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Executive summary

Issue:  Although there are no external or internal factors which require that WPBC use the currently under-used land resources it has, congregational growth (currently 1 per month as measured by Sunday worship attendance) suggest that expansion of the current facility will be necessary within the decade and thus a decision on property use need s to be made within the next five years.

Findings:

1. Our property is a valuable but underused resource

2. There are no legal barriers to use of the property as we desire 

3. The congregation desires to remain at Washington Plaza/Lake Anne

4. The congregation desires the capability to worship as a whole weekly

5. The congregation is fully committed to corporate worship and fellowship but ambivalent about the balance of these with external ministries

6. The congregation is ambivalent about partnering and profit motives for development

7. The congregation desires a more accessible and flexible facility

8. We a dominantly a congregation of commuters

Caveat:  Most of the findings are derived from a congregational survey which, while statistically adequate to make the above statements, could be easily invalidated within five year by congregational growth 

Recommendations:

1. The congregation should immediately devote itself to developing a coherent vision, especially with respect to the desired congregation size and role of partnering in physical development. 

2. The congregation should develop a systematic long-term program of giving for development of the property and building.

3. The congregation should be surveyed at least biannually to track attitudes to growth, partnering, and program balance.

4. A plan of property use which is neutral toward eventual end use of the property should be implemented; specifically, the land should be cleared sufficiently to permit direct access to North Shore Drive and parking. 

Committee Report
A Theological Introduction: What is the church?  One of the most respected theologians of the 20th century, Karl Barth, focusing on the nature of the Trinity, opined that the church was the earthly vehicle through which two defining attributes of the Godhead were displayed:  communion among its members and mission toward God’s creation.  The word, “church”, derives from the Greek term for “house (or possibly better household) of the Lord.” It conveys the idea of the intimate, loving association and exchange among its members.  When we gather in worship, enjoy a fellowship meal, participate in a study or other groups, it is to model the loving fellowship and communication that is the Divine.  Paul describes the church as the “body of Christ”—that is, a physical assemblage which engages in activities displaying the loving care of God for creation.  When we give of our time and resources, open our space to the stranger and the helpless, or provide food and shelter to the other; we model the Divine’s care for creation.  
It is within this framework that WPBC needs to answer the question: What is the best use our real property?  This report presents the facts, constrains, and implications associated with possible decisions on the use of its land and recommend a process by which WPBC can discern the will of God in this matter.  The most important question that the church must ask itself concerning the use of its property or development of the property in partnership with others is:  Are we doing this because it is what a church does? 
INTRODUCTION—The Land Use Committee (LUC) was formed in response to our earlier community needs assessment.  Its purpose (see charter in A1) was to examine the consequences of possible uses of church real property over the next 10 years.  This assessment is necessitated by several factors:

1. The church has begun to grow; average Sunday worship attendance is ~65 and has been increasing at an average rate of 1 per month.  A peak attendance of 120 was reached this past Easter.  If God permits this to continue, the attendance will outgrow the capacity of our current worship space and current single service format in about 5 years.  If growth continues for 10 years, our worship space—even using dual services—would only marginally accommodate projected attendance. 
2. The church owns an undeveloped 1-acre lot adjacent to the rear of the current facility.  Approximately one quarter of the land is rented to Laurel Learning Center for a playground.  That there might be better and more productive uses for the property is an additional motivation for this study. (See Matthew 25:24ff.)
3. In addition to its size, our current facility has other difficult-to-correct limitations—limited flexible space and meeting rooms and general non-ADA compliance which limits access by challenged persons.  All things being equal, a new or significantly up-graded facility would be needed overcome these limitations.  However, Scripture cautions us to carefully count the costs (see Luke 14:30) so that we may complete that which was begun.
4. Previous activities have proposed used for the property in conjunction with others, most notably as affordable housing in association with governmental and property development partners.  The need for and acceptableness of such approaches requires carefully examination in terms of our identity as a church (2 Corinthians 6:14).  

