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Congregational Meeting Report October 22, 2006 
 

At the conclusion of the meeting held on October 22, 2006 the following motion was made. 
(Moved Beryl Watson. Seconded Nicole Desy) ÒThat we move forward with the BoardÕs 
recommendation of amalgamation talks with St Johns Strawberry Hill United Church, Delta 
BC.Ó The motion was carried. 

This was made after the following information was collected and shared. 

Information Gathering 
We first divided into five table groups and considered three statements. The results of each 
table are as follows:  

Table #1  
What I like most about Royal Heights United Church: Comfort feel, atmosphere 
welcomes, friendly, caring people; Family feel; Music - choices; Dare to be innovative; 
Inclusiveness; Acceptance; Children feel belonging; Open door/revolving - freedom to come 
and go  

What makes me worry about Royal Heights United Church: Finances; Aging facility; 
Dwindling resources - people, money, burn out, tired; Community demographics change; 
Lay leadership; Not enough fun-balance is askew; Fear of taking a leadership role and 
discovering you have the whole responsibility yourself.  

What gives me hope about Royal Heights United Church: In our church family getting 
through this difficulty; Move forward and not look back; Financial worries reach a 
resolution; For amalgamation - sharing of people, resources, vision and developing a critical 
mass; Become healthy 

Table #2  
What I like about Royal Heights United Church: Minister - spiritual, learning, teaching, 
growth; Fellowship, community, friendliness; Handy to home; 10 am service time; Child 
friendly (nursery); Music is superb  

What makes me worry about Royal Heights United Church: Finances; Lack of 
manpower/shrinking congregation; Where/why is there no choir; Maintenance of the 
building; the threat of closing Royal Heights  

What gives me hope about Royal Heights United Church: Conversations with St. Johns 
United Church; Combined worship services with St. Johns; Exciting possibilities presented 
by Earl; Our energy/resources/expertise; We are all still learning and open to learning; Only 
God knows;  

Table #3 
What I like about Royal Heights United Church: Welcoming; Location - convenient; 
People; Worship services; Caring - prayers; Music; User groups - building being used 
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What makes me worry about Royal Heights United Church: Financial burden; Loss of 
membership - why?; How to get new members; Building maintenance and upkeep; Lack of 
commitment of volunteers; Communication; Burnout; Total community participation in 
particular activities; WUCC folded - loss of income from activities; What is our future? 
Where will we go?; SolomonÕs Porch - what to do? 

What gives me hope about Royal Heights United Church: This meeting is a start of 
communication about the future; Children attending church; New young families; 
Communication pleaseÕ!! 

Table #4  
What I like about Royal Heights United Church: The Nursery; Fellowship; Smaller 
community; Bruce and Cheryl; Music programme; The children; Coffee time 

What makes me worry about Royal Heights United Church: Declining Sunday School 
enrollment (including Youth programme); Empty pews; Givings; Drain in energy - too few 
people to do many jobs; Lack of time to enjoy community due to increased work load; 
Burnout - people leaving; Physical plans - church maintenance; Space for alternate users - 
need to promote; Demographics of surrounding area - different cultures/religions 

What gives me hope about Royal Heights United Church: The people; The young 
families; Communications between the churches; VBS partnership with SH; We own this 
property - gives us many options 

Table #5  
What I like about Royal Heights United Church: Friendliness, fellowship; Ministry 
particularly Sunday School being with children and youth; The openness and the caring; The 
support that the congregation gives to each other - when ailing or in need pastoral care; 
Diversity of the congregation - the spirit was there for us to hang together; ÒComing home 
againÓ - wonderful; Worship service with music and drama inclusion;  

What makes me worry about Royal Heights United Church: Not going to be here one 
day 

Not getting ahead; Money finances, people to do jobs-as a complement to increasing 
programmes and ability to carry through; The body of the congregation is the church; 
Rumour mill has it that we are not doing well - ÒSafe HavenÓ/or yet this is about United 
Churches; Wondering where are the people in the community other than in the seasons of 
Christmas/Easter  

What gives me hope about Royal Heights United Church: God is everything; That people 
are still prepared to make the commitment to RHUC; That RHUC is always open to doing 
whatever it takes; The children and youth - questions in learning ÒOn God we callÓ; The 
inner core of people that want to/who care to-make it work; Like a church family; Creative 
stewards of this $2 million piece of property- we have the same as with all creation 
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Sharing of Information 

A brief history of Royal Heights United Church was given 

At the instigation of the Rev. Max Warren a small group, that included Walter and 
Myrtle Hawkins, gathered on December 14, 1958 to investigate the formation of a 
United Church. Barbra Cocker, with a Mission Support grant, did a survey of the 
neighbourhood. May 10, 1959 marked the constitution of the new congregation 
that met at the Annieville School. A student minister Frank Baldock served at that 
time. In 1959 portables were placed on the current site that was three acres. 
During this startup time we were affiliated with Green Timbers United Church 
until 1960. At this time the Rev. J.S. Clark was called to be the minister. 

