Bergfried Task Force - Recommendation to the Board of Trustees
March 13, 2012
Task Force Members: Tom Evans, Judy Evans, Judy Tisdale, Gary Gray, Jim Gender,
Steven Bain, David Miller
“Eliot Chapel, a Unitarian Universalist Community, gathers to foster free religious thought,
nurture spiritual growth, and act for social justice.”
SITUATION
The Bergfried property was given to Eliot Chapel by sisters Doris Lingenfelder Shreve and Julia
Lingenfelder in the 1960s as a potential retreat for congregational members. The property was
accepted on the basis that it not be a financial drain on the Chapel. It has not been as evidenced
by the accumulation of over $85,000 in the Bergfried Corpus and the significant monies that
have flowed to the Chapel over the years that have funded general operations, new Sanctuary
carpet, building and property upgrades, acquisition of the lot adjacent to Eliot, etc.
The Chapel’s ownership of the property is unencumbered meaning it could be sold, developed or
used in any way the congregation decides.
A time line covering the history of the Bergfried property from before it was acquired by the
Chapel through early 2007 is included in Appendix I. Apparently this time line was developed
as part of the work done by the Asset Authority Task Force in 2006-07. The full report of that
Task Force is included in Appendix II.
The utilization of the Bergfried property has waxed and waned over much of the time it has been
owned by the Chapel. Over the last several years use by the congregation seems to have been at
a historically low level. At the same time the Chapel’s need for cash has increased with
expenses higher than revenue for the several church years through 2009-10. In addition there is
need for capital investment in the old RE wing and the Chapel’s infrastructure. Bergfried is seen
as a valuable and underutilized asset.
Hence this Task force was commissioned by the Eliot Board of Trustees to recommend how the
Bergfried asset can be used or disposed of in a way most consistent with the mission of Eliot
Chapel. The written charge by the Board is included in Appendix III.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Whiles these recommendations are made to the Board, the task force expects that the Board will
delegate much of the implementation. The Board must follow-up to assure that all
recommendation they accept and delegate are completed.
1. We recommend that the Bergfried property be retained for at least 3-5 years. However,
specific changes and improvements need to be made as noted below. The 3-5 years will
allow time for these actions to take effect and the results to be seen.
2. The Bergfried property should be integrated into congregational life like other programs.
There should be regular information flow on planned activities, reasons to visit, seasonal
conditions, wildlife sightings, etc. These should be communications by the normal
means: newsletter, website, order of service, Adams Hall table, etc. The Bergfried
Committee has begun this effort.
3. To facilitate this integration the Board should consider making Bergfried a normal part of
Eliot’s operations from a financial standpoint. This would mean making Bergfried
revenues and expenses part of the annual budgeting and the normal financial reporting
cycles. This would, of course, require revision of the current Bergfried Corpus and
Financial Operating Policy approved in 2007
4. We recommend that the Board working with the Bergfried Committee let a contract for a
timber harvest at this time. We believe that there are mature white oak trees ready for
harvest that can bring a good price. Contrary to the thought of some that the land is
unspoiled or pristine, it has been managed for timber harvest consistently, and various
harvests have occurred over the years. A properly managed harvest is necessary to
improve the timber stand and also to produce revenue for the Chapel. Bergfried
Committee has taken early steps in this effort.
5. Use of the Bergfried property within the RE program should be pursued. The Bergfried
Committee is working with Scott Stewart on the possibility of an Earth Day activity.
6. The Board should work with the Bergfried Committee to develop a written charge for the
committee. This charge should cover long term asset management, short term
improvements including those listed below and reporting requirements.
a) A method should be created to document the level of use of Bergfried. This is not
just reporting attendance at scheduled events like Spring Weekend or rental of the
Green House but also casual visits. Possibly a sign-in box at the gate could be set-up.
Only real data will define the actual level of use.
b) The Lingenfelder Shelter needs to be painted. Virtually all painted surfaces under
roof are peeling badly.
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c) The area surrounding the shelter needs a good clean-up. There are scraps of
unpainted plywood and other debris present; unattractive trash receptacles; aged and
sometimes jury-rigged outdoor furnishings; and an unpainted bulletin board in poor
condition. Similar attention to the rustic privies is needed. The Bergfried Committee
should be tasked to improve this situation.
d) The foresters report generated several years ago should be read and the
recommendations implemented. This is a very detailed report with specific
recommendations. All have not been fully implemented. The Bergfried Committee
has a copy of the report and is pursuing this.
e) There is a portion of the Bergfried property at its extreme eastern end comprising
about 80 acres that apparently is of little interest and is little used. Sale of this portion
of the property was suggested by a visitor at the task force’s November 1st meeting.
The Bergfried Committee should make a recommendation to the Board on sale or
retention of this portion of the property as soon as possible.
7. Use by other Unitarian Congregations in the area should be encouraged. The Bergfried
Committee has initiated contact with the Alton Congregation for a potential camping
weekend and initial interest has been shown. Congregations in Columbia and Jefferson
City are as close or closer to Bergfried than we are.
8. The recommendations on Bergfried from the 2007 Asset Authority Task Force should be
revisited to confirm or complete implementation. See Appendix II.
9. If after 3-5 years, utilization of the Bergfried property (as demonstrated by data from item
5. a. above) has not increased or has continued to decrease, the Board should put the issue
of selling the Bergfried property before the congregation for an up or down vote. This
task force is not suggesting another study at that time; this should be the last study
needed. Over the years there have been studies and usage improvement plans on a 5-10
year cycle. Whether the actions recommended were inadequate to achieve the desired
results or whether the follow through was insufficient is immaterial. This task force has
once again reviewed history, studied information, listened to interested parties, and made
recommendations. If the above recommendations are fully implemented and if there is
appropriate and complete follow through, there will be hard data showing usage level
plus cost and revenue for the 3-5 year period. It would then be time to put the data before
the congregation for discussion and a decision on whether they believe it is best to
dispose of or retain the Bergfried property.