APPROACH—First, the committee cataloged the value of Washington Plaza Baptist Church’s property and associated legal and contractual constrains on possible use (the data scanned from various legal documents are contained in computer files in the church office).  Next, a broad range of possible generic uses of the property (that is, uses that did not invoke a particular solution like building a new church of a certain design or partnering with some particular organization to build a housing project) were developed. The committee then developed pro’s and con’s associated with each option (options and associated pro’s and con’s are presented in Table I). We also developed a set of possible church-focused evaluation criteria (appendix A2) as a guide to our deliberations.  A survey of the congregation was conducted to obtain the congregation’s feelings on key issues affecting the use of property. See Table II for the survey and results (the raw data are in a file in the church office).  Finally, the results and preliminary conclusions were present to the congregation for validation before finalizing the committee’s report.

In addition, the committee reviewed the October 26, 2008 report the Needs Assessment Team (See Appendix A4 for the key information from that study.) and met with the following:

1. Dr. Alan Stanford, pastor at Leesburg Community church and chairman of the 

North Star Foundation, who has had broad experience with church land use and building projects in the Northern Virginia area; 

2. Anne Strange, who has followed Lake Anne Development actives and affordable housing activities;  

3. Patrick Kane, a recognized city planner and long-time resident of Reston, who has suggested several innovative plans for the Lake Anne area; and 

4. Richard Kennedy, member of Fairfax County Planning Commission, who accompanied Mr. Kane. 
FINDINGS—The key finding of our study are discussed under two headings:  The facts, and the viable options. 
The facts (note a detailed report was given to the congregation previously; it is reproduced as A3 of this report):  
1. The church’s real property is the current building, the land upon which it sits, and the nearly 1-acre of undeveloped land extending from the rear of the present building to North Shore Drive (plats are available as computer files in the church office).

2. The value of the church’s real property is currently assessed by Fairfax County at $1.44 million with about $220K of that in land value.  Market forces influence the true market value of the property (the only real answer is what will someone pay); but even with the most optimistic assumptions, including the maximum credit for air rights, the value of our assets is no more than $2.5M.

3. The church itself lies with the Lake Anne Historic District, and any external changes to the structure require approval by the Fairfax County Architectural Review Board, whose basic motivation is the “preservation of the design and architectural integrity of the property.”  
4. The undeveloped land lies outside the historic district and is zoned for mixed use.  As long as structures are eight-stories or less, there are no substantial use constraints other than building codes and the opinion of our neighbors. Of course, any use will have to be coordinated with and agreed to by the various Reston and Fairfax County review boards.
5. Our deed of property contains a clause which requires that the church remain in fellowship with the North Star Association to retain use of the land and property.  This arises from some unpaid debt.  This is a legal matter which may or may not be binding.  It is only important if we were to sell the property or go out of fellowship. It does, however, suggest that consultation with North Star on proposed uses for the property is prudent.
6. Lake Anne Redevelopment is part of the county plan and is currently scheduled to begin in within 5 years.  It will proceed or not without us.  While what we do with our property is not tied to the county’s plan, it is prudent to stay apprised of the decisions and progress of the village restoration.
7. 70% of the current congregation resides outside the Washington Plaza area (Zip code 20190) and 60% outside Reston.
Summary:  Washington Plaza Baptist Church is neither wildly rich nor desperately poor. The land and building are significant assets.  There are no substantial barriers to the use and development of those assets. However, this is not to say that there are no difficulties, some of which would require considerable specialized skills and effort to overcome.  Some of the required skills would have to come from outside the congregation.  

The viable options:

The survey results and congregational discussions were critical factors in developing our report; they are also the largest source of uncertainty.  This stems from the current size of the congregation and its possible growth.  Any result could become a minority position within 5 or 6 years.  With this reality, it is important that the church survey its attendees regularly (at least every 2 years).  This factor—the absolute need to repeatedly go back to the beginning and make sure that the basics have not changed—was emphasized by Mr. Kane as his one piece of advise to us.

The committee initially developed two broad classes (see Table I for options with associated pro’s and con’s) of possible uses for the church’s property.  Set I calls for keeping the existing building and implementing various building options; Set II sells the current building. 