Rev. Grant Bracewell became the minister in 1963. In 1964 a Manse was 
purchased for $14,629 and Bridgeview United Church became part of the Royal 
Heights congregation. Due to financial concerns we became a two-point charge 
with Oak Avenue United Church. Angus Jack became the minister in 1966 and 
was followed by Berwyn Roberts in 1968. In 1972 3 lots were sold for $18,000. A 
Christian Education wing was built.  

Bob and Edith Baird came as a team in 1980. During summer sanctuary 
renovations we worshiped at Oak Avenue United Church in 1982. Two years later 
we became a single point charge.  

The current sanctuary was completed in 1986 and the old sanctuary was named 
SolomonÕs Porch. The Manse was sold in 1989 for $123,000. 

In 1995 a meeting was called was called discuss the possibility of an 
amalgamation with another congregation. Thirty-nine people attended, twelve 
voted no, ten voted yes. The congregation then decided to ask for a minister 
through the Settlement Process. Newly ordained Nancy Talbot came and served 
for nine years. Rev. David Martyn joined us in 2005. 

How the neighbourhood has changed 
1. When Royal Heights was started a survey was done that indicated that 50% of the 

people in the neighbourhood, if they were to attend a church, it would be the 
United Church. Today, according to the census data, that figure is now 8%. Total 
number of Protestants is 21%. 

2. In those days the strategy of the United Church was to have a church every two 
miles so people could walk to church. Today 1% of the population indicates that 
walking is their mode of transportation. 

3. There is now a high mobility in the neighbourhood. Only 65% of the population 
was at the same address five years ago. 

Our recent history of member loss, property status and finances 
1. We have had a continual member loss due to death, members retiring and moving 

out of the neighbourhood. 
2. Our building is in need of significant repair: roofs 
3. We have been operating on a deficit budget for a number of years.  
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Three Directional Streams we have considered 
1. Amalgamation/Courtship 

a. We spent the last year in discussion with Oak Avenue and St. JohnÕs about the 
future of the United Church in our area. 

b. This year the discussion is continuing with St. JohnÕs. Oak Avenue are in the 
process of an Intentional Interim Ministry which will take two years. 

c. We are this year planning a number of activities with St. Johns: worship, 
youth group and Vacation Bible School during the next 7 months to June 
2007. This could be seen as a courtship in which we can determine if we could 
live together. Hopefully by June 2007 or sooner, Royal Heights and St Johns 
can envision the possibility of starting the amalgamation process. 

2. Disbanding/Palliative Care 
a. If an amalgamation does not work we could disband and assist members of 

the congregation to find appropriate church homes. 
b. This will require a period of intentional care/ This could be seen as Palliative 

care. 
3. Investigation of Property Development 

a. We need to ask if we are being good Stewards of the property we have. The 
property is worth almost two million dollars. Are we making good use of this? 

In Search of Possibilities: The Future of Royal Heights 

Finances as of Oct 13, 2006 
Chequing Account Balance $7,702 
Less outstanding cheques 7,630 
Current Balance $72 
Mutual Fund Balance $4,126 
SP Funds (Restricted) $43,976 

2006 Budget Review 
2006 Budget Income Estimate $ 12,057 
2006 Budget Expense Estimate $ 12,312 
2006 Act Income (all sources) $ 11,000 
Net Monthly Deficit   ($   1,000) 

Assuming the current income stream remains unchanged the Mutual Fund will 
be exhausted by about June 30, 2007. 

Any unforeseen expenses would deplete these funds sooner, shortening the life 
of RHUC. 

SolomonÕs Porch Funds 
The Board is of the opinion that a comprehensive plan for the future of RHUC must be 
developed and in place prior to considering the use of these funds. 