While the task force considers this report to fulfill the charge given by the Board, the members of
this task force are ready to help with implementation of these recommendations as the board
might request.
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FINDINGS- DISCUSSION
Bergfried is a financially valuable asset. Research in the Real Estate Multiple Listing Service
(MLS) for Gasconade Co. suggests the property might sell for $1800–2400 per acre. For the
approximately 650 acres that could be $1.2 – 1.6 million. The research also indicates that the
property would likely be on the market for a very long time before a sale could be finalized;
probably years not months (2-3 years). Discussions with a real estate agent working in the area
suggest that both the price and timing estimates are reasonable.
Holding the Bergfried property in its present form makes minimal or no contribution to the
portions of the Chapel’s mission that involve fostering free religious thought and acting for
social justice. However, it is equally clear that holding the Bergfried property serves to nurture
spiritual growth for certain members of the congregation, and serves as a place where our
Unitarian Universalist community may gather. Even members and friends who now favor
transformation of the property into another form of asset agree that in times past their use of the
property has helped us fulfill these parts of the mission.
It may be easier to think and talk about growing relationships rather than about nurturing
spiritual growth. Certainly more speakers at the January 15th Bergfried Task Force
Congregational Input Meeting spoke of relationship formation rather than of spiritual growth
(notes on comments made at the meeting are included in Appendix IV). One longtime member
stated that although she is not a camper herself, she saw how relationships formed at Bergfried
had touched the lives of men in two generations of her family. Another member mentioned that
her own family ties were strengthened at Bergfried. Another member listed relationships formed
at Men’s Advance that probably would not have been formed in the absence of a place like
Bergfried to hold the Men’s Advance.
While personal spiritual growth as a result of the Chapel’s ownership of Bergfried was not
specifically mentioned by any speaker at the January 15th meeting, it was implied by several in
comments linking ownership of Bergfried to the Unitarian Universalist principle of respect for
the interdependent web of existence of which we are a part; and in the mention by several
speakers that there is a need to pass on to our children an appreciation for nature, and the
opportunity to be surrounded with the natural world.
An even more frequent comment reveals that many users of Bergfried feel a very specific
individual and personal mission to minister to or serve the land. One member mentioned the
words “just” and “right,” implying that the Chapel has a moral duty to this particular land. Two
others perceived a unique opportunity granted to Eliot as the owner of Bergfried. One elaborated
on this by describing the opportunity to keep the land unspoiled for future generations. Another
member mentioned that he believes we have duties to the land because “fate” has cast our lot in
with the destiny of the acreage.
The Task Force takes these comments into full account and believes that the ownership of this
property has provided spiritual nurture for a number of members and friends of the chapel. We
further realize that for some members and friends the tie to Bergfried is felt deeply and
passionately. We admire their passion and devotion to this land, and in particular the attitude of
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one member who had stated she makes it a priority to go to Bergfried as opposed to participating
in other activities, thus making her visits there a spiritual practice for her.
However, it is undisputed even by those who visit Bergfried relatively frequently that use of the
property by members and friends has decreased steadily over a long number of years. When
approximately 22 people attended the fall 2011 weekend (the number present on Sunday
morning, which includes some who had gone out to the property just for the morning but
excludes a family with no ties to Eliot), it was mentioned by a frequent user that this was a
bigger turnout than had been seen in some time. Attendance during the spring, 2011 weekend
had been even less. Attendance at Men’s Advance last April was approximately 35, a good
turnout. We have investigated usage of Bergfried by members and friends of the Chapel and
have counted approximately 70 trips to the land over the last year in the three scheduled group
activities. This number is higher than the actual number of individuals who attended these
activities, as an undetermined number of persons visited the property during 2 or 3 of the 3 group
activities. We have no data concerning use by individuals separate from group activities. No
one at the January 15th meeting volunteered data about their own use of the land over the last
year outside of the scheduled activities.
We conclude based on the numbers we gathered:
a) Some people visit Bergfried on a casual basis, perhaps once every several years.
b) The core group of Bergfried users, including Men’s Advance, appears to be 10-15% of
members and friends of the chapel. This is a minority but not insignificant.
c) The recent survey showed that about 70% of our membership has never been out to the
property.
One member mentioned at the January 15th meeting that no particular level of use by the
congregation is necessary to justify keeping the property. We believe this statement to be
incorrect. Surely if only one member used the land, this would not justify keeping the property,
no matter how strongly he or she felt. There must be some minimum level of use to justify
retention although it would be difficult to establish that minimum level and this task force has
made no attempt to do so. The task force does, however, believe that the current usage level is
approaching that minimum.
The Bergfried Committee and the core users of Bergfried have, since the formation of this Task
Force, acted to increase use of the property. In addition to the three regularly scheduled annual
group activities (Men’s Advance in early May, spring campout over Memorial Day, and fall
family weekend early in October) an Earth Day trip to Bergfried has been planned for the R.E.
program. They have also made a concerted effort to publicize Bergfried to the congregation as a
whole.