The congregational survey (see Table II) indicates that our congregation strongly supports the following general conclusions:

1. Our church must be at Washington Plaza and be physically capable of accommodating the whole congregation in worship. 

2. The church is firstly for our congregational use; but the facilities must be shared with partners in ministry and community service.

3. We want a modern, accessible facility with space for a variety of fellowship, study, and service activities.

These results combined with reasonable estimates of the cash value of our current properties indicated that none of the Set II option is viable (all involve sale of the current building, moving the church and thus interruption of worship during new construction, here or elsewhere).  Thus, the committee focused only on the set I options.  

In brief form these are:
Keep the present building and 
1. Use the land as currently used. 

2. Fully use the land to benefit Lake Anne/Reston community without concern for generating income (that is, take a gift from God and give it to the community as a playground or community garden). 
3. Fully lease the land. 

4. Sell the land. 

A. Take the money and invest in current operation—i.e., put into reserves

B. Use the money to fully renovate the current building

C. Use the money to expand the existing building (probably to the rear)

5. Keep the land and build for ourselves
A. Use all the space for WPBC programs

B. Include planned rental space within structure

6.  Keep the land and construct a new building with a partner.  (For example, the church occupies space in an affordable housing high rise or within a social services building, or with a day care center)

The committee analyzed and debated the six viable options and decided that option 1—“Use the land as currently used”—was unhealthy over the long term: Its only virtue is that nothing happens, so nothing changes and no cost or effort is required. It would simply continue to waste an asset given to us by God. 

While considering the remaining options, the committee came to the conclusion that how we develop the land (i.e., what option we choose) will depend on the questions:  To what size do we want to grow?  Or alternatively, is it more important to us to maintain approximately our current size and intimate fellowship community across the whole community, or to increase the size and ministries of the community and potentially diminish the intimate fellowship?  Do we passively accept the people who God brings to us, or do we align our action in a way which embraces growth? These are questions which require deep discernment to answer properly.  The committee was not equipped or chartered to answer these questions; but the implications for land use are embodied in the following discussion.  
There is a strong element of fellowship in our congregation.  Most people found us and stay because of the fellowship and our principles—Christ-centered inclusive fellowship one with another and helping ministries. If we grow a lot, we may lose some of that intimate fellowship.  Also, to grow we will need to build a core of young couples with children in the congregation. This would change the dynamics of fellowship.  The committee believes that if we decide to place intimate fellowship as our organizing goal, we can grow somewhat but will limit growth probably to less than 200.  At that level, congregation’s need could be met in the current physical structure with moderate, but not inexpensive, expansion and modernization. If this be so, then our future land development efforts should focus on options 2, 3, and 4 of set I.

Conversely, in the congregational survey, some members strongly espoused growth with comments like “anything that brings members into the church.” If high value is placed on larger size, it implies that the church’s internal ministries will shift toward multiple independent programs and activities.  We will need major increases in different kinds of space.  To achieve this end, we need to focus on options 5 and 6 of Set I. Both of these options require considerable resources to accomplish, resources which may be beyond the capability of the congregation by itself to generate.  
If the congregation cannot raise the resources to construct its own building but desires to expand, it will have to partner with other organization. The question then will be: With what type of organization are we willing to partner? Perhaps we will find another faith organization that wishes to partner in adding space to the existing building or constructing a new building.  If not, then the congregation will be faced with deciding whether we are will to partner with a corporate or governmental enterprise.  Again careful discernment will be required in making such decisions.
In conclusion, it important to stress that these questions do not need to be addressed immediately.  We have several years during which the congregation can grow, fellowship, and minister much as it now does.  However, that is not to say that no action should be taken.  The balance of this report is concerned with the steps and activities which the church should begin now if it is to grow as God provides opportunity and not place impediments to any path it chooses.  
SUMMARY FINDINGS—