To simply use the funds to Ôkeep the doors openÕ without a long term plan would be unwise. 
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The major donors have been approached and have  removed the restrictions, making the 
funds available for future identified needs. 

Questions Series #1 
ÒIn order to keep the doors open with a shrinking revenue stream, what program(s) or 
staff positions would you eliminate/reduce?Ó 

ÒWould you support the position not to use the SP Funds to offset ongoing monthly 
deficits until a long term plan is in placeÓ?  

ÒGiven the current state of the programs and the anticipated costly physical needs of 
the building, would you be prepared to significantly increase your support of RHUC 
to keep the doors open?Ó 

ÒHave you considered moving away or distancing yourself from RHUC during this 
past year?Ó 

What can be done to get you, the congregation, to recommit and re-energize all that 
RHUC used to be?  Would you be prepared to actively participate in this 
revitalization process?Ó 

If RHUC were to close due to lack of funds how would that impact your life?Ó  
Would you relocate to another United Church in the area or closer to your home?Ó 

Asset Rich, Cash Poor 
Buildings: 
The buildings and their maintenance are continuing to become an ever increasing financial 
burden.  

Previously identified, relatively immediate repairs required have been estimated @ $70,000. 

Land: 
The Board has engaged the services of Aplin & Martin Consultants Ltd.  A feasibility report 
has been received to determine the subdivision potential of the land.   

Subdivision Options 
Two (2) Lot Subdivision 
Create one Residential lot at the N/E corner of the site. 
The remainder parcel would house the church buildings and parking lot.      

Potential Sale Price of new Residential lot $275,000 
Less est costs to rezone, subdivide, service, etc. 40,000 
Less est interest charge on servicing loan 3,000 

Potential net profit from one lot subdivision $232,000  

Less previously identified maintenance items:   
Staged or total roof replacement $  60,000 
Gym exterior replacement $  10,000 
Demolition of SP to meet parking requirement $  15,000 
Total maintenance cost estimate $  85,000 
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The unencumbered funds available would be approximately  $ 147,000 

Two Lot Subdivision 
! Pro: 

Leaves control of any future decisions in the hands of RHUC. 

Would provide substantial funds in about 16 Ð 24 months to continue operating 
RHUC. 

Would provide funding for approximately 8 to 10 years. 

Would require a substantial growth in Congregation size, commitment, programs and 
givings. 

! Con: 
May require the infusion of substantial funds if identified building maintenance items 
are needed during the subdivision process.  Could that risk be managed? 

If Congregational growth is not achieved the church would probably fade away 
before these new found monies were exhausted. 

Questions re: 2 Lot Subdivision 
ÒWould you support the use of this $147,000 to support and subsidize anticipated 
continuing budget shortfalls at RHUC?Ó 

ÒDo you think the infusion of this money would help revitalize and grow the 
congregation, programs and financial commitment or simply prolong the life of RHUC 
until the funds are exhausted?Ó   

ÒDo you think there may be a better use for these or other unrealized sources of funds?Ó 

Eight (8) Lot Subdivision 
Significant dollars will have to be invested in order to realize the full potential of the site. 

To maximize the potential of a total site subdivision, planning would have to be done 
which would require the closure of RHUC at a future date. 

Cost to create 8 Lot Subdivision 

Aplin & Martin professional service fee estimate $33,400 
Corporation of Delta fees/charges: 

Rezoning application fee $  1,550 
Subdivision fee $     495 
DCC fees $89,832 
Servicing connection cost estimate $64,000 
Curb/sidewalk estimate $10,000 
Est. cost to create a finished subdivision $197,277  
Add 15% contingency reserve $ 30,000 
Add demo/removal costs estimated at $ 50,000 
Estimated cost to achieve lots for sale $277,277 
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Projected Return on 8 Lots 
Average Sale Price $300,000 
# Lots x 8 
Gross Sale Price $2,400,000 
Less cost to service -300,000 
Estimated ROI   $2,100,000 

Questions re: 8 Lot Subdivision 
ÒWould you support proceeding with the 8 lot subdivision plan in the near future?Ó 

ÒWould your support be conditional on having a formal amalgamation in place prior to 
proceeding with the subdivision application process?Ó  

8 Lot Subdivision 
! Pro: 
Leaves control of many future decisions in the hands of RHUC. 

Provides a certain flexibility on the timing of any future decisions. 