We believe that this push to increased use is motivated primarily by the fact that the Board has
brought forward the possibility of selling the property. If the effort succeeds the motivation will
be unimportant. However, recent efforts have not succeeded. In fact, a concerted and prolonged
effort to increase use was made during the time that Kate Magrath chaired the Bergfried
Committee. This effort did not succeed, however, it should be noted that this took place during a
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time when neither the Board nor the ministers were supporting utilization of the Bergfried
property.
Management of the Bergfried asset has been at times perfunctory. The Lingenfelder Shelter is in
dire need of painting, with virtually all painted surfaces under roof peeling badly. The area
surrounding the shelter is unkempt and unsightly, with scraps of unpainted plywood and other
debris present, unattractive trash receptacles, and aged, sometimes jury-rigged outdoor
furnishings. There is an unpainted bulletin board in poor condition, and no effort had been made
at the time of the fall family weekend in 2011 to clean bird nests from under the shelter, or to
clean droppings from tables or keep tables clean in any other way. The rustic outhouses,
sometimes doubling as storage sheds, are unkempt and uninviting.
The Eliot Chapel staff cannot manage and supervise the Bergfried property. That task must be
handled by the Bergfried Committee with oversight and follow-up by the Board. If utilization is
to increase, the property and the Green House must be attractive and clean.
One of the main issues that the 2007 Asset Authority Task Force addressed was Bergfried. That
group worked as hard or harder than this task force and recommended working to improve the
congregation’s utilization of Bergfried not sale of the property. Financial issues that got that
Task Force started were much worse then than now. Board members should read that report
before concluding discussions of the future of Bergfried.

ALTERNATES CONSIDERED BUT NOT RECOMMENDED
The property is to be maintained in accordance with current use, practices, and policies.
Because ownership of Bergfried fulfills Eliot Chapel’s mission for a relatively small number of
members, and because more positive difference can be made in the lives of more people in the
event of disposition of the property, we cannot make this recommendation. There need to be
changes and improvements as recommended above.
The property should be sold in accordance with a prudent plan assisted by farm real estate
professionals and the proceeds added to Eliot Chapel, general fund and/or endowment as
specified by the Eliot Board.
Now is not the time to sell. Monies from a potential sale would likely not be available for years.
Our current financial situation needs to be positively resolved more quickly than that. Forcing
the congregation to consider selling the Bergfried property would almost surely be a major
disruption. We have just come through a disruption. With the healing process well underway
and with a new minister coming, this is not the time to put a big, controversial issue before the
congregation when it is not necessary. Any possible sale of the Bergfried property would require
a vote of the congregation. Disbursement of funds from such a sale should be specified by the
congregation at the time the sale is approved.
A portion of the property should be sold as above, and a portion retained for purposes as
specified.
There is an 80 acre portion that might be sold. This is recommended for consideration in 5. e.
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The property should be sold as above, but only on the condition that Eliot members maintain
certain rights of use as specified.
In the 1960’s Eliot Chapel, First Unitarian Church, and perhaps other entities refused to accept
even donation of the property when the donors wanted to attach strings. The task force does not
believe any buyer would pay a significant amount for the property with residual rights to Eliot
members in perpetuity.
The property (or a portion of the property) should be donated to a charity or conservation group
as specified.
This was suggested by more than one congregation member, citing the supposed wish of the
Lingenfelder sisters (Julia and her sister, Doris Shreve, the donors) that the land remain in a
natural state, or citing a moral duty of Eliot Chapel to preserve the land. Since holding the
Bergfried property has not been a financial burden for Eliot there would be no benefit in
donating it versus holding it. If at some future time a decision was made to sell the property, sale
to either the Nature Conservancy or the Missouri Department of Conservation might be possible.
A joint agreement with other Unitarian Universalist congregations in the area is feasible and
should be endorsed.
As noted earlier the Alton Congregation is considering a possible camping weekend. This was
initiated by the Bergfried Committee. After the Alton discussions are completed contact with
other area congregations including Columbia and Jefferson City should be made. If another
congregation used the property it might then be appropriate to discuss an agreement on sharing
expenses, responsibility, financial benefits, etc. It would be premature to expect any agreement
before there was demonstrated interest and use.
The property should be traded for land closer to Kirkwood according to a plan set forth.
This possibility was discussed at some length by the Task Force and has received the support
(some half-hearted) of at least four congregants not on the Task Force. Advantages would be
that there are properties, on the market now, 30-60 minutes closer to Eliot Chapel comprising 4070 acres at the cost of $175,000-$350,000. The Chapel could use part of the proceeds from the
sale of Bergfried to purchase a place, perhaps in partnership with other UU congregations, that
would provide an outdoor experience and a place for Men’s Advance and other relationshipbuilding activities. There would be money left over for installation of modern rest facilities with
flush toilets, etc. However, it would be pure speculation to predict that improved facilities and
lowered drive time would result in increased use. It would certainly make day trips and use by
R.E. classes easier. On the other hand, acquisition of such a property might actually decrease use
and interest by current core users. Some persons at the January 15th meeting who oppose
disposition of the property indicate that the property is more valuable to them because it is far
away. One member said that a property any closer would be urban. One said that a 50 acre
property would be too small to provide a sufficiently natural experience. One stated that
Bergfried’s value, even in relationship-building, is based on its isolation. Another noted that
even the 1200 acres of Beaumont Scout ranch is not enough to buffer highway noise! Though
the presumed impossibility of acquiring a smaller, closer piece of property that could become
beloved is speculative as well, it appears that there is no real enthusiasm for this possibility.
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The use of the property should be increased to a level specified by means set forth.
The recommendations this task force has made are intended to address this alternative.
The property, or part of it, should be given to Dan Shreve, the grandson of Doris Shreve.
