
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
Town Hall with the Architects 
Grace Episcopal Church, Lexington 
FGMA Project No. 23-3663.01  
12 February 2023 
 
Attendees:  
 
 Rev. Tuck Bowerfind    GEC, Rector  
 Approx. 100 Parishioners   GEC 
 Robert Celio, AIA, LEED AP   FGMA, Architect 
 Neal Roseberry, AIA    FGMA, Architect 
   
The Architects met with attending parishioners in Parish Hall to present a PowerPoint including information on 
their credentials working with similar historic church properties, information on the unique site and building 
challenges at Grace, and findings from the Parish-wide survey. The presentation was then followed by 
questions and comments from those gathered relative to campus issues, hopes, concerns, and next steps.  
The Architects noted that the Survey Results, and the PowerPoint presentation, would be made available in 
digital form for electronic distribution. The minutes below are primarily intended to capture question content 

 
I. Town Hall Comments and Questions: 

 
A. The Architect shared a diagram overlay on the existing church and Parish House elevations, 

illustrating the steep site and resulting accessibility challenges. The Architect noted that the 1958 
architect of Parish House, Milton Grigg, was quite accomplished and well-respected for his work 
around historic buildings and churches in general. Attendees agreed that Parish House, at least, feels 
the right size and scale of building relative to its surrounding neighboring structures on Washinton 
Street, including the historic church.  
 
1. The Architect noted that especially in 1958, accessibility concerns were simply not of any real 

consideration, and clearly not as important as establishing the right style and size of building to 
be adjacent to the historic Church, with a convenient bridge connection between the Parish 
House and Church. The resulting steps within Parish House have, though, become an 
increasing problem as the parish demographic ages.  The Architect stressed the steepness of 
the site as the major contributing factor to why the existing building is as it is, and why 
accessibility is then such a large, ongoing, difficult-to-solve issue. 

2. Attendees appreciated the steep site issues, and the general sense that the loop driveway and 
on-site parking are important factors in allowing overall accessibility.  An attendee noted to the 
Architect that larger HC-transport vehicles are too tall to navigate under the bridge, suggesting 
that ramped access to Parish Hall from Washington Street (in addition to access from the rear  
accessible parking spaces) remains important.  
 

B. An attendee noted that the older GEC parish demographic demands enhanced emphasis on 
accessibility given increasing mobility challenges with age. The Architect noted that it is interesting that 
the demographic of attendees skews older in spite of the many building accessibility challenges 
presented by GEC’s buildings. 

C. An attendee noted that the aesthetic of the current building is a familiar look to people that have spent 
most of their lives in concrete block public buildings and churches of similar age, but that future 
attendees will no doubt increasingly find the aesthetic dated and uninviting.  An attendee further noted 
that young parents, who might find the building relatively ok, might still not find the building an 
acceptable environment for their children: the building must be more inviting to younger ages or it will 
be less likely to retain families with younger attendees. 
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1. A vast majority of attendees (seemingly, nearly the entire room) believe that Parish Hall is in dire 
need of a major refurbishment aesthetically and, technically, with greater accessibility. Lighting 
was noted of particular concern, to give the room a more-inviting, less-utilitarian look. 

2. While Parish House is noted as mostly attractive and architecturally-compatible with the Church 
(and VMI community), the building was characterized by the Architect as appearing a bit fortress-
like and unwelcoming: greater transparency from the Hall itself to the street and front yard of 
Parish House is a goal that attendees seem to agree is worthy. 

3. While some longer-time attendees appreciate the aesthetic and appearance of Parish House, this 
seems based largely in an association with fond memories of events held in these spaces 
through the years. The Architect noted that existing buildings and rooms remain “sacred spaces,” 
where important and sacred things happen in the lives of the people that use them.  

4. Change was noted as difficult for many if not most persons accustomed to things in a familiar 
way. 
 

D. Again and again, attendees appreciated and remarked upon the location of GEC adjacent to W&L, 
allowing programs like PAWS, and suggesting the importance of capitalizing on location both in 
courtyard and front yard accessibility, and in the buildings themselves.  The Architect suggested that 
intentionality, coupled with space, can take GEC in many directions, but agreed that GEC’s location 
adjacent to W&L and VMI clearly suggests a strong interest in and trend toward student-related 
ministries.  
 

E. At the same time, it was noted that the church should have appropriate space for welcoming all 
generations for enriching programs and ministry in attractive, functional classroom and meeting space. 
 
1. An attendee noted the need for quality program offerings for music and education to bring in 

families and kids. 
 

F. A member questioned the relationship of the Undercroft to Parish Hall as ministry space. The Architect 
noted that the Undercroft is directly accessible from parking, and that Music is not “territorial,” and 
invites multipurpose use of the Undercroft (the Architect noted that, generally, music seems to have 
found a good home in the undercroft, convenient to worship).  So considerations that maintain the MP 
usefulness of the Undercroft in the life of the church should continue.  

 
G. An attendee noted that there is a $1M designated bequest for building maintenance and 

refurbishment, which most attendees also knew.  The Architect noted that $1M would make a 
significant impact in any building-renovation program, and might even fully address a new heating and 
cooling system. But the Architect cautioned that a full-scale renovation of all areas of Parish House, 
including mechanical systems, windows, and accessibility upgrades can be expected to be well more 
than $1M. 
 

The Architect acknowledged that concern is high from many on how much large-scale renovation 
(much less replacement) of Parish House will cost, and how much the parish will be able to afford. 

 
H. A member noted that giving for this project will benefit future generations, even if the demographic of 

attendees in the future remains older. The Architect noted the importance of working to discern the 
needs of future generations, while allowing flexibility and adaptability as needs change in 
unforeseeable ways. 
 

I. A younger attendee noted the importance of the stage to him.  The Architect noted that in a large 
assembly room, whether a full-blown stage or a simple raised area for a speaker, having good lines-of-
site for programming held in the Hall is important. 
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J. An attendee noted the importance of the labyrinth as a church amenity and community offering. 
 