Has the potential to generate substantial dollars that would provide a myriad of opportunities 
to be pursued under the direction of the members and Board of RHUC. 

! Con: 
Has substantial upfront or mid-project costs to finance. 

It would require a careful, respectful and considered closure of RHUC at a near future date.  

 

A Third Option 
Sale of the property Òas isÓ. 

There is a reasonable demand for church properties at this time. 

In its present state and condition the property may sell for $1.4M to $1.7M. 

The upfront expenses required to affect a sale would be minimal. 

The larger costs would be paid at the time of sale.  

Questions re: Òas isÓ sale 

ÒWould you support the outright sale of the property in the future?Ó 

ÒWould your support be conditional on having a formal amalgamation in place prior to 
the sale or simply a decision to disband the congregation?Ó  

Some Final Questions 
ÒIs Royal Heights nearing the end of it natural life cycle?Ó 

ÒIs there a will and is it realistic to continue to operate RHUC into the future?Ó 
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ÒAre todayÕs economic pressures, changing demographics and the dwindling 
congregation signs that it may be time to regroup, reinvest and be a proactive partner in 
the reinvention of the United Church in  North Delta?Ó  

ÒWould you embrace a new direction instigated and supported by the members of RHUC 
for ourselves and the greater United Church?Ó  

ÒWhat could be done with $2.0M?Ó   

ÒWould you like to see Royal Heights legacy honoured and recognized within any new 
incarnation resulting from the proceeds generated by this Congregation?Ó  

Directions, Decisions, Possibilities...É ensuring good Stewardship 
Things to consider 

ÒWould amalgamation be supported and viewed as a positive step into the future?Ó   

ÒAre you inclined to try to maintain our independence, keeping the doors open at any 
cost?Ó   

ÒWould you consider the sale of the property Ôas isÕ as our resources are depleted?Ó   

ÒWould you prefer to actively pursue a new future for the United Church in North 
Delta?Ó   

ÒWould you support either subdivision proposal?Ó   

ÒWould you support including St JohnÕs in our visioning process?Ó 

ÒIf RHUC were to close, how important is it to you to honour the May 10, 2009 50th 
Anniversary?Ó 

What could be done with $2.0M 

To realize the maximum potential of the RHUC site, the church in itÕs present form 
would have to close.   

Those presently worshipping at RHUC would have to find another church.    

The friendly courtship/amalgamation talks presently underway with St JohnÕs and the 
calendar of future shared Services appear to be positive indicators that amalgamation may 
be possible if desired by both parties.      

Assuming Amalgamation 

One Possibility… 
Gilmore Park United Model 
A decision was made to not throw good money after bad maintaining an aging church.    

A new church and Seniors Residential building was planned and built on the site.   

During construction the congregation worshipped at a neighbouring church.   

While substantial debt was incurred, the church receives 50% of the revenue generated by 
the Seniors complex in perpetuity.   

The St JohnÕs site appears to offer this same potential.   
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If the vision of Gilmore Park is embraced, St JohnÕs could worship at RHUC during 
construction.    

To respect the legacy of RHUC and recognize the foresight, commitment and direction of 
the Congregation to this project, the new residence could be named ÒRoyal Heights 
House.Ó   

The new church may retain the name St JohnÕs in respect of their willingness to 
amalgamate.   

Other spaces within the new complex could be named after our significant SolomonÕs 
Porch donors and congregants of significance to St JohnÕs and RHUC.  

Considerations re: Redevelopment 
Current tenant Lease obligations. 

Timing of subdivision process is estimated to take 15 months from application to lot sales 
and receipt of funds. 

Ensuring a respectful and thoughtful closing of RHUC recognizing the 50th Anniversary 
in May 2009. 

A Possible Timeline to consider 
Ph 1  Application to Final Adoption July 2007/February 2008 

Ph 2  Design to Subdivision Reg March 2008/June 2008 

DCC charges paid during Ph 2 and would require careful financial planning. 

Ph 3 Servicing and lot sales July 2009/Sep 2009 orÉ. ? 

Recommendations 
Proceed with rezoning and subdivision application as soon as possible. 

If amalgamation and closure occurs, plan a celebratory 50th Anniversary last service on or 
about May 10, 2009 at RHUC. 

Advise existing tenants the buildings would be available until June 30, 2009. 

Removal of church fixtures, etc. during mid-May to June 30, 2009. 

Demolition/site servicing to begin July 1, 2009. 

 


