositioned to a stage equivalent to a second childhood to re-boot the system for its 

second half century. 
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PROPERTY PLAN PROPOSAL FOR GSLCC 

Given that GSLCC did not previously allocate monies to a long-range reserve fund and that it 

has somewhat fallen behind in its assets renewal, a Mixed Replacement Property Plan seems 

appropriate for GSLCC. This approach mixes and matches the two paradigms discussed above, 

according to the cost and the risk factors associated with particular systems in a building17. By 

ranking systems that are high failure risk (because these systems have the greatest negative 

impact when failing) and low failure risk (because these systems have a lesser negative impact 

when failing), it should be possible to design a plan which takes in consideration the short time 

constraints and relatively limited funding capacity we are currently facing. High priority 

projects should be done early and on a fixed schedule, whereas low priority projects should be 

done later and on a more flexible schedule. Our review above identifies 6 main building 

projects, a Parsonage project, and a Little House project. We sequenced these 8 projects in three 

phases over a period of 8 years, as follows18.  

 

Table -1- Mixed Replacement Property Plan 

Year Phase Project (main building unless indicated otherwise) Cost 

2018 1* Fellowship Hall Floor --- 

2019 2a** HR-Sewer Line $35,000 

2021 2b** HR- Parking Pavement/Sidewalk $89,000 

2020 2c** HR-Plumbing and Electrical Upgrade (South West corner) $30,000 

2022 2d** HR-Electrical Upgrade (Rest of the Building) $20,000 

2023† 3a** LR-Parsonage $54,500 

2024† 3b** LR-Little House (assessment to upgrade or remove) $40,000 

2025† 3c** LR-Cladding (needs assessment required) $32,000 

  Total: $300 Ks 

* Using existing Project Contingency Funds 

** Fund raising by Stewardship Team 
† Scheduled in the year indicated, or later upon failure 

 

Phase 1 (2019): Target the Fellowship Hall Floor in the first year (first project in the table below) 

since funds to carry out this project are already in hand. This would provide more time to plan 

the second phase which entails consulting the congregation regarding a 50-year commitment, 

project scoping and planning, scheduled shut downs, and obtaining building permits.  

Phase 2: Starting in 2019, target the 4 highest-risk projects (HR) as shown in Table 1.  

                                                           
17 https://www.rdh.com/risk-management-strategies/; for examples see https://www.rdh.com/the-grasshoppers-

lesson-on-asset-management/  
18 See the Note in Appendix 3 

https://www.rdh.com/risk-management-strategies/
https://www.rdh.com/the-grasshoppers-lesson-on-asset-management/
https://www.rdh.com/the-grasshoppers-lesson-on-asset-management/
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Phase 3: Starting in 2022, or 2023, re-evaluate, adapt, and/or re-schedule 3 low-risk projects (LR; 

low risk in terms of the impact of a failure and/or in terms of their importance to the 

congregation).   

Financing options are discussed in the Addendum below. 

 

DISCUSSION ITEMS 

Cost of a 50-year re-set under a RDH best practice scenario 

We incorporated the annual cost of the 50-year reset Property Plan proposal, including tax 

($336,000) into our current 2018 budget to put it in perspective relative to human resources 

expenditures (pastor, admin assistant, communications officer, youth worker, caretaker, 

janitor), benevolence, grounds maintenance & property team costs, admin costs, other church 

teams mission, synod mission, and building operations19. Capital renewal expenditures of our 

proposal are proportionally small relative to the overall finances of the church when taken in 

the context of the overall dynamic of church finances. They represent only 2.8% of annual 

expenditures. 

 

 

 

                                                           
19 Hydro, water, gas, insurance and taxes 

2.8
4.5 5 5.8

8.6 8.7 9.5

55
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Addendum - Financial Options 

 

COSTS AND BENEFITS OF SELLING THE PARSONAGE 

Before we consider detailed financing options we must explore the costs and benefits of selling 

the parsonage from a property plan perspective.  

Benefits 

1. Elimination of major upgrades and capital expenditures for the Parsonage, over 50 years 

(estimated at $54,500); 

2. Elimination of the costs of building maintenance and anticipated maintenance expenses 

for the Parsonage, over a 50-year period (estimated at $2,700/ year; see Appendix 1); 

3. Elimination of time invested by the Caretaker for the parsonage, over a 50-year period 

(no estimate); 

4. Elimination of time invested by Council, the Property Team, and volunteers for the 

parsonage, over a 50-year period (no estimate); 

5. Elimination of the need to carry out the demolition of the Parsonage at the end of its 

useful life (estimated at $50,000 at current rates); 

6. Elimination of annual property taxes for the Parsonage, for 50 years (at current level, 

$259,259); 

 

Costs 

7. Loss of the Parsonage rental revenue at $23,400 per year for 50 years ($1,170,000 at 

current level). 