K. An attendee noted the love for each other and for community neighbors that exists in GEC—a quality 
that doesn’t always show in larger churches with nicer facilities.  Whatever happens with the buildings, 
the loving nature of the church must continue and grow and not be lost. 
 

L. An attendee noted that much time is spent on property maintenance, because the parish is behind in 
addressing these issues, and that a thorough renovation would allow time to be spent on other things, 
perhaps more directly ministry-oriented (thanks noted to Keith and Patrick and others on Property 
Committee).  
 
1. Another member noted that GEC’s passion is in its relationships, not its spaces. This is 

demonstrated in a building that has had “deferred maintenance.” 
2. An attendee suggested that aesthetics and function should and must work together. The Architect 

agreed, and noted that while churches are about people, almost inevitably, church buildings and 
their upkeep reflect the vitality and well-being of congregations. Perceptions and connections 
between church buildings and ministries seems almost unavoidable, especially for newcomers. 
And longer-term members, as noted above, can tend not to notice the aging aesthetics and 
functionality of their buildings. 

 
 
II. Next Steps: 
 

A. A member inquired about the “next steps.” 
 
1. The Architect noted that its next step will be to draft at least one Master Plan Program for how 

ministry spaces will be accommodated in the existing buildings: How much space for proper toilets 
on each floor; how much space for Parish Hall and Kitchen; for Offices; for Classrooms and 
Meeting Rooms to support an appropriate mass of meeting and teaching space; and for specialty 
spaces for Youth and Students and any related Student Center or Student Studies Area. The 
program will reconfirm existing areas in the Church as well, for worship, music, altar guild, and 
storage. The proposed program will then be reviewed by church leadership, revised as needed, 
and then established as the “working understanding” for a Master Building Use Plan. 

2. Upon Agreement on a program, the Architect will then color-code existing campus floor plans 
indicating how the Master Building Program is translated in a Master Building Use Plan (worship 
on the upper floor of the Church; music in the Undercroft; Parish Hall in the basement of Parish 
House; offices and youngest children on the First Floor of Parish Hall; teens, college and study 
areas on the Second Floor). These Master Building Use Plan drawings will also, in some fashion, 
note renovation key points, such as (for example) improved access to Parish Hall, an outdoor 
gathering area in front of Parish House (that has a relationship to the Church courtyard); a 
potentially wider bridge, etc. The Master Building Use Plans will be reviewed for final approval by 
church leadership. 

3. The Master Building Plan is the final deliverable for which the Architect is currently under-contract. 
A more detailed Schematic Plan would be the next step, more finitely representing each moved 
door and wall, each renovated area, each new building space as might ultimately be constructed. 
Schematic Plans will “flesh-out” the Master Plan with greater architectural detail. Work preceding 
the Schematic Plan is about confirming that space appears available for intended use, and how 
space will be allocated. 

4. Tuck noted that the Parish and Vestry have their own work to do, ensuring that building renovation 
plans are not ahead of the church’s planning for intentional ministry within those spaces. This 
includes decisions and plans related to ministry space for younger families and children; ministry 
space for teens, ministry space for college students and potential advanced studies, and 
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community ministry-oriented spaces. Tuck envisions potentially 2 more years of internal 
discernment before any construction work might commence. (note from the Architect: this does 
not necessarily mean that design thinking may not be continuing simultaneously, to ensure that as 
the church reaches consensus on renovation and budget and construction, it will not then wait 
another two years to complete the engineering and drawings necessary for campus 
improvements).  
 

B. A member noted that there are ongoing maintenance items with regard to Parish Hall (particularly the 
windows) that cannot (should not) wait for two years to be addressed. At the same time, money might 
be spent now on upgrades that do not coordinate with final plans for Parish House.  While it seems a 
mostly foregone conclusion that the space in Parish House is good for renovation and continued use, 
the comparative cost for an all-new building (meeting current energy standards) should be available for 
general understanding and decision-making by the Parish. 

 
The Town Hall adjourned with attendees expressing appreciation for the work done to date, and the sense that 
planning must continue for work that needs to be done (and is in many case already past needing to be done). 
 
   
E N D  O F  M I N U T E S  
 
We request that the attendees to this meeting review these draft minutes.  Please advise the writer within a 
week of any edits, after which time these minutes shall be considered final.   

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
  
 
 
 
W. Neal Roseberry, AIA, NCARB 
Principal 
FGM Architects, Inc. 
 
cc. Rev. Bowerfind, for distribution 



Minutes of Social Ministry Focus Group Session
Grace Episcopal Church, Lexington
FGMA Project No. 23-3663.01 
31 January 2023

Attendees: 

Rev. Tuck Bowerfind GEC, Rector 
Anna Crockett GEC, Outreach Chair
Kathy Hill GEC
Lu Dooley GEC
Frank Settle GEC
Susan Mead GEC
Helena Bowerfind GEC (Hospice)
Robert Celio, AIA, LEED AP FGMA, Architect
Neal Roseberry, AIA FGMA, Architect

The Architect met with attending GEC Outreach and social mission representatives for the general purpose of 
discussing social and outreach ministries in the life of GEC, and to begin to understand ministry and space 
needs relative to existing building space.  The discussion items noted below have in some instances been 
distilled and re-sequenced for clarity, but are in any case intended to reflect the full scope and tenor of the 
interview.

I. General Mission of GEC Observations:

A. Attendees all note that social mission, especially within the community of Lexington, is a long-time, 
continuing emphasis of GEC, “within the parish’s DNA.” While certain programs may come and go, 
and material resources are often in competition for the needs that exist, “social gospel” is important. 

B. Likewise, GEC is a diverse church, and is a welcoming place for people of many diverse backgrounds 
(borrowing from the church’s website: age, gender, faith, ethnicity, marital status, physical and mental 
ability, economic status, faith history, education, sexual orientation, gender identity and political 
viewpoints). While worship in the historic church is very much a central weekly focus that gathers the 
parish together, the life of GEC extends into the local community and beyond in many diverse ways.

C. GEC is intentionally welcoming to everyone.  Especially as a place of welcome, accessibility is always 
important, and yet often can be challenging.