1. The church is not ready nor is it driven by external or internal factors to make a final decision on land use options in the immediate future. If growth continues, it will have to make decisions within the next 5 years in order to meet building schedules required in the 10 year horizon.  Thus it should begin some critical developmental activities immediately. (See below for specific time-phase recommendations)
2. The development of a coherent vision is a critical element in any decision; the congregation and its leadership need to become involved in a discernment process to find its vision, especially with respect to congregational size.
3. Under any scenario, the church will need significant financial resources. It needs a systematic, multi-year program to fund a building program.
4. The most serious limitation of this study results from the current size of the congregation in light of a growing congregation.  Any result derived from the survey could become a minority position within 5 or 6 years.  With this reality, it is important that the church survey its attendees regularly (at least every 2 years).  It is essential to repeatedly go back to the beginning and make sure that the basic environmental and psychological factors have not changed for success on any path of development. 
Summery Recommendations:

1. Neither external nor internal forces exist than impel the church to make an immediate decision on land use.

2. Depending upon the growth rate, a decision should be made in about 3-4 years; but only after a clear self-vision has been developed.

3. The best interim use of the land would be to clear it and use the land to improve access to the church. 

Time phased specific recommendations:
1. The church should initiate a 2-year program of discerning its self-vision and commitment.  (If the vision is compellingly God-given, it will energize us in participation and pocket book.)

2. A building and redevelopment fund should be established.  (For example, if over the period of 10 years from initial preparation to finalization of construction, the average giving population was 100, each giving a $1,000 per year, well over $1,000,000 would be raised.)

3. The church should establish and maintain the following statistics as rolling averages:

            1.  Sunday worship attendance with yearly maximum and 
            2.  the number of small group classes/fellowship meetings per week for
                 the church and for others we rent/share with us. 

       (These are the most useful statistics for assessing church utilization and 
         consequent need for expansion.) 

4. The opinions of the congregation on worship and church utilization should be reassessed in early 2013 using an instrument like the one used in this study. Such a survey should be repeated just before the initiation of any specific build/remodel active (If physical or spiritual growth or attitude has changed, it is essential to understand these before the implementation of any plan.).

5. By the end of 2013, the church should discern the path and begin the implementation of appropriate plan. (This is the time at which a discernment process focused on the facility needs, partnering, etc. needs to undertaken.)
6. A preliminary program of utilization of the land should be undertaken.  A program which would be a productively at relatively low costs and would not be a waste in any of the possible development options would be to develop the land so that unencumbered access to North Shore Drive and dedicated parking is provided for the church within the next five years. 

FIRST AND FINAL WORD—It is not what we want to do but what God wants us to do that is important.  We are His witness in the area; this is our purpose.  As much as we like our fellowship meals, community service projects, AA groups, ESL and OLLIE classes, being the cathedral on the palazzo—they are not the basis for our existence or any building we might undertake.  In any development activity, we should rest on the foundation of Christ (see Matthew 7:26ff) and be a pre-view of God’s kingdom of inclusive love and radical justice in this world.
Table I.  Land Use Options with associated pro’s and con’s
(Note: the pro’s and con’s are intended to be illustrative not exhaustive.)
Set I.   KEEP THE EXISTING BUILDING AND:

 

1. Use the land as currently used. Continue maintenance and up grades as required.

Pro—requires no money; allows time for study; allows time for growth of the congregation and building a financial base.

Con—the current facility, even after renovation, would lack capabilities (elevator, ADA and safety compliant facilities) needed by some congregants; does not provide an energizing vision or goal to encourage the congregation to grow and reach out. 

2. Fully use the land to benefit Lake Anne/Reston community without concern for generating income (that is, take a gift from God and give it to the community as a playground or community garden). 
Pro—it would generate goodwill and attention

Con—precludes the construction of a new building; might not be viewed as the most productive use of the land by the community.

3. Fully lease the land. 

Pro—generates up to ~$40,000 per annum with little effort or outlay.

Con—Delays or precludes (depending upon lease structure) the construction of a new faculty; WPBC becomes more business oriented; WPBC would not be using the resource directly for God’s purpose.

4. Sell the land. 

A. Take the money and invest in current operations—i.e., put into reserves

Pro—might have up to $500,000 which could generate a consistent $15,000 income without risk.

Con—aborts a vision of spiritual and physical growth and of helping each other and the community; negates God’s gift to WPBC; present building could become entombed  behind a large structure and/or isolated from North Shoe Drive; North Star would probably object (remember the “reverter clause”).