Calculating the net annual loss of Parsonage rental revenue over the next 50 years goes 

therefore as follows:  

+ Annual rental revenue ($23,400) 

- Anticipated annual capital expenditures from 1- above ($1,090) 

- Anticipated annual maintenance expenditures from 2- above ($2,700) 

- Anticipated demolition cost pro-rated annually from 5- above ($1,000) 

- Annual property taxes from 6- above ($5,185) 

= Net annual loss of Parsonage rental revenue ($13,425). 

If one takes the GST and PST in consideration, the net annual loss of Parsonage rental revenue is 

even lower, i.e., $12,228. 
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These figures can be compared to the revenue generation derived from the sale of the 

parsonage, i.e., an investment of about $1,000,00020 which represents a sum of about $3,090,000 

over 50 years at current guaranteed GIC interest rate of 2.8% (GICs are low risk guaranteed 

investments). That is an average revenue generation of $61,800 per year over the life of the 

investment, five times the value for the net revenue generation of the Parsonage rental of 

$12,228.  

 

MIXED REPLACEMENT FINANCIAL OPTIONS  

We explore 3 Mixed Replacement financial options in the context of a 50-year commitment, 

assuming that the cost of resurfacing the floor of the Fellowship Hall is already covered by the 

current Project Contingency fund in year 1.  

 

Option (a): The Congregation pays for 7 capital renewal projects over a period of 7 years 

starting in 2019, through fund raising at an annual commitment of about $43,000 per year (plus 

taxes). This Option is as shown in Table 1 above. 

 

Option (b): The Congregation liquidates assets by selling the Parsonage and creates an 

investment fund: 

i) to pay for 6 capital renewal projects over a period of 6 years21 

ii) to transfer $13,425 to church budget every year to compensate for the net loss of 

parsonage revenue and to support a balanced budget, and 

iii) to create an endowment for re-building the church building in about 50 years. 

 

Option (c): A combination of Options (a) and (b) above.  

 

OPTIONS (b) and (c)  

Calculating financial scenarios, Options (b) and (c)  

Using interest rates of 2.8% for the first five years, increasing it to 3.3% for the next five years, 

3.8% for the following five years, 4.38% for the following five years, and 4.8% for the last 30 

years, the financial scenarios for Options (b) and (c) are as follows: 

                                                           
20 Assuming we sell at or near current estimated value and after real estate, taxes and easement deductions. 
21 There is one less project after the Parsonage has been liquidated. 
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Option (b) scenario: Parsonage Investment Fund pays for 6 major annual upgrades starting in 

2019 

Year Interest 

rate 

Key intervention Investment  

Transfer to 

Project 

Investment  

Transfer to 

Budget 

Investment  

Fund 

Balance 

2018 - 1-Fellowship Hall -  $1,000,000 

2019 2.8% 2a-Sewer Line $35,000 $13,425 $978,219 

2020 2.8% 2b- Parking 

Pavement/Sidewalk $89,000 $13,425 $900,316 

2021 2.8% 2c-Plumbing and 

Electrical Upgrade 

(South West corner) $30,000 $13,425 $880,884 

2022 2.8% 2d-Electrical 

Upgrade (Rest of 

the Building) $20,000 $13,425 $871,188 

2023 2.8% 3a-Little House $40,000 $13,425 $840,661 

2024 3.3% 3b-Cladding $32,000 $13,425 $821,478 

2025 3.3%   $13,425 $834,719 

--- --- ---  $13,425 --- 

2040 4.8% ---  $13,425 $1,218,293 

--- --- ---  $13,425 --- 

2069 4.8% ---  $13,425 $3,896,440 
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Option (c) scenario: Parsonage Investment Fund pays 50% of 6 major annual upgrades starting 

in 2019; the Project Contingency Fund pays the remaining 50%. 

Year Interest 

rate 

Key intervention Fund 

Raising 

Investment 

Transfer to 

Project 

Investment 

Transfer to 

Budget 

Investment  

Fund 

Balance 

2018 - 1-Fellowship Hall -   $1,000,000 

2019 2.8% 2a-Sewer Line $17,500 $17,500 $13,425 $996,209 

2020 2.8% 2b- Parking 

Pavement/Sidewalk $44,500 $44,500 $13,425 $964,556 

2021 2.8% 2c-Plumbing and 

Electrical Upgrade 

(South West corner) $15,000 $15,000 $13,425 $962,343 

2022 2.8% 2d-Electrical 

Upgrade (Rest of 

the Building) $10,000 $10,000 $13,425 $965,207 

2023 2.8% 3a-Little House $20,000 $20,000 $13,425 $957,872 

2024 3.3% 3b-Cladding $16,000 $16,000 $13,425 $959,086 

2025 3.3%    $13,425 $976,868 

--- --- --- ---  $13,425 --- 

2040 4.30% --- ---  $13,425 $1,474,255 

--- --- --- ---  $13,425 --- 

2069 4.30% --- ---  $13,425 $4,893,341 

 

 

We conclude that an investment fund generated by the sale of the Parsonage largely 

compensates for the net loss of Parsonage rental revenue, pays for a Mixed Replacement 

Property Plan, and pays for building a new church at the end of the life span of the current 

building (in about 50 years). Should we also raise about $123,000 through the Project 