D. Social programs that have some connection at Grace are as diverse as the congregation itself. While 
the Outreach Committee and teams of people may be involved with certain targeted ministries on 
behalf of the parish, GEC has individual members involved in work of their own initiative as well. 

E. As a monetary sign of its commitment to those in need, GEC allocates 10% of its budget towards local 
mission through the Outreach Committee. The Committee must often make difficult choices on where 
to allocate these funds among the many that apply and who are worthy of aid.

F. GEC is constantly reminded by its unique physical position in the community of its call to outreach and 
ministry to students in higher education. Grace has recently signed a Memorandum of Understanding 
to cooperate with Washington and Lee University in mutual endeavors on behalf of students.

G. GEC is “amazingly involved in our community.” Grace wishes to be an “outward symbol of inward 
grace.” 

II. Outreach and Social Ministry Groups that are sponsored by, and/or meet at GEC include:

A. Alcoholics Anonymous (Conference Room)
B. Coffeehouse of Rockbridge (Parish Hall) 
C. Outreach Committee
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D. Gadsden Trust, funding ministry to help those in need and alleviate suffering
E. Gates Loan Program, for general aid to those in need
F. Hospice (25+ persons meeting space)
G. Higher Education (College) Ministries (College Room)
H. Steps Program, for re-integrating the formerly-incarcerated into society
I. Rockbridge Youth Chorale
J. Boy Scouts Troop 29 and Cub Scouts  
K. Rotary Group (Parish Hall)
L. Various unspecified “incubator” groups

 
III. Existing GEC Building Space Comments and Observations:

A. The need for inviting, accessible, attractive meeting space within the buildings on the church campus 
is a key theme, with needs ranging from larger events (with or without food) in the Parish Hall, to 
smaller gatherings in the Second Floor Conference Room, or other smaller meeting spaces.

B. While the quality of the building space is not always as important as just having some space, outdated 
aesthetics and often non-existent Audio-Visual capabilities make many of these existing spaces less 
appealing and inviting than they should be.

C. In addition to proper configuration, good lighting, and technology, proper furnishings are also needed, 
to make spaces that have good bones aesthetically fully useful in an actual ministry setting. The 
College Room was noted as “almost being there,” except for the furnishings.

D. Accessible, appropriate toilets for both sexes on all levels was noted as important. The Second Floor is 
particularly lacking currently. 

E N D  O F  M I N U T E S

We request that the attendees to this meeting review these draft minutes.  Please advise the writer within a 
week of any edits, after which time these minutes shall be considered final.  

Respectfully submitted,
 

W. Neal Roseberry, AIA, NCARB
Principal
FGM Architects, Inc.

cc. Rev. Bowerfind, for distribution 



Minutes Fellowship and Hospitality Focus Group Session
Grace Episcopal Church, Lexington
FGMA Project No. 23-3663.01 
01 February 2023

Attendees: 

Rev. Tuck Bowerfind GEC, Rector 
Liz Moss GEC
Melissa Cox GEC
Anne Sauder GEC
Lynn Dent GEC
Susan Lawrence GEC
Peggy Reithmiller GEC
Don Ellis GEC, Men’s Breakfast
Robert Celio, AIA, LEED AP FGMA, Architect
Neal Roseberry, AIA FGMA, Architect

The Architect met with attending hospitality representatives for the general purpose of discussing the current 
fellowship and other Parish Hall and Kitchen related ministries in the life of GEC. Discussion also touching on 
general aspects of welcome and accessibility for the entire church campus.  The discussion items noted below 
have in some instances been distilled and re-sequenced for clarity, but are in any case intended to reflect the 
full scope and tenor of the interview.

I. Kitchen and Food Service Observations and Discussion:

A. Generally, the church kitchen is of a reasonable size (spacious enough) and has good equipment for 
preparing meals as needed for Parish events, well-suited for events like first Sunday luncheon, but 
perhaps a little more pressed for much larger events.  

B. The kitchen has been renovated periodically, with new equipment as-needed. There is fire suppression 
at the range, and a commercial box-style dishwash system. 

C. The pass window and serving galley are used, though the serving line is narrow and a bit awkward. 
The galley does provide some sound buffer between kitchen noises and the Parish Hall itself during 
programs.

D. Pantry space is limited, and is across the stair hallway from the kitchen (a bit remote, perhaps).
E. Serving food for events in the church courtyard is a bit tedious, going out the front doors, up the street, 

to the courtyard.  All serving tables and equipment come from Parish House for outdoor Church 
courtyard events.

F. A washer and dryer, somewhere, would be useful for table linens and dish cloths.  Currently, these go 
home with a member and then must make their way back to the church.

II. Parish Hall and Parish Hall Support Spaces Discussion:

A. To a person, all believe that Parish Hall “needs a makeover” to be more attractive and inviting. The 
lighting, limited windows, and décor all lend a less-than-fully enjoyable atmosphere.

B. Some believe the Hall is decidedly too small, and might be made larger to better accommodate larger 
events. The space is not large enough to accommodate meals that are truly church-wide.

C. The Stage is rarely used—perhaps once a year (currently), and while not occupying a lot of square 
footage, still feels like wasted space. The Architect suggested that an attractive raised location for a 
speaker giving a presentation or leading a meeting is still useful (creating better lines of sight), and that 
a video screen likewise is needed, with all of these things creating a focal point in the room that should 
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be both functional and attractive. The current tiny theatrical stage is not deemed to have either of these 
qualities.

D. Round tables, not too large / heavy, generally work well for meals, with rectangular tables also 
possible when trying to maximize capacity.

E. Men’s Group is about 20 persons; does use the pass window; coffee is served in the hall.  
F. Need toilet rooms for each sex at the level of Parish Hall, The parish has learned to work-around the 

single toilet adjacent to Parish Hall, with able-bodied people going upstairs to those toilets should a 
line form.

G. A shower(s) might be useful for overnight mission groups or others staying temporarily at the Church. 
The Architect cautioned that the need should be well-demonstrated, as showers often end-up not 
being well-used, becoming expensive storage space in a building where space is precious (if provided, 
they must be accessible, which takes up a sometimes-significant-amount of precious space.  