B. use the money to fully renovate the current building

Pro—upgrades needed to improve internal and external accessibility, space use, etc. could be made

Con—$500,000 would be adequate, but we still have the same basic building

C. Use the money to expand the existing building (probably to the rear)

 Pro—would give us room to grow; safety and access upgrade would be cheaper in a new addition than within the current structure

Con—$500,000 would probably be inadequate to expand the building; no upgrades to old building

5. Keep the land and build for ourselves
A. Use the space for WPBC programs

Pro—more space configured to our needs and demographics and our vision of growth, mission, and outreach; focuses us to a big positive cause; is a gift to pass forward

Con—would need to initiate a long-term building pledge program (think $50,000 per year for 10 years); difficulty in maintaining focus over the required period; even a successful program and a minimal structure would still leave WPBC with significant debt (think million dollars plus in construction costs)

B. Include planned rental space within structure

Pro—generates income

Con—adds construction expense; the church has more business to conduct and control

6.  Keep the land and construct a new building with a partner.  (For example, church as one floor in an affordable housing high rise or within a social services building, or with a day care center)

Pro—reduces upfront construction cost to WPBC; can support a community/social need; can generate a significant income stream. 

Con—we lose control while retaining the long-term responsibility (for example, most commercial partners will move on after about 15 years by either selling or transferring the property); we become open to investor risk (partner default, cost overruns, fraud); we would have to split corporately (the church which is non-profit, the church corporation which is profit); we would have to commit to long-term property management by a professional.

Note: the ideal partner would have the following attributes: non-profit, outlook consistent with our mission, financially well endowed, non-governmental.  Thus, ideally they would be another congregation.

Table I cont’d.  Land Use Options with associated pro’s and con’s
Set II.   SELL THE BUILDING AND:

 

1. Use the land as currently used. 

Pro—could generate perhaps $2M from sale (about $60K per year if conservatively invested) plus $10K in leasing; would require rental of offices and meeting space and/or the use of a house church model; frees up moneys for ministries

Con—breaks our history in Lake Anne Center; uses the generated money rather than the gift itself; breaks the tradition of having a building for common worship; changes the identity of WPBC; the “reverter clause” might present a problem.

Note: This and following three options are radical but not impossible or without precedence. 
2. Use the land for community purposes without concern for income. [This really amounts to the above option with a little less money and has the same pro’s and con’s.]

3. Fully lease the land.  [Again this the above option with some more income and same pro’s and con’s.]

4. Sell the land. [Sale of the building plus land m]could generate $2.5 million and $75K annually if conservatively invested]

A. Don’t build elsewhere: This has the same pro’s and con’s as options 1-3 above.  It is radical but not impossible or without precedence
B. Build elsewhere by ourselves:

 Pro—we could get everything we might want in a convenient location; could stimulate growth

Con—breaks our history; very expensive (think $8-10 M); requires major long-term fund raising and focus to growth; the “reverter clause” might present a problem.

C. Build elsewhere with a partner:  Various other option of partnership could be constructed to accomplish this with pro’s and con’s like to option 6 under “Keep the building.”  However, our contribution would be money rather than land.

6. Keep the land and construct a new building on it.
A. By ourselves.

Pro—money (up to $2M); focuses congregation on a shared vision; a modern building which meets our needs and requirements; retains and passes on our historic association with Lake Anne; building could be phased to ease cash flow

Con—would need more than $2M and thus a major sustained fund raising activity is required;  might require 8-10 years or more to reach completion; maintaining the congregation during the post-sale phase  

B. With a partner:  Many possible sub-options.  All would have similar pro’s and con’s to option 6 under “Keep the building.”  Here, we keep the land and have $2M from building sale.

Table II. 

LUC Congregation survey (August 1 with congregational responses)

(Note that, although there were a total of 35 questionnaires returned not all responders answered each of the question and several family units responding with only one questionnaire.) The Land Use Committee (LUC) has defined 16 generic options for the use and development of WPBC property.  Now, we need input on the following 5 statements and 2 questions as a basis for analyzing these options. Please give us your opinions by circling agree or disagree on items 1-5, and provide brief written comments on items 6 and 7.    