Contingency Fund to cover 50% of the capital expenditure costs for the 6 proposed projects, we 

anticipate the following benefits: (a) Mitigation of the financial challenge of putting in place a 

Preventative Replacement Property Plan, (b) Ushering a period of about 40 years during which 

we expect no major project expenditures, and (c) Generation of an additional $1 million in the 

endowment fund to help build a new church. Option (c) would provide diverse benefits to the 

congregation over 50 years and would ensure that sufficient resources are available to build a 

new church to meet God’s needs, post 2070.   
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Appendix 1 - Parsonage 

Parsonage (Age: 58 years) 

The Parsonage has the same age as the main building but its challenges are greater because it is 

covered with a torch-on roof and the building has not been as well maintained. It requires 

plumbing and electrical upgrades as well as various interior and exterior upgrades. A metal 

roof would provide a better envelope for this climate as well as better protection against falling 

tree limbs. 

PARSONAGE MAINTENANCE, UPGRADE AND CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 

RDH Type I- Ongoing Routine Maintenance Expenses (budgeted annually) 

Activity Annual Cost Cost over 50 years 

Routine Maintenance*  $1,000  $50,000 

Minor costs, appliances  $500  $25,000 

 TOTAL:  $75,000 

  Cost per year:  $1,500 

* Caretaker, Tree Trimming (some apportioned to other buildings) 

 

RDH Type II- Anticipated Replacement Maintenance Expenses (budgeted annually) 

Activity Annual Cost Cost over 50 years 

Furnaces, hot water tank, 

stove, fridge, etc. 

$1,200  $60,000 

 TOTAL:  $60,000 

  Cost per year:  $1,200 

 

RDH Type III- Adaptations, Upgrades and Capital Renewal (Project Contingency Fund/Line of 

credit) 

Activity Annual Cost Cost over 50 years 

Electrical Upgrade   $10,000 

Plumbing Upgrade   $10,000 

Metal Roof   $16,000 

Interior Upgrades   $8,000 

Cladding   $10,500 

 TOTAL:  $54,500 

 

While the ‘Routine Maintenance’ expenditures and the ‘Anticipated Replacement’ expenditures 

are relatively small and covered in the annual budget, there currently is no provision to cover 

the ‘Adaptations, Upgrades and Capital Renewal’ expenditures for this building.  
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Appendix 2 – Little House 

Little House (Age: 100+ years ???) 

The ‘Little House’ requires plumbing and electrical upgrades as well as various interior 

upgrades. The basement is also unfinished. A metal roof would provide a better envelope for 

this climate as well as better protection against falling tree limbs. However new cladding and 

new windows have recently been added. It is not desirable to upgrade the Little House 

extensively given that it has exceeded the life expectancy for a building in the Lower Mainland.  

“LITTLE HOUSE” MAINTENANCE, UPGRADE AND CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 

RDH Type I- Ongoing Routine Maintenance Expenses (budgeted annually) 

Activity Annual Cost Cost over 50 years 

Routine Maintenance*  $1,000  $50,000 

Minor costs, appliances  $500  $25,000 

 TOTAL:  $75,000 

  Cost per year:  $1,500 

* Caretaker, Tree Trimming (some apportioned to other buildings) 

 

RDH Type II- Anticipated Replacement Maintenance Expenses (budgeted annually) 

Activity Annual Cost Cost over 50 years 

Furnaces, hot water tank, 

stove, fridge, etc. 

$1,200  $60,000 

 TOTAL:  $60,000 

  Cost per year:  $1,200 

 

RDH Type III- Adaptations, Upgrades and Capital Renewal (Project Contingency Fund/Line of 

credit) 

Activity Annual Cost Cost over 50 years 

Electrical Upgrade   $10,000 

Plumbing Upgrade   $10,000 

Metal Roof   $12,000 

Interior Upgrades   $8,000 

Cladding   0 

 TOTAL:  $40,000 

 

While the ‘Ongoing Routine’ expenditures and the ‘Anticipated Replacement’ expenditures are 

relatively small and covered in the annual budget, there currently is no provision made to cover 

the ‘Adaptations, Upgrades and Capital Renewal’ expenditures for this building.  
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Appendix 3 – Note regarding cost and expenditures estimates 

 

The proposed re-set Property Plan assumes a 50-year horizon during which congregational 

membership level and financial capacity are maintained. Expenditures forecasts were therefore 

targeting ‘permanent’ capital renewal expenditures rather than temporary, stopgap or partial 

solutions. Given the total amount required however ($317,000 plus taxes), we sought affordable 

solutions. The 2009 Master Plan by Oberti Interiors recommends for example that we cover the 

Fellowship Hall with a bamboo floor, a recyclable and environmentally friendly material. This 

expensive option was ignored in the current financial context. As well, paving the parking is a 

challenging capital renewal expenditure. Some contractors proposed partial re-surfacing 

assuming a 25-year option.  At the end of the day we picked the lowest bid for a full re-

surfacing option from among two bids.  

 