H. Accessibility is an issue: can there be a ramp down into the hall from the front (and/or the back)?
I. “The bathrooms are a terrible discgrace.”
J. “The Parish Hall needs to just be a better place to be!”

III. Other Comments, General

A. We need other mid-size spaces that are welcoming and attractive beyond Parish Hall itself. The 
Library is tight beyond 12-15 persons, but the Parish Hall is really too big for groups of less than 20 or 
so. We need rooms like the library that are comfortably furnished, but also conference-style space with 
a table or tables.

B. Scout Room could be somewhere else in the building, and is primarily used for storage. The Parish 
Hall itself is where meetings are actually held.

C. There are fire alarm and electrical panels on the walls behind the stage that are inappropriately 
accessible to the public and should be moved.

D. Some would love to raze Parish House and start-over; most believe renovation is the path forward.

E N D  O F  M I N U T E S

We request that the attendees to this meeting review these draft minutes.  Please advise the writer within a 
week of any edits, after which time these minutes shall be considered final.  

Respectfully submitted,

 

W. Neal Roseberry, AIA, NCARB
Principal
LEMAY ERICKSON WILLCOX ARCHITECTS

cc. Rev. Bowerfind, for distribution 



Minutes Vestry Focus Group Session
Grace Episcopal Church, Lexington
FGMA Project No. 23-3663.01 
01 February 2023

Attendees: 

Rev. Tuck Bowerfind GEC, Rector 
Matt Fogo GEC, Vestry
Carole Elmore GEC, Vestry
Joann Robblee GEC, Vestry
Rissie Murphy GEC, Vestry
Patrick France GEC, Vestry, W&L Student
Robert Celio, AIA, LEED AP FGMA, Architect
Neal Roseberry, AIA FGMA, Architect

The Architect met with attending Vestry representatives for the general purpose of discussing current worship 
and ministry limitations placed on GEC by the existing facilities. The discussion items noted below have in 
some instances been distilled and re-sequenced for clarity, but are in any case intended to reflect the full scope 
and tenor of the interview.

I. Accessibility:

A. Generally, accessibility concerns increase with age and those with mobility issues. 
B. There are no toilets at the level of worship, which is a fundamentally inhospitable situation without any 

clear solution. Certainly there should be accessible toilets for both sexes on all levels of Parish House.  
C. The limited parking on-site is very important for those in wheelchairs or with other severe mobility 

issues, who park on-site, which is relatively level (as opposed to Washington Street), and then make 
their way to the elevator for access to either the Church or Parish House.

D. Parish Hall is technically accessible via the elevator, but is logistically challenging when there are 
many users who might need to use the elevator (Rockbridge Coffee House).  

II. Parish House and Parish Hall:

A. After the Church itself, Parish Hall is the next-most-widely-used space. 
B. Recent renovations in the Church, including the new Casavant organ, are widely admired as attractive 

enhancements that elevate the worship experience at GEC. With its wood ceilings and structure, 
stained glass, tile and marble flooring, restored decorative stenciling, and fine brass and wood chancel 
furnishings, the history, character and beauty of the church clearly make it a space in which people 
enjoy being. 

C. Conversely, Parish Hall, with its dated décor, dreary lighting, tile floors and concrete block walls, and 
very-rarely-used stage (make it a space that is just not as enjoyable to be in as it should be. The room 
generally needs to be lightened, with better lighting and/or wall finishes.

D. The stage is simply not used often enough (perhaps once-a-year) to make an obvious case for its 
need as a traditional (if small) proscenium-style stage with a curtain; likewise, it is not forward-looking 
in appearance, adding to the sense that the room is dated. While the stage does create some focal 
point for set-up of the Hall for  events (a place from which a speech or presentation can be made), the 
sense is that can be done more attractively and in less overall floor space. 

E. A superior video screen, and superior sound systems are needed. Acoustics should likewise work well, 
so that the room is not too loud for large group dining.

F. The Scout Room is largely used for storage of scout equipment and materials that need not be 
accommodated in its current location; actual meetings are held in Parish Hall.  A more-efficient storage 
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space for Scouts might be designated elsewhere, with the current Scout Room re-purposed for other 
parish hall and fellowship-related use.

G. If a larger space can be had at reasonable cost, for greater church-wide event capacity, then that 
should happen. Truly parish-wide dining events already move off-site because Parish Hall is too small.

H. Accessible toilet rooms should be provided for men and women’s use on each floor level of Parish 
House.

 
III. Other Discussion:

A. Mid-sized meeting spaces are needed, which like Parish Hall (and all classroom and meeting spaces), 
should have modern A/V capability.

B. Patrick confirmed that the College Room is used by students, who tend to not notice the accessibility 
issues.

E N D  O F  M I N U T E S

We request that the attendees to this meeting review these draft minutes.  Please advise the writer within a 
week of any edits, after which time these minutes shall be considered final.  

Respectfully submitted,

 

W. Neal Roseberry, AIA, NCARB
Principal
FGM Architects, Inc.

cc. Rev. Bowerfind, for distribution 



Children, Youth, College and Adult Ministries Focus Group Session
Grace Episcopal Church, Lexington
FGMA Project No. 23-3663.01 
01 February 2023

Attendees: 

Rev. Tuck Bowerfind GEC, Rector 
Laurent Boetsch GEC
David Connolly GEC
Marjorie Connolly GEC, Childcare
Dennis Cross GEC
Will Edgar GEC 
Tom Gosse GEC 
Anne Hansen GEC
David Hansen GEC
James Keane GEC
Patrick McGuire GEC
Drusie Milford GEC
Rissie Murphy GEC
Robert Celio, AIA, LEED AP FGMA, Architect
Neal Roseberry, AIA FGMA, Architect

The Architect met with attending Children, Youth, College and Adult education space representatives for the 
general purpose of discussing current and envisioned future ministry and ministry space needs for GEC. The 
discussion items noted below have in some instances been distilled and re-sequenced for clarity, but are in any 
case intended to reflect the full scope and tenor of the interview.