1. The full congregation must have the opportunity to meet weekly in worship.  

Agree: 34

      Disagree: 1

2. There must be a building at Washington Plaza.  

Agree: 25

      Disagree: 6

      With 3 no answer or not sure

3. We should avoid partnering with for-profit commercial organizations because we are a church, not a business. 
Agree: 12

      Disagree: 12

       With 10 no answer or not sure or “there are non-profit developers”

4. Among the most important of the legacies we can leave the next generation is a relatively debt-free organization.  

Agree: 25

      Disagree: 4

      With 6 no answer or “it depends”

5. Spending on the physical church should be secondary to spending on community/social programs.  

Agree: 10

      Disagree: 14

      With 9 uncertain, no answer, partly agree, or absolutely equal

6. What particular part(s) of the church’s property is (are) most in need of upgrading (Note: This does not mean repair or renovation.)?
There were wide range of responses including a significant number (15)  who did not answer, felt the question was not applicable, the currently planned roof repair, or could only be answered after congregational discernment. 

Of those providing useful answers:  Handicap accessibility, including bathrooms and inter-floor was cited 12 times; more space (classroom and general meeting), 3; kitchen space, 2; sanctuary lighting (its too dark), 1; landscaping, 1
7. We use our property for our worship, study, and fellowship activities and as a resource for community and social programs.  Which are most important to you? Some combination of worship, study and fellowship was cited 16 times; community and social, 4 times; both or a mix was explicitly cited 7 times; one response was “what ever brings people into the church”; and 4 provided no response.
A1. Washington Plaza Baptist Church Land Use Committee 

Background: It addition to worshiping God and being human agents of His mercies and love, the church is to be the wise and productive steward of the resources entrusted to it.  Among the resources possessed by Washington Plaza Baptist Church is a significant amount of real property—the church itself, its land, and the undeveloped plot behind the church.  

Charter:  The Land Use Committee (LUC) is an ad hoc committee chartered by the Council of Washington Plaza Baptist Church.  It will analyze the consequences of various possible uses of the real property of the church. The committee will begin work upon approval by the Council (April 2010) and will conclude all activities by the fall 2010 business meeting.

Reporting:  LUC will report to the Council at it regular meetings and to the whole congregation as directed.

Process:  The steps include the following:

 

1. Establish legal constraints (deeds, covenant, etc.) which bound our options of use.

2. Develop the cash values and costs associated with the property (expenses, generated income, and expected values from sale/lease of assets).

3. Define the spectrum of options (from do nothing to sell it all and start over) for use of the real property.

4 Define and develop tangible cost/benefits associated with various options.

5. Develop opportunity costs (defined as boundaries placed on what WPBC and its programs would be in 5 to 10 years) for each land use option, if it were adopted. 

Membership: 

Ernie Brunson, Thelma Calbert, Nancy Davis, Nancy Mohl, Don Rees, David Rickert,  

Richard Williams, chair. 
Note: Due to other commitments neither Thelma Calbert nor Nancy Mohl was able to participate in the study beyond the initial discussions.
A2. LUC evaluation criteria, ordered and edited by LUC (July 10, 2010)

Any selected options must meet the following criteria—

Worship:  We gather together as one body of believers once every week.  We have a very modern view with little constraint on form, although our form is mostly conventional.  

Education:  There are now several adult classes and a small children’s class; in some form they will always be part of us as a church.  

Fellowship:  We value our meals together and sharing of small group activities. The limits on number and type seem to be space and time slot availability. If these could replace formal corporate worship while maintaining the fellowship of WPBC, the need for an expanded sanctuary would be less critical. 

Service to our community:   Giving to the community—both money and making our facilities available— has been a part of WPBC for ever (Reston Interfaith, The Closet, AA, OLLI, etc. etc.).  Although the original plan was for the now vacant land to be the site of the church’s sanctuary, the only recent plans that I know of—a woman’s shelter and affordable housing—are strongly oriented to meeting the perceived needs of the external community.  