Dan was raised initially by Doris and then for a number of years during his teens by two different
Eliot Chapel families in their homes. Dan now lives on 10 or 15 wooded acres, an “island”
within the Bergfried property on the north side of Hwy 100. Again either keeping the property
or selling it is a better alternative.
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ASSET MANAGEMENT TASK FORCE REPORT
February 2007

Submitted to the Board of Trustees of Eliot Unitarian Chapel

By

Corinne Esneault, Rich Vaughn and Steve Lawrence
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Eliot Unitarian Chapel
Asset Management Task Force Report
February 2007
“The places in which we are seen and heard are holy places. They remind us of our value as
human beings. They give us the strength to go on. Eventually they may even help us to
transform our pain into wisdom.”
Rachel Naomi Remen, MD.

Background
The Asset Management Task Force (AMTF) was formed in response to a resolution brought forth in
the May 2006 Congregational Meeting. This resolution, Resolution 2, stated:
“The congregation affirms that it invests the Board of Trustees with the authority to manage and
administer all assets of the church. This resolution supercedes any conflicting resolutions.”
Due to strong opposition voiced at the congregational meeting, it was tabled and agreed a task force
would be empowered to provide answers as to the purpose and need for Resolution 2.
The Asset Management Task Force, led by Eliot Chapel member Corinne Esneault, was formed in
September 2006 and included additional Eliot Chapel members Rich Vaughn and Steve Lawrence.
In addition to the above stated charge, the AMTF was to:
1. Study the impact of the proposed Resolution 2 on all aspects of the congregation’s operations
with particular attention to the Bergfried Corpus and all restricted funds.
2. Submit recommendations to the Board of Trustees for consideration at the February 20, 2007
Board of Trustees meeting.

Additional expectations of the AMTF were:
1. Investigate and document the history of previous congregational resolutions and practices
relating to the handling of restricted funds by Eliot members, committees or the Eliot Board
of Trustees, including concerns of the Bergfried Committee.
2. Meet and gather information from any committee that has a restricted funds corpus as to
present handling of those funds.
3. Review the current by-laws and governance structure of Eliot Chapel.
4. Recommend actions which assure the on-going financial health of these Eliot assets. These
actions should address the financial, legal and governance structure relating to the Bergfried
Committee. Recommendations should be true to the governance structure and true to the
intent of the established restricted funds.
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Methodology
The Asset Management Task Force had its first meeting at the Bergfried property on Sunday,
October 2, which was during the semi-annual congregation Bergfried camping weekend. Resolution
2 had a primary impact on this asset of Eliot Chapel, thus our discovery work began here. Jim
Lyons, a long-time member of the Bergfried Committee provided a thorough orientation to the
property, its history with Eliot, its maintenance, buildings, and revenues generated from the property.
The following week, the AMTF met back at Eliot Chapel and agreed to the following research tasks:
1. Conduct individual interviews with all active members of the Bergfried Committee, current
and past Board Presidents, Eliot Chapel ministers, Eliot Chapel administrators (current and
past), Eliot members who were involved in the acceptance of the Bergfried gift, former
Bergfried Committee members and any other Eliot Chapel members or friends with strong
links to Bergfried’s management-Corinne Esneault & Rich Vaughn
2. Gather and organize documents regarding the gifting of Bergfried and any other relative
historical documents.-Rich Vaughn
3. Review Eliot Chapel’s restricted funds and their management. Review Eliot By-Laws in
regards to statements about restricted funds. Review prior Board
action/discussion/resolutions on Bergfried and other funds. Educate AMTF members as to
how Bergfried revenues and expenditures are currently managed. Interview Rev. Daniel
O’Connell-Steve Lawrence
Extensive interviews were conducted from October 2006-January 2007. They were held at Eliot
Chapel or other community locations. There were 33 interviews held. Interviews were one-on-one
and lasted from 30 minutes to two hours each. A multitude of documents were collected and
reviewed. They are being centralized and archived within AMTF documents.
Interviewees: Reverends Daniel O’Connell and Bonnie Vegiard, JoAnn Stephan-Eliot Chapel
Business Administrator, Mary Quinn-Current Board President, Past Board Presidents-Boyd Jones,
Suzanne LeLaurin, and Steven Bain. Bergfried Committee members-Gene Hutchins (current chair),
Mark Nissen, Kate McGrath, Jim Lyon, Flo Reaves, Matt Meidinger, Dale Smith, and Bill Wright.
Others-David Roundy and Jim Hershey-former Board liaisons to the Bergfried Committee, John
Robinson-Minister Emeritus, Mary Clemmons-former Eliot Chapel business administrator, Mary Lu
and Jim Durbin, Jerry Krull, Dottie Brenner, John McIntosh, Louise Killebrew, George and Julie
Triplett, Ken & Betty Maag, Dan Shreve, Helen McIntosh, Luis Ortiz, and Irmgard Voss.
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Key Findings and Recommendations
Recommendation #1-All research indicates that Resolution 2 proposed at the May ’06
congregational meeting is not necessary.
The Eliot Unitarian Chapel By-Laws and nonprofit governance for the State of Missouri define clear
authority: the Board of Trustees is responsible for the management and administration of all assets of
Eliot in accordance with donor’s requests and prior congregational approved resolutions. Adoption
of Resolution #2 could allow the Board to override the “Bergfried Policy Statement” which was
approved by the congregation in May 1998 and other resolutions or guidelines regarding the handling
of Eliot Chapel assets. Strong opposition was voiced at the 2006 May congregational meeting
because Resolution #2 was perceived as a “power grab.” While this may or may not have been its
intent, this is how it came across and why it brought forth loud voices of concern from certain
members and friends of Eliot Chapel. The majority of the congregation did not understand why the
resolution was being introduced, nor was there any explanation of the reason for this resolution prior
to the May meeting. During interviews with involved Board members, it was also not clearly
understood, even among them, as to why this resolution was proposed.