I. Nursery and Children:

A. Through the church’s name-change years, and perhaps with COVID as well, there has been ongoing 
attrition in children’s programs of all ages.  Currently, there are only 3 regular very young children 
attending. While some expressed hope that this might rebound, there is currently limited evidence this 
will happen. The poor quality of childcare space was noted as one potential hindrance to any chance 
of a rebound in numbers.

B. Driven by its location in a desirable retirement community on the edge of two major academic 
institutions, GEC seems better suited than many aging parishes to sustain and replenish membership, 
giving and growth. The older demographic is expected to continue to skew in that direction.  

C. That said, Tuck said that he wants GEC to always be able to welcome and provide an appropriate 
amount of inviting, nurturing space for children, youth and adults of all ages. 

D. Marjorie Connolly noted that Parish House is not currently child-parent friendly, with narrow hallways 
(8’ desirable, not the current 6’), inaccessible toilets (also not easily supervised). Generally, 
accessibility concerns permeate Parish House and make GEC’s many stairs less welcoming for 
parents with babies in their arms and a stroller (thereby very elevator-dependent).

E. The Architect advocated for an appropriate (likely minimal) allocation of dedicated nursery-childcare 
space, such that parents with young children are welcomed, and that there are appropriately-secure 
areas that include things like changing areas, both on Sunday morning, and anytime there are adult 
programs at the Church. 

a. Marjorie Connolly expressed her belief that some sharing of space can work, especially if storage 
space is provided.  

b. The Architect noted that in his experience, without dedicated space for these youngest ages, the 
church will reflect through its building a parish that is not truly welcoming to families with young 
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children. This is the tendency in a parish where the demographic does not skew toward those 
younger families, who are perhaps mostly attending other churches that cater more to their needs.

c. Rissie Murphy noted that dedicated nursery space is not by itself sufficient or even desired by 
many parents, and that appropriately-located, casually-furnished space for parents with young 
children who may not want to leave their children in nursery care is also desirable. This might be a 
comfortably-furnished space with CCTV somewhere not far from church (the balcony was not 
seen as accessible enough or safe enough to serve as a parents-with-young-children area). 
Where possible, childcare space should be as close as possible to parents in worship.

F. Will noted the desperate need for quality daycare / preschool program offerings throughout the local 
community, and inquired whether GEC might have space that could be offered during the week for 
such programming. Generally, attendees believed that while an enriching Montessori-style preschool 
program is a worthy endeavor, other programs and ministries for students and adults is perhaps better-
suited to the ministry of GEC.  

a. Tuck noted that the previous GEC-preschool-tenant relationship ended as space for the program 
began to compete with other parish needs, and that the relationship “ended for a good reason.”  
The Architect further noted that GEC does not seem to have sufficient outdoor area to allocate 
space for a true playground, as is desired and even required by code for daycare centers. 

b. Will noted that a preschool tenant does produce income for the parish (not a bad thing), but that 
he also understood the competition for limited space with other GEC ministry interests.

II. Older Children, Youth, and Other General Classroom Space:

A. “Parish House has the dreariest set of classrooms I have ever seen.”
B. David Connolly noted that the teaching environment overall needs to be better; the College Room is 

currently the only room in which people even remotely want to be.
C. With fluctuating attendance over time (currently down among the youngest), classroom and meeting 

space that is as multipurpose as possible, perhaps with operable walls that modulate the size of 
meeting and classroom space, seems a prudent and desirable design strategy for classrooms and 
meeting space for all ages.  

D. Such flexible, multipurpose classroom space should be accompanied by suitable storage for various 
user groups, especially as furniture for children below Third Grade is not suitable for teenage and adult 
users. 

E. Youth programs are currently down in size, with around 6 active youths. A plan for how to 
accommodate youth needs should be included, likely overlapping with other multipurpose college and 
adult space.

III. Other College and Adult Meeting Space Discussion:

A. A significant number of attendees spoke to the unique “town and gown” location of GEC, and the 
historic importance of connecting with students in the nearby academic communities. While numbers 
have fluctuated through the years, GEC is uniquely situated to be seen by and interact with students 
(Paws in the Courtyard!).

B. A significant number of attendees were interested in the concept of GEC hosting an on-site “Christian 
Studies Center,” perhaps in partnership with Washington and Lee, that might be ecumenical and even 
world-oriented in its focus on religion in a nurturing, GEC-supported setting. Anne Hansen shared 
thoughts relative to a similar Center at UVA.  Such a Center at GEC might be multi-faceted in its focus 
and design, with the elements of a library, a student fellowship center, a conference center, and (as 
needed) shared classroom and meeting space. Further brainstorming included the following 
observations, thoughts and possibilities:
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a. An inviting, appropriate atmosphere should be created, where people will want to be regularly, for 
long periods of time.  W&L space sets a standard: while GEC may not be able to match that 
standard, and thereby will have to rely heavily on the specific nature of its space offering.

b. A true partnership would need to be cultivated between the GEC Center and W&L, as already 
suggested by the Memorandum of Understanding recently signed.

c. While open to students and scholars of all religious backgrounds, there would be a strong 
Christian focus. The Christian focus would be ecumenical, in an academic-setting for study, 
fellowship and research.

d. Any library should be “world class.”  Space should be at the quality of “a mini-seminary.”
e. The entire Second Floor of Parish House might be devoted to this concept, with classroom and/or 

conference space available for church use.  Flexibility of meeting space seems key, even as the 
space would need to be purposefully designed for the intended use. 

f. Access to the Center would need to be accommodated well beyond 9 p.m., for those studying late.
g. Technology would need to support good internet connections.
h. There should be coffee and snack foodservice capability on the Second Floor, supporting the 

Center and students studying at all hours of the day and night.
i. There might be sound-proof individual study rooms, where music could be played and/or practiced 

and appreciated.
j. There might be a GEC staff position related to the Center.