Finance: The debt load that we are willing to take and pass on to future generations must be considered 

Important but not critical considerations—

Theology:  The systematic belief system that underlies the fellowship at WPBC and which attracts others into our fellowship is not unusual:  We are Christian community focused on the new commandment—“Love one another as I have loved you”.  We are Baptist:  The four freedoms guide to our action, study, and worship. 

History: We are Washington Plaza’s—this is, the original Reston’s—church and need to stay here in the physical form that that history demands. 

Simplicity:  This is not just the ease of accomplishing something; it is the ease with which that accomplished is administered.  How difficult is it to schedule a meeting, start a new class, hold a special service, prepare our budget, start a new program, keep our accounts, etc.?  

Part of the design—

Sustainability: Building must consider the inevitable changes which the future will bring.

Accessibility:  Physical access to any activity within the church should not be impeded by the physical structure; to do so belie our welcome and would be against the law

A3.  Report of the WPBC Land Use Committee (LUC) to June 2010 congregational meeting 

Submitted, June 3, 2010, by Richard J. Williams for the LUC:

E. Brunson, T. Calvert, N. Davis, N. Mohl, D. Rickert, D. Rees, and R. Williams 

Background:   Although problems are not imminent, it is time to begin to reflect on the uses of our real property. WPBC is currently growing at a rate such that within 5-7 years the average Sunday worship attendance could reach 150; the various teaching, fellowship, and study activities continue to expand apace.  More importantly, our property is resource given us by God; it is incumbent on us to utilize this resource for His honor and glory and the pursuit of our and future generations’ mission as His church at Washington Plaza.

The Land Use Committee (LUC) is an ad hoc group formed in response to the congregational needs assessment to evaluate the real property of the church, to analyze potential uses of them and consequences of those uses, and to prepare recommendations for action by the church.

Study Process: 

1. Compile factual data about the property and constraints on use

2. Describe the possible courses of action with respect to this property

3. Develop evaluation criteria useful for selecting viable options

4. Conduct an analysis of the options using the criteria

5. Develop recommendations for the congregation

Activity:  The committee has met several times and held discussion with the pastor (vision and purpose), with Alan Stanford (Northern Virginia church land use issues and experiences), and with Anne Strange (Affordable Housing and Lake Anne Redevelopment) to obtain background and guidance.  We have also compiled the factual information about WPBC property; it is this factual information which is the substance of this report.

Data: The church property is approximately 1.2 acres with ~1.0 acres of this undeveloped (the lot behind the church building extending to North Shore Drive including the area now leased to Laurel Learning Center as a playground).  

The property is zoned for general use (residential/commercial) with an 8 story height limit. All development of the church and its property is subject to the approval of Reston Association and its design board as well as Fairfax County regulations.

The church itself lies within the Lake Anne Historic District; this factor constrains changes, at least those to the front façade of the building.  

The current assessed value of the property and building is ~$1.5 million of which $1.25 million is the building.

Lease of our property to various organizations generates approximately $31,000 of income for WPBC. The leases require no more than 12 months notice of changes or termination.

The church was established, funded and built with funds from what is now North Star Association.  The property was not deeded to WPBC until1987; the deed contains a reverter clause which requires the church to remain in fellowship with the North Star Association to retain ownership of the property.  At the conversion, approximately $63,600 of “start-up costs” were absorbed by North Star, and in the words of the Trustees’ finding, “Although it may not be a legal requirement, we have a moral obligation to repay the Association [this sum] if we have this clause removed.” North Star has been very liberal with respect to past proposals for land use proposal by WPBC (e.g., a proposal to build a women’s shelter made several years ago).

Lake Anne Redevelopment is continuing to move ahead with about a 5 year horizon for the beginning of significant development activity.   We need to be alert to potential conflicts with non-church uses for land which has no documented use.

Findings:  

1. We have compiled the requisite factual information in an organized, accessible format.

2.  The church is neither wildly rich nor terribly poor.  

3.  There are no significant legal constraints or other restrictions on property use.

4.  Although all land use options remain open for discussion, outright sale is probably neither viable nor wise. 

5.   The time frame of action is 5-7 years; now is the appropriate time to develop our plans and vision for the property.