Recommendation #2- Review the “Bergfried Policy Statement” from 1998 and revise as
indicated.
What did come forth from interviews was the Board’s frustration with lack of control over the
Bergfried Corpus and its usage. This $100,000 corpus is currently guided by the “Bergfried Policy
Statement” which was approved by the congregation in May 1998. The Bergfried Policy Statement
was written by Matt Meidinger, Bergfried Committee Chair, George Janus, Eliot Chapel Treasurer,
and Jim Hershey, Board liaison to the Bergfried Committee. The process took many months,
meetings and redrafts. Now this document is nearly nine years old. The needs of both Bergfried and
Eliot Chapel have changed since its approval and even more important, the governance structure of
Eliot Chapel has changed. The majority of current Eliot Chapel members and even some Board
members, past and present, are not familiar with this guiding document.
The Bergfried Committee is committed to the continuance of the Bergfried Corpus of $100,000.
They have taken the role of “watch dogs” over the corpus and its efficacy. They feel the corpus is
needed since Bergfried was gifted to Eliot Chapel with the understanding that it would be selfsufficient and not a drain on Eliot Chapel. It was during John Robinson’s tenure as minister that the
corpus was set at its current level, with the intent that the interest generated from this corpus would
keep Bergfried self-sustaining. The corpus was able to reach $100,000 due to several timber sales
and rock quarry sales conducted in the 90’s which generated nearly $130,000 in revenue for Eliot
Chapel. There was no corpus associated with Bergfried when it was gifted to Eliot Chapel back in
1965. It should also be noted that funds generated from Bergfried have been used numerous times to
support projects at Eliot Chapel such as purchase of land for the
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new parking lot, carpeting for the sanctuary and most recently payment of registration fees for
delegates to the UUA General Assembly held in St. Louis last June.
The Board of Trustees is also committed to the continuance of Bergfried, as evidenced in Eliot
Chapel’s current Strategic Plan which states “We will have safe, attractive and effective facilities to
support all the activities carried on at Eliot Unitarian Chapel, and to provide for future needs caused
by growth and new programs. Base all planning on the assumptions that Eliot Unitarian Chapel will
stay at the Argonne location, the existing sanctuary will remain, and Bergfried will not be sold.”
The Board has also re-affirmed it’s commitment to congregational usage of Bergfried with the
purchase of the “green house” in 2004, which will eventually improve Bergfried’s property amenities
available to the congregation. This house was purchased in direct response to a congregation survey
regarding Bergfried and its usage, conducted by the Bergfried Committee in 2003.
Eliot Chapel has been very fortunate to have a dedicated group of individuals committed to the
maintenance and continuance of Bergfried. They have done so within the financial means provided
by the Bergfried Corpus, which is commendable. What has been a challenge for the Board of
Trustees is balancing Eliot Chapel’s needs with Bergfried’s needs and the corpus level. At a
minimum, a revision to the Bergfried Policy Statement should include a statement of ongoing review
of the corpus level to be sustained in accordance with growth needs of Eliot Chapel’s primary
location and maintenance/growth plans for Bergfried.
In order to strengthen communication and relationships between the Board of Trustees and the
Bergfried Committee, designees from the Board should immediately revisit the “Bergfried Policy
Statement” in collaboration with designees from the Bergfried Committee. Together, they can
determine where problems exist in the administration of the current policy statement, what is
working well, and present a new or revised resolution at the May 2007 congregational meeting.
Facilitation from an outside third party may be needed to enable and moderate this process. It is
important for all involved parties to keep focused on the goal of what is best for both Eliot Chapel
and Bergfried, thereby producing a new working document, as indicated, which is flexible,
manageable and not seen as a threat to the Bergfried Corpus or the sustenance of Eliot Chapel. The
new document should also relieve the Bergfried Committee members of the role of corpus “watch
dogs.” Committee members change as do Board members. This document should clearly define
how the corpus is to be used in a manner that allows the Board to effectively manage this asset, with
appropriate support from the Bergfried Committee, since the Board has the ultimate legal
responsibility and accountability to the congregation.

Recommendation #3-Determine vision and growth plan for Bergfried.
Going hand-in-hand with revisiting the “Bergfried Policy Statement” is development of a vision
statement and congregation utilization plan for Bergfried. The current Bergfried Committee, staunch
believers of its inherent worth and value to Eliot Chapel, have struggled organizationally to move
forward in Bergfried’s development and expand its usage by the congregation. An example of this
struggle has been the time it has taken to come forth with a plan for usage of the green house. The
Bergfried Committee is not solely to blame for this, as significant effort has been made to meet
requests of the Board of Trustees. What was evident from interviews was a
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“gap” in planning, looking at all sides of an issue and lack of collaboration between the Board and
the Bergfried Committee. In an attempt to adhere to Policy Governance, the Board of Trustees and
Eliot administrative staff members have placed too much distance between themselves and the
Bergfried Committee. For example, a request is made, such as “provide a list of what needs to be
done to start using the green house.” A list is eventually generated by the Bergfried Committee and
the Board replies “Thanks…but did you think of this, and this and this?” Frustration is generated at
both ends and progress is delayed.