C. David Hansen suggested that Grace start with its ideal narrative for space: what would the parish do if 
it weren’t limited by the existing Parish House and budget? Start with that dream, and then pare back 
as resources and existing conditions require. He shared his vision of a new building replacing Parish 
House, with underground parking (leased to the University), a “giant” parish hall, office and 
multipurpose space, and a roof garden with a glass library.

D. Laurent Boetsch noted that while GEC may skew towards retirees demographically, the parish wants 
to be involved with students, and spaces should be conducive to inter-generational programming: 
“there are 460 first-year students one block away [from GEC].”  GEC space should bring people 
together.

E. Will Edgar asked if the bridge could be widened, to create true useable gathering and reception space 
adjacent to worship. The Architects agreed that the need for such space is evident, and that a wider 
bridge seems very worth considering.

F. The Architect closed with the general observation that the idea of a Second Floor Study Center in 
Parish House certain seems to have great appeal. The location of GEC adjacent to W&L is something 
GEC has that no other church in Lexington has.  Still, making such a Center work well obviously 
requires a good deal of planning and commitment and cooperative work with W&L. Space in Parish 
House (and the Undercroft) is finite, and the parish should not default to “multipurpose” as a panacea 
for lack of space. Doing a limited number of things very well might be worth considering.

E N D  O F  M I N U T E S

We request that the attendees to this meeting review these draft minutes.  Please advise the writer within a 
week of any edits, after which time these minutes shall be considered final.  

Respectfully submitted, 

W. Neal Roseberry, AIA, NCARB
Principal
FGM Architects, Inc.

cc. Rev. Bowerfind, for distribution
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Attendees: 

Rev. Tuck Bowerfind GEC, Rector 
Rev. Samson Mamour GEC, Curate 
Lisa McGuire GEC, Parish Administrator
Martha Burford GEC, Minister of Music, Organist
Keith Gibson GEC, Building Committee
John Dickerson GEC
Gail Dickerson GEC
Mark Nelson GEC
Robert Celio, AIA, LEED AP FGMA, Architect
Neal Roseberry, AIA FGMA, Architect

The Architect met with attending pastoral and administrative staff representatives for the general purpose of 
discussing current and envisioned future ministry and ministry space needs for GEC. The discussion items 
noted below have in some instances been distilled (and where noted, expanded upon) or re-sequenced for 
clarity, but are in any case intended to reflect the full scope and tenor of the interview.

I. Office and Administrative Space:

A. Currently, there are 5 staff positions that have office space: the Rector (Tuck), Curate (Samson), 
Church Administrator (Lisa), Financial Secretary, and Director of Music (Martha). Lisa’s office is 
strategically located closest to the elevator and bridge entrance, with Samson in the original rector’s 
office next to the front door. The center office, where the financial secretary currently has a 
workstation, also has a printer-copier and other shared office resources. There is a church safe as 
well. 

a. The Resource Room in the back of the First Floor houses the main copier, is used for paper 
storage, paper supplies, and is necessary to the administrative functions of the parish; located in a 
former classroom, it is not particularly convenient to staff offices. 

b. There are numerous small closets that are not typically put to good use.
c. The former Program Director’s Office, and the Music Director’s former office on the Second Floor 

are not used as staff office space anymore, with the Program Director position not likely to be re-
filled, and the Music Office now in the Undercroft.  

d. Should a future staff position be added or re-filled, that might be shared office space or shared 
volunteer work-station space in a non-traditional, shared office setting, potentially on the Second 
Floor. 

B. Lisa noted that while the Library (Welles Room) is ok for less formal meetings in a “living room” setting, 
a more proper “conference room” with a table around which to meet would be good to have near the 
office area. A proper conference room would be useful for staff meetings, and would certainly be used 
by the parish in general. 

C. The Architect noted that, in general, since the original design of Parish House to accommodate those 
first three connected offices, the parish has “found” office and resource space, commandeering former 
classroom space as necessary.
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a. The First Floor front door is not heavily-used. Even the mail is left at the side “bridge” entrance. 
When the front door is used, Samson is the first office encountered. So the entire arrangement is 
less-than-ideal, allowing for uncontrolled drop-by interruptions, with little privacy for either getting 
work done or counseling.

b. Lisa noted that many church offices have a counter that clearly sets a boundary for how far 
parishioners can enter the office suite without additional permission.  A receptionist invites people 
beyond the counter if they have a reason to meet with the Administrator, Bookkeeper, or clergy. 
The concept of an office suite, with some greater sense of shared resources is desirable, as space 
allows. 

c. As locations throughout the campus are considered for various ministry and program functions, 
consensus is that the First Floor of Parish House is still the best location for parish offices: 
generally central to the campus, accessible to the public, and (relatively-speaking), easy to find.

III. Other General Campus and Parish House Ministry Space Discussion

A. Parish Hall accessibility, as a heavily-used parish and community space, is always of prime concern:

a.  While Parish Hall is technically accessible via the elevator, the elevator route for visitors coming 
from the street or even the church’s on-site parking is neither convenient nor commodious. 
Accessibility directly into the Parish Hall via a ramp either at the front of the Parish House, or from 
the rear door, seems a desirable solution to many persons. Currently, if there is more than one 
person in a wheelchair, or multiple persons who have difficulty with the stairs, there is 
understandable frustration with the limitations of a single elevator access to Parish Hall.

1. A sunken courtyard in front of Parish House, providing a more gracious entrance into Parish 
Hall, seems an appealing solution if it is feasible to accomplish (is there rock below the lawn, 
for instance?).

2. The rear ramp option, coming in the back door, would be more direct from HC parking spaces 
on-site. Whether there is sufficient room for the required gradient of ramp and landing space 
will need to be studied.

b. In response to Keith Gibson’s question on why Parish House was designed to be the way it is, the 
Architect notes the following (note: these minutes have been expanded by the Architect for 
additional clarity on these key accessibility issues):

1. The concept of accessibility is relatively recent, but widely accepted and expected now. 
1950’s architects, such as Milton Grigg (an accomplished, highly-regarded architect) were in 
no fashion concerned with accessibility.  Economies of construction, with minimal movement 
of earth (and support areas like toilet rooms taking-up as little valuable program space as 
possible) were much more the driving concern. A generation since ADA became law (1990), 
disability accommodation is now a matter of common expectation. Hence Parish House is 
today extremely frustrating, with full societal (and parish) expectation that buildings will (of 
course!) be fully-accessible.  