The next immediate steps: 

1. Completely describe the possible options for utilization

2. Define and develop evaluation criteria (these range from theological through service to our community to fiscal)

What we need:

1. Your prayers for wisdom and openness one to another and God’s will. The congregation’s vision for the church is the major factor in determining the use of our property.    

2. Your help. We need other, newer opinions in the committee discussions as we enter what must be a values and vision discussion

3. Your help. We will be asking for your input to help us quantify and evaluate certain aspects of the work during the coming months

4. Your discernment of the validity of our work.  Baptists are congregationally organized—It not the committee nor the pastor’s decision, it is yours as the body of Christ assembled at Washington Plaza

A4. Information from Previous Land Use Study
                                     Nancy Davis – September 17, 2010

The Ad Hoc committee that worked from April to November of 2008 spent quite a few hours brainstorming different options for use of our land.   In light of the need in Reston for homes that are affordable to people of low income or below 60% of the average income of Fairfax county, we began to research the possibility of building a multi-use building, one that could hold a worship center, community meeting space, possibly a home for Laurel Learning Day Care, and apartments for families of mixed incomes.

We were thinking especially of people working in Lake Anne, of nurses, teachers, firemen who now must commute into Reston  as the cost of most homes in Reston are beyond their means.  We call this workforce housing.  (See our report of October, 2008)

I know we are nowhere near arriving at a specific decision, but wanted to point out some considerations and advantages of working with a non-profit developer to create such a facility.

1.  First consideration is the need that this project reflects the mission of the church, to be an expression of Christ’s love and teachings.

2.  Second, that we would need assistance from skilled professionals outside the church.

3.  Third, that it would be a constant source of income to the church.

I am listing here the names and addresses of different agencies and developers that we contacted.

1.   Enterprise, the Faith-Based Development Initiative—Contact: David Bauer or 
                                       Jennifer Bonsall, Enterprise Community Partners

          202-842-9190 ext. 22   or Email: jbonsall@enterprisecommunity.org 

         And see attached description of services, such as

            -- This agency conducts periodic training programs for groups contemplating 

                   a building project.

            -- It provides a $10,000 grant (matched by 25%) to assist with start-up costs and 

                 makes low-cost loans.

            -- It provides technical assistance with basic feasibility analysis and facilitates

                the connection between the faith community and the development expert

           -- It provides Pro-Bono Legal assistance, et al..

2.  Meeting House Corporation:  -- Contact:  Regina P. Macklin, President/CEO

                                                          ContactUs@faithdriven.net 

                Regina’s corporation serves as a liaison between faith-based groups and 

                developers   Regina met with our committee on several occasions providing 

                advice.   She recommended two developers, one of which we interviewed

3.  Non-profit developers:

             --- Community Builders - contact:  David Parrish 202-955-1310  

                      We were favorably impressed with this company.  See its brochure.

                      They would advance us $500,000 for start-up costs.

             ---   Community Preservation and Development Corporation (CPDC)      

· Contact:  J. Michael Pitchford 

· 202-885-9540,  202-895-8900

                      We did not interview this company,but had a good recommendation

                       from Dee Cotton who told of the complete satisfaction and trust that

                       Reston’s Island Walk experienced with CPDC’s redevelopment of their 

                       Cluster.

              ---    AHC - Affordable Housing Corporation (interviewed in the fall of 2008.)

· Contact:  Walter Webdale 703-486-0653

·                  www/ahcinc/org

                       [This is a local developer, very familiar with Fairfax County regulations.]                 
4.  Other contacts:

              --- HAND –Housing Association of Nonprofit Developers

                                  www.handhousing.org
              --- Cathy Hudgins, Supervisor, Hunter Mill District – 703-478-0283

              --- Fairfax Housing Authority - 703-246-5010

5.  Lake Anne Condo Associations, Heron House, etc.

I request that this memorandum be kept in the Land Use File in the event that decisions are eventually made as to the development of the land and as to whether a new church is built, or a multi-use building is constructed.  I am personally disappointed that we are looking at five years before any decision will be made.   On the other hand, this is a very important decision and we must be sure it is RIGHT and supported by the congregation.  
I am sharing the above information just in case down the years a decision is made that calls for construction of a new building – church or apartments.                       