The following suggestions will help the Bergfried Committee and Board of Trustees move forward
with visioning, planning, and improved utilization of Bergfried:
1. Recruit new members to the Bergfried Committee from the congregation. Some of the new
members should be planning and marketing oriented. All should have a sincere interest in
furthering congregational use of Bergfried by becoming Bergfried champions.
2. Re-establish the Board liaison role to the Bergfried Committee-The role of Board liaison was
discontinued under Policy Governance. Bergfried is too large of an asset to be managed
purely by volunteer effort with distanced Board oversight. It needs concerted collaboration
on an ongoing basis with the Board. Also the current Bergfried Committee members are
“doers,” not necessarily “planners,” nor are they informed of all the “big picture”
considerations known only by the Board or administrative staff. Re-establishing the Board
liaison role will help re-build trust and communication between the Board and the Bergfried
Committee. It is vital the Board liaison be someone who knows Bergfried, who will
consistently attend their monthly committee meetings, and who can be an effective facilitator
between the Board of Trustees and the Bergfried Committee.
3. Determine a new Bergfried chair or co-chair who can re-energize and re-organize the
committee, facilitate the strategic planning process, and support committee responsibilities
identified in Recommendation #4.
4. The Bergfried Committee should determine a plan and strategies to maximize congregational
usage of Bergfried. Several plans have been done in the past therefore the committee does
not need to start from scratch. The committee should analyze the current number of Eliot
Chapel members and friends using Bergfried. They should also consider conducting another
utilization survey and then develop an action plan to increase utilization. Marketing
strategies to increase congregational awareness of Bergfried should also be developed and
implemented on a routine basis.
5. The ministerial staff should support the Bergfried growth plan through their own personal
advocacy and involvement via Eliot Chapel Sunday services and onsite visits at Bergfried.
Ministers hold a unique leadership position which can generate interest or non-interest in
congregational usage of Bergfried. “If you lead, they shall follow.” For example, Eliot
Chapel members will be more inclined to go to Bergfried for the camping weekends knowing
a member of the ministerial staff is going to have a special spiritual sermon for those who
come, one that is unique to the Bergfried experience.
The above recommendations will take time, but the results should prove unifying for the newly
revitalized Bergfried Committee and enable the Board to have an improved collaborative and
proactive relationship with the Bergfried Committee. As long as Bergfried is an asset of Eliot
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Chapel, a plan for its utilization is needed to ensure that it remains a valued asset of Eliot. If nothing
different is done, then utilization of Bergfried by the congregation will continue to decline and the
day may come, sooner than later, when the congregation will no longer deem Bergfried an asset of
Eliot Chapel.

Recommendation #4-Define the roles and expectations of Eliot Chapel committees.
In the 2003 Governance Committee study, it was discussed that the role of committees and the means
in which they communicated with the Board of Trustees needed to be clearly defined. It was also
discussed in order to keep committees fresh in their perspectives and management, committee
leadership should change within a defined time frame. The fact that committee leadership and
function roles are not well-defined has led to misunderstandings and conflict, with the Bergfried
Committee and other “major” committees such as Building and Grounds. Responsibilities of
“major” committees should include but not be limited to:
1. Development of annual goals which support the Eliot Chapel Strategic Plan.
2. Development of annual budget, in collaboration with Eliot’s Administrator, which meets the
operating needs of the committee’s activities within parameters defined by the Board of
Trustees.
3. Documentation of meeting agenda and minutes. Submission of such documents to the Board
of Trustees for reporting and recordkeeping purposes.
4. Committee chairs to be elected by committee members or appointed by the Board of
Trustees. Committee chairs shall hold this position for a minimum of one year and maximum
of three.
The Board should also consider if other “major” committees, due to their high level of responsibility
and risk, should have the role of Board liaison enacted again.

Recommendation #5-Improve Board member orientation to Bergfried. Current Board
members or administrative team members who have not been to Bergfried in the past two
years need to do so before Recommendations 1-3 are enacted. All new Board of Trustee
members, as part of Board orientation, will personally visit Bergfried.
Bergfried is Eliot Chapel’s largest asset, after the primary campus. It has significant value,
responsibility and risk. Effective oversight of this asset begins with an onsite visit. Pictures, stories,
and explanations cannot be a substitute. A personal visit will also demonstrate to the Bergfried
Committee interest and commitment. The Board of Trustees has a fiduciary responsibility regarding
all of Eliot Chapels assets. Competent Board oversight begins with a thorough orientation on all
aspects of Eliot Chapel, including Bergfried, before a Board member can begin his/her three year
term as representatives of the congregation. The Board may also want to consider further expansion
of new Board member orientation by development of a “New U” for new leaders of Eliot Chapel, led
by tenured members with broad experience of Eliot Chapel and Unitarian Universalism.
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Conclusion
The Asset Management Task Force has taken considerable time in interviews, document review and
discussion of the aforementioned recommendations. The people we interviewed were very open in
sharing their joys and their frustrations. Through all of the interviews, one common denominator
came forth: we have to move forward, put the past behind us, and do what is best to help Eliot
Chapel and Bergfried. The Bergfried Committee wants the congregation usage of Bergfried to
increase and they need help to move forward on this. They are ready to collaborate with the Board,
so long as the Board is committed to Bergfried and have taken the time to come out to Bergfried to
increase their understanding of this asset. The Board of Trustees has voiced that they are open, they
want to move forward, and they are ready to collaborate.
The Board of Trustees and the Bergfried Committee now have the opportunity to correct the course.
It is our hope these recommendations will be taken to heart and implemented. You have a choice to
choose again or to keep doing business as usual. We trust you will do what is best to be proactive in
the management of Bergfried and all Eliot Chapel’s assets.