2. Washington Street is quite steep, and both the Church and Parish House are on this steeply-
sloping site. Designing a Parish House that properly connects along an accessible route to  
accessible parking in any fashion on such a severely-sloped site is not easily accomplished.  
Even an all-new replacement Parish House would present significant challenges in creating 
an accessible at-grade entrance to Parish Hall, much less while also allowing connection via a 
bridge to the historic Church. The existing bridge met its original design objective to connect 
the Church and Parish House--except that it joins Parish House at a mid-stair landing 
elevation, and not directly with any floor level. In 1955, the program space in Parish House 
itself was surely even more important than the ability to seamlessly connect that space via a 
bridge directly to the Church. A few steps were just not of any real concern pre-ADA.
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3. The desire to connect the two buildings with an all-weather passage was clearly an important 
design consideration in 1955. The bridge does that, but in doing so highlights the steepness of 
the site, and the difficulties of matching floor levels. The Church Nave is quite high in the air, 
with a full walk-out Undercroft. The church Nave is nearly at the Second Floor level of Parish 
House (two and half stories in the air relative to the street). As noted above, the steep site 
remains the fundamental challenge, not Parish House itself, which provides a good deal of 
ministry space across three floor levels.

4. The current elevator is remarkable in its ability to connect as many levels as it does, 
especially when considering it was designed as a retrofit address of a site and building with 
such fundamental vertical circulation challenges. Nevertheless, getting into that elevator from 
the driveway remains a somewhat mean, dispiriting experience that inevitably reminds the 
user of their disability, and inability to use the stairs. The best accessibility accommodations 
are seamlessly integrated into the architecture and site design, used easily by people of all 
abilities. As remarkable as the elevator is, it cannot do that.

5. The Parish has by 2023 addressed perhaps every entrance accessibility issue that has a 
reasonable re-dress for an historic property. Perhaps the best new option suggested is a ramp 
from the rear parking lot and back door into Parish Hall, which seems located reasonably near 
accessible on-site parking. Yet even if such a ramp proves technically workable (with ADA-
compliant gradients and landings), it would remain an entrance distinct from other Parish 
House “front door” entrances used by able-bodied persons (not so dissimilar to entrance to 
the elevator from the driveway), and thereby not a “universal” design solution for Parish Hall 
access. Parish Hall and Parish House have to-date no obvious design solutions that create a 
new main building entrance and lobby, accessible by all, from which all parts of Parish House 
(and the Church) are then accessible via elevator and stairs.

c. Especially if ramping proves technically infeasible due to ADA-required gradients and landing 
areas, a second elevator might prove a reasonable response, increasing the capacity and thereby 
rate of persons traveling to Parish Hall and elsewhere in Parish House. 

d. Consensus continues that the stage is not used enough to justify its current form and size.

B. Renovation of Parish Hall is a top priority, and a full renovation of Parish House seems the likely way 
forward for the next generation; the building overall is excessively dated (perhaps creating further 
disdain for its lack of accessibility). 

E N D  O F  M I N U T E S

We request that the attendees to this meeting review these draft minutes.  Please advise the writer within a 
week of any edits, after which time these minutes shall be considered final.  

Respectfully submitted,
 

W. Neal Roseberry, AIA, NCARB
Principal
FGM Architects, Inc.

cc. Rev. Bowerfind, for distribution
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Attendees: 

Rev. Tuck Bowerfind GEC, Rector 
Martha Burford GEC, Minister of Music, Organist
Joanne Robblee GEC, Chair, Worship Committee
Jane Brooke GEC, Altar Guild
Pat Gibson GEC, Worship and Choir  
Buster Lewis GEC, “Been Everything Multiple Times”
Rev. David Cox GEC, Former Rector (ret)
Lacey Lynch Director, Rockbridge Children’s Chorale
Robert Celio, AIA, LEED AP FGMA, Architect
Neal Roseberry, AIA FGMA, Architect

The Architect met with attending Worship and Music representatives and other church and music leadership for 
the general purpose of discussing current and envisioned future ministry and program space needs for GEC. 
The discussion items noted below have in some instances been distilled (and where noted, expanded upon) or 
re-sequenced for clarity, but are in any case intended to reflect the full scope and tenor of the interview.

I. Worship Space Discussion:

A. The Church worship space is the current and historical center of GEC.  Across all persons and groups, 
it is perceived as a beautiful and worshipful space.  Pat Gibson and others noted the careful and 
accomplished work involved with renovation and restoration of the Church Nave and Chancel, 
including not only the expanded area (which can accommodate a large group of musicians for special 
occasions), but restored decorative stenciling and paint colors, aided by a grant from the local 
Historical Society. The Nave and Chancel work was extensive, and beautifully-executed, and feels 
very much seamless with the character of the historic church.

B. Even for the able-bodied, wayfinding is not intuitive between the Church and Parish House, especially 
for visitors who are less familiar with the quirks of the building’s various levels. Pat noted that new 
wayfinding signage is on its way, which can only help.