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Bergfried Task Force Charge
August 30, 2011
Charge
The Task Force is to present a report to the Eliot Chapel Interim Minister and
Board no later than March 15, 2012 with a recommendation for the use and
disposition of the Bergfried property based on determination of what is most
consistent with the mission of Eliot Chapel, and most likely to make a positive
difference in the lives of the most persons.
Research
The Task Force will review the history of the property, all previous reports,
studies, and policies, and gather all relevant data on
--level of use/number of persons and programs
--Financial history and current financial policies and practices
--Other possibly relevant data including real estate value and practices at
comparable facilities.
Gathering Ideas & Opinions
The Task Force will meet with and gather input from the Bergfried Committee,
past committee members, and others in the congregation with knowledge of the
property and the issues being considered.
Possible Recommendations
The Task Force will select one of the following recommendations or another
recommendation with comparable specificity:
--The property is to be maintained in accordance with current use, practices,
and policies.
--Current practices and policies should be continued with specific
improvements as specified.
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--The property should be sold in accordance with a prudent plan assisted by
farm real estate professionals, and the proceeds added to Eliot Chapel’s general
fund and /or endowment as specified by the Eliot Board.
--A portion of the property should be sold as above, and a portion retained for
purposes as specified.
--The property should be sold as above, but only on the condition that Eliot
members maintain certain rights of use as specified.
--The property (or a portion of the property) should be donated to a charity or
conservation group as specified.
--A joint agreement with other Unitarian congregations in the area is feasible
and should be endorsed.
--The property should be traded for land closer to Kirkwood according to a
specific plan set forth.
--The use of the property should be increased to a level specified by means set
forth.

All meetings of the Task Force are to be open, as is the process in every
possible way, including assurance to the congregation that there will be ample
opportunity for comment both during and after the Task Force process, all
leading to a congregational vote if any major changes are recommended.
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Bergfried Open Congregational meeting on 1/15/12
Comments from congregation…
Ted Lau- letter, we have a copy. No need for notes.
Jim Hershey- reading letter sent to Task Force, we have a copy. No need for notes.
Other comments, thanked tasked force for having open meetings.
Dave Crowley- has question for task force, whatever the recommendation is from the
Task Force, does it require a congregational vote?
Jan Erdmann- speaking for herself, acknowledges that Bergfried is important, lots of
memories for many, she has never been there. Supports a change in the status of
Bergfried as an asset. We are undervalued as a congregation, she sees Bergfried as an
asset to use to pay for furtherance and mission of the Chapel. 7 out of 10 people have
never been to Bergfried. Current congregants aren’t using Bergfried. Needs of Eliot
Chapel are many, we have debt, but also the vision of the church are very important. It
will take energy and money to further this vision. We need funds to move forward to
be what we ought to be. Consolidate campus into Kirkwood.
Jan (speaking for search committee) - committee doesn’t have a dog in the hunt, but in
the process it takes the congregation through. We have learned to discuss, but every
candidate has asked about Bergfried and how we are revising its status. Don’t let the
process reflect
Doris Yohe- hikes often, never been to Bergfried. Now is not the time to go down this
path, real estate values are a concern. Unsure of new minister status, without the
knowledge of new minister and how they will be with Bergfried, then we are losing a
valuable asset with Bergfried without it getting a chance. Would like it to be put on
hold until we have an established leader. Let that person be part of the decision.
Helen McIntosh- family enjoyed BF during the 70’s and 80s. What is the status of Dan
Shreve? If we were to change status of BF, should we do something to help DS as well?
Hopes we are not too hasty in a decision.
Gail Rock- first time @ BF was as member of 1st church. It was fun. Felt good that UUs
owned such a property. Seen the power of churches working together. Hopes that we
look outside the box of Eliot. Nice to have something that is UU. Ways that we could
change it there so it’s more useful to all UUs.
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Dottie Storer- been coming to Eliot for 12 yrs. Been to BF at least twice a yr. She loves
it, but realizes that we need to look at more than her interest. What are the
commitments to the family when we were deeded the property? Wishes it were closer,
wished more people, especially our youth used it more often. Would consider
swapping it, but not first choice, but doesn’t like idea. Against selling it and adding
funds to the general fund. Nice to have this opportunity of BF as available.
Sue Stivers- BF means a great deal when she had little children. Could go there cheaply
and have a nice weekend. Wondering if the young people in our church have had
exposure to BF?
Katy Miller- hasn’t been there. What’s the barrier? Times have changed, working
moms, family travel, hard to schedule with a busy schedule, would like to get there in
principle, but in practicality it is nearly impossible. Would be good for church to save
up some money.
Cindy Duhigg- single mom, but has made it once a year to BF, this last year, took the
Junior High group out there. Spent weekend, showed them things they had never
experienced. Couldn’t do it without BF,
Ken Denson- 3 points, 1- personally don’t see a reason to make decision ahead of new
minister. 2- personally believe that Eliot hanging onto the land, still is a good
stewardship activity which is in sync of principles of Eliot. 3- Led canvass 3 times,
understands it is hard to raise money. BF can be very tempting monetarily, but that
logic is wrong and shortsighted. If we own it, we should support it.
Kathy Price- the interdependent web of interconnectedness is important to remember,
their kids have good love of environment. BF was the foundation of that.
Curtis Twombley- have been involved with RE. Been to BF once, hopes that is doesn’t
go away. Wants to bring activity to forefront. Reconnecting RE with BF, Earth Day for
RE @ BF. Varying level of awareness, but people are intrigued by BF and plan ahead to
get things going.