C. There remains lingering concern that the Church is not easily accessible, and that there are not 
conveniently located support spaces, like toilets (which especially for the disabled and infirm, are 
located across the bridge and an elevator ride away).

a. The usefulness of the elevator vs. the former ramp, that approached the mostly un-used side 
entrance into the Nave, was discussed. Courtyard fellowship functions after church, for those who 
cannot use the front steps, is really quite circuitous, to the point of being a real discouragement. 
The Architect noted that the side ramp is a problematic solution, with no good landing space at the 
church doors (as required by ADA), and a side entrance directly into the Nave that in any case 
would not be as mainstreamed as able-bodied persons entering worship from the Narthex. Non-
mainstream ADA accommodation is to a great extent the problem with the elevator as well, though 
that solution does allow a wheelchair to enter worship in a non-conspicuous fashion.

b. The Architect noted that the chancel, recently renovated, was not made accessible to those in a 
wheelchair, reflecting the ongoing difficulty of providing accessibility in an historic structure with at-
times difficult existing conditions to address (ramping to the chancel would have been lengthy, 
taking-up precious floor space, and a lift would likewise have been difficult to accommodate). 

c. The Architect stressed, as said in other Focus Groups, that the site itself is steep and difficult to 
make accessible, and that GEC has done very well indeed to provide an elevator that can service 
all the disparate floor levels. Further measures to make the buildings even more universally 
accessible will be difficulty to technically achieve.  All thoughts remain welcome.
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D. Apart from the existing church itself, the desirability of a separate, more intimate chapel space, for 
private devotional and smaller services was raised by Rev. Cox. Where such a space might 
appropriately be located, and whether it would double as a Children’s Chapel, was discussed (see 
note below on murals in current Children’s Chapel). Rev. Cox noted there had once (early 20th century) 
been a proposal for a transept chapel, though that was obviously never executed. Generally, the 
Architect suggested that the Nave is not so vast that smaller services feel uncomfortably 
accommodated, and that other parish needs may supersede the call for a chapel (though the Architect 
would enjoy designing such a space).

a. Pat Gibson noted that the Children’s Chapel murals on the First Floor of Parish House are of 
significance, done by a noted artist.  The Architect questioned whether these murals could be 
relocated, noting that it would likely prove difficult to design a new First Floor layout that leaves the 
murals intact.

II. Music Space and Undercroft Discussion:

A. All attendees attested to the importance of the Music Program in the life of GEC, and to some extent, 
within the entire Lexington community. The Casavant organ is prime evidence that the support of GEC 
is greater than “lip service.”

B. An attendee keenly observed that while the Undercroft is not directly HC accessible from the Church 
above, the Undercroft is the only space on-campus that is directly accessible at-grade from the 
exterior.

C. Martha noted that the Music Program at Grace is not “territorial,” and is happy to share its rehearsal 
space with other groups (recognizing that scheduling may sometimes be a factor). 

a. Better soundproofing between the Daniel Community Room and Brooke Family Hall is desired, to 
allow an adjacent group to meet simultaneously with rehearsals. The Architect cautioned that a 
single door, even acoustically treated, might be insufficient to isolate music rehearsal with its 
range of sounds from the Daniel Room.

D. Generally, the current location in the Brooke Family undercroft as choir rehearsal space is convenient 
to worship, and enjoyable for its acoustics.  While open to what is best for GEC, the location of Music 
in the Undercroft seems likely to remain long-term:

a. Whether the Undercroft is efficiently-designed remains of interest; the storage rooms and office 
space block windows and create a T-shaped space.

b. As Multipurpose Space, there remains a need for ample storage of music, choir robes, and 
handbell equipment, so that these things can be stowed, and the Brooke Family Room is not 
known simply as “the Choir Room.”  

c. Acolyte robing and implements remains on the Second Floor of Parish House, and perhaps should 
be consolidated with other worship-related support in the Undercroft.

E. Rockbridge Children’s Chorus meets at GEC, and utilizes the undercroft, and two spaces in Parish 
House for its regular rehearsals. RCC is led by Lacey Lynch. She offered that:

a. Chancel refurbishment makes the Church a great place for concerts.
b. There insufficient toilets  that are also hard to find for any outside group using the Church or 

Parish Hall. Parish Hall in particular should have better toilet room facilities, especially for younger 
users that want to be supervised at least on the same floor level.

c. Window A/C units in Parish House are too noisy during rehearsal, though the room is too hot 
without them running. (The Architect notes that the window units are probably annoyingly noisy for 
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classroom instruction as well, and that completely new central AC systems are needed in Parish 
House).

III. Other Discussion

A. General accessibility issues continued to be discussed: a non-elevator-dependent way into Parish Hall 
is highly desirable, with this evidenced in a recent elevator failure that stranded a wheelchair bound 
person. The proximity of a rear ramp in Parish Hall, accessible to parking spaces on-site, seems a 
desirable possibility.

B. The lack of quality “medium-size” spaces was noted; the current number of small classrooms is 
excessive. There is a need for more medium-size spaces, capable of accommodating 20 persons or 
so, without having those mid-size groups need to meet in Parish Hall.

C. The idea of widening the bridge was discussed and remains intriguing (the idea had been raised in an 
earlier Focus Group as well), with the goal of creating a useful, larger gathering and fellowship area 
immediately adjacent to the Church. Currently, fellowship necessarily happens in the inadequately-
sized Narthex and Nave itself, disrupting those who are preparing to worship.  The Architect notes that 
how a wider bridge might interface with the historic exterior of the church nave, and whether 
appropriate vehicular clearances can be maintained, are expected issues.

D. Parking for the church is problematic, and seems destined to remain problematic.  Whether GEC can 
negotiate access to future structured parking in the vicinity, built by W&L, needs to be explored. 
However, ADA access from across the street, with gradients greater than 5%, would likely remain an 
issue. For ADA accessibility, on-site parking, near an accessible building entrance, seems the only real 
option.

E. David Cox noted his dislike for the flat-roof portion of Parish Hall roofing, which always seems to have 
a new leak.

F. How Parish House should properly be renovated and used remains of great interest:

a. The idea of Student / Religious Studies Center was discussed further, echoing discussions from 
the earlier College Focus Group (and are thereby not repeated here). 

b. The Second Floor of Parish House might be accessed from the rear stair (or a new rear stair), 
allowing secure access after hours, separate from other parts of Parish House (though such 
access would not include disabled students if in that location with no elevator).

c. The general inflexibility of Parish House was noted: the building is all corridors and small 
classrooms. The need for flexible space, that can be shared between students and GEC was 
noted.

E N D  O F  M I N U T E S

We request that the attendees to this meeting review these draft minutes.  Please advise the writer within a 
week of any edits, after which time these minutes shall be considered final.  

Respectfully submitted,
 

W. Neal Roseberry, AIA, NCARB
Principal
FGM Architects, Inc.

cc. Rev. Bowerfind, for distribution
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