Seth Dazury- grew up in area of BF, agricultural ground is going up nationwide, but
disagrees with Tom. Costs about $1200/acre, according to Seth. What he hears from
the committee, trying to put money in coffers, might look at BF a profitable entity.
Timber could produce money, when managed correctly. Look at options.
Kelly Birmes- explaining that we are looking into a timber sale.
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Elmer McNulty- what is the timeline- March 15 to report to Board.
Cindy Haynes- spent lots of time at BF, they took boy scouts out there. We should be
taking scout troops out there. Different way of learning for kids. RE getting involved is
a good idea. Kids need this chance. Good for her kid to give back to church with Eagle
Scout project. Concern- if the board decides to sell BF and buy another property, there
needs to be a guarantee that we actually buy another property. What is in the minister
packet that ministers are asking about?
Julie Triplett- search candidates are concerned about the fact that there is a BF task force
and wondering what the property is all about. Here in ’63, it is her understanding that
Lingenfelder hoped it would be kept as native area. The sisters shared the dream.

Michael Cowin Nissen- been going out to BF for all of his life, for all campouts. Has led
district wide conferences in mid 90’s. From 10 to 30 UU young adults would attend.
Can’t have the same experience as you can at Bergfried. Maybe we don’t need 700
acres; many objections have been solved with the house. Too good of an opportunity to
lose entirely.
Larry Ross- encouraged by group, the question is, is everyone here to work to make this
work? What have you done to enjoy and encourage others to use it?
Steven Bain- speaking for himself, means a lot of moments, different memories, gives
the opportunity to have that experience, but it isn’t because of BF, but because of people
Kathleen Mead- is it feasible to get real estate that satisfies what we want with the
proceeds from BF and would it be financially stable on its own. It needs to be self
sufficient. Thinks that 50 acres is too small. Thinks that we are comparing apples to
oranges with BF vs 50-75 acres closer in.
Steve Bain and Tom Evans- explaining that they have looked at various properties on
the MLS to show that there are properties that would make sense as a buy/sell.
Kelly Birmes- current chair of Bergfried Team, been at Eliot for 6 years. BF cemented
relationship with Kelly and BF. Believes that there were no strings attached, but also
believes it was given so that it wouldn’t be sold for profit. Been reminded that BF needs
to be promoted in a much better manner. Explaining that BF committee is working
with other congregations to get more interest.
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Anne Cummings- First went to BF 13 years ago. Parents love BF, the kids love it too.
Continue to give because of BF, we need to respect web of all living things. Such an
important aspect that the UUA has included environmental action in something like
this. Gives the kids chance to get out. It’s not too little too late. What is just if we were
to profit from it? Don’t kill the fatted calf. A lot of misconceptions. Land should be
protected, not because we agreed to it, but because we should.
Bob Brooks- once it’s gone, it’s gone. Against a closer property. Can been seen more at
BF than in Kirkwood.
Jim Lyons- will be recruiting for Spring fire crew.
Rich Heurmann- 2 underlying assumptions, 1- urgency, that it needs to be taken care of.
2- would think that it would upset a new person coming in if we had sold it prior to
them being hired. Not acrimonious just because there are two opinions.
Fundamentally a bad idea to sell asset to fund an ongoing problem, i.e. maintenance.
BF does support the mission of Eliot if it is used. We don’t know why BF isn’t being
used; we should consider the first alternative, but change the approach to it. Give it a
couple of years, but see if people will go out there. If we don’t try we don’t know.
Can’t blame it on the weather.
Jan Chamberlain- speaking as member, not just a money justification. The whole
church has been under scrutiny under David’s leadership. To see BF be underutilized is
a flag to a potential in-coming minister. Not only how much is it worth, but how many
people benefit from it. A big PR push needs to happen to make sure it is worthwhile. If
we sold, would it increase use?
Paul Markowitz- first went to BF a year ago. First thing he thought is wow, why isn’t it
publicized. Kids at disadvantage if they don’t have rural experience. BF Team is
making good progress. Questions 70% of having not been to BF, on par with Covenant
Groups, etc. Doesn’t need to have majority to be impactful.
Gene Hutchins- questions intimacy if it were somewhere other than BF. 15 years ago,
77 people were there. Would like to see people out there. A requirement of new
minister for Gene would be to support BF. Does this new person go out there?
Tim Gardner- we need to be clear why we are here. David Keyes asked us to be here.
No issue re. Bergfried aside from what it means to us. What is unique about BF, is that
we do have legacy there. We have created our own legacy there. Those experiences are
a part of BF. Would like the Task Force to challenge the Board to let the committee have
a chance?
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Wendy Brooks- being at this meeting was more important than daughter’s birthday
tonight. Have 3 generations of memories. BF gives you a chance to have a soulful
conversation. Cannot be replaced. People that don’t have opportunity to get there
now, may have the chance later. Thought that our principles are in sync with nature.
Paying for itself.
Kate McGrath- grew up using a resource in nature growing up. Has to decide ahead of
time to make BF a priority. Reason she loves BF is because she had similar experience
growing up and we need to make it accessible to our youth. They need to experience
this.
Steven Mead- BF has been gifting to us the entire time. Kids remember things like BF,
not a regular day in RE. Alton RE would participate in anything at BF (Steve is RE
director @ Alton).
Nancy Hutchins- Robert’s mom. Special place, Robert became a man. Been to BF and
can appreciate it.
Paul Wilhelms- would like all possibilities to be considered. May make sense to find
location closer, but even Beaumont isn’t the answer. Too close. BF is extremely unique
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