
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

As part of the Preliminary Design (Feasibility) Stage, St Stephen’s Shottermill conducted a 
questionnaire of Church members and relevant user groups. The responses were sent to 
Mission Design Studio, with the resulting analysis summarised in this report. 
 
 
The aim of the questionnaire was threefold:  
x including the church and building users at an early stage so as to promote involvement 

with the building project
x checking the brief put together by the Architect’s Working Group (AWG) against the 

wider user group
x assessment of the general feeling towards a major building project

 
There were 81 returns on the questionnaire, 13 of which were filled out on behalf of a 
group. This is a very good response for a church questionnaire, and provides excellent 
material to fulfil the aims. 
 
 
The level of response on the questionnaire coupled with the number of positive comments 
give an overall positive impression to the concept of a major building project, as well as how 
this fits with the long-term vision of the church and the specific brief set out by the AWG. 
 
This is very encouraging as we move forward in developing a feasibility scheme for St 
Stephen’s Church.  
 
 
Section 4 looks at the analysis of the questions and provides a suggested approach during the 
next stage of the project to take the responses into account (in italics).  This may include a 
change to the brief, the approach, involvement of user groups or other specific items. 
 

Question 1 asked respondents to tick the boxes that related to their role or ministry in  the 
church. The majority of the respondents were church members (75%), with the next biggest 
group being those who attend the morning service on a Sunday. 
 
It is expected that this reflects attendance in each of the different groups.  
 

Out of the 13 groups who filled in a questionnaire there is a good spread of building users 
and types of group. 
 
It is good to see the involvement of the Rainbow Nursery staff in this section as they will need to be 
involved in any new design. Early involvement will hopefully allow them to feel included in the design 
process, and we will endeavour to meet their comments & needs.  
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

 
 

The majority of respondents are over 40, with only 12.5% below 35. It was interesting that 
nearly 30% of the respondents were in the ’66 and over’ category. 
 
It would be good to understand if this reflects the makeup of the church, or if there was a lack of 
interest among younger members in the church. If this is the case, it may be sensible to look at 
alternative ways to get the younger church family involved in the building project.  
 

Question 4 was split into four main section, each asking a question about the vision of and 
for the church: 
 
Q4.1 What is your understanding of the vision of St Stephen’s Church? 
The Church vision of ‘Up, In, Out’ was the most common response for this question, with 
community outreach, community evangelism and being Jesus-centred as the next highest. The 
growth of the church generally, and well as growing those in the church were also frequent 
responses. This illustrates that the majority of those who responded to the questionnaire are 
on board with St Stephen’s vision. 
 
The emphasis on reaching out to the community may influence the vision for the new building and 
how community-focussed this will be.  
 
Q4. 2 What do you believe to be God’s vision for the function and role of the Church 
(at St Stephen’s) going forward? 
Serving the community was the top response to this question, emphasising the importance of 
this to the church moving forward. Secondary answers included general evangelism (not 
community-specific), equipping church members to be used by God and being welcoming. 
 
The community focus emphasises the Church’s desire to be reaching out to neighbours and friends. 
The new building should allow this to happen more easily, and better.  
 
Q4.3 If you represent a group or activity, what is the vision for this group or activity in 
5 years’ time? 
The majority of those who responded indicated that they would like to see their group 
growing. Second was the importance of teaching and discipling church members. This 
illustrates a need to deepen the faith of the church while concurrently reaching out to the 
community, not pursuing one at the expense of the other.  
 
Q4.4 For this group in 15 years’ time & beyond? 
Similarly to the previous question, growth was the main objective here. 
 
The new building will need to allow for growth in all areas of St Stephen’s ministry. It may be useful 
to look at what percentage of current attendance this might be, and plan room sizes and uses 
around this.   
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

 
 

Question 5 was split into five sub-questions relating to St Stephen’s Church; specifically its 
ministries and its buildings: 
 
Q5.1 What are the particular strengths of St Stephen’s Church? 
It was clear from the answer to this question that St Stephen’s is a very welcoming church, 
with a good mix of people from different ages and stages. This was interesting as it is not 
reflected in those who filled out the questionnaire.  
 
Children’s and youth work was seen as a strength as well. 
 
The building project should seek to grow these aspects of the Church and provide facilities to 
continue to allow both a friendly welcome and activities for all ages.  
 
Q5.2 Are there ministries that could or should be started or developed further? 
The most common response to this question was that there should be more public events, 
socials, and shared events between church family and the community. The secondary 
responses were to grow what is there already, pastoral work, events that bring the whole 
church family together, and community work.  
 
It would be interesting to explore how much of these kind of events happen already, and if they 
don’t whether this is due to a shortcoming in the buildings.  
 
Q5.3 How well (or otherwise) do our existing buildings serve the ministries and 
activities of the Church? 
The majority of people felt that the existing buildings did not serve the Church well, although 
some made the distinction that the church worked well but the CROSS needed a lot of 
work. The CROSS was the most referred to building that failed to serve the church. Other 
items picked up on were the toilets, offices, storage, and the lack of dedicated facilities for 
children & youth. 
 
A high proportion of respondents also picked up on the restrictive nature of having the 
CROSS fully occupied by the Rainbow Nursery during the week. A lot of people suggested 
either duplicating resources like toilets and kitchens, or providing standalone, dedicated 
nursery facilities. This is reflected in the brief, which is good to see.  
 
A number of people were happy with the way the church building was functioning. This may indicate 
a need to develop a clear argument for any enabling work we do to the church prior to rebuilding 
the CROSS, as this is where the clear need is.   
 
Q5.4 Do you think the main church building needs to be changed in any way? If so, 
how? 
Although there were a number of people who stated that they didn’t feel the church needed 
any change (see question above), the majority felt that some change would be helpful. The 
most common change was to make the worship space bigger and / or more flexible to allow 
more activities to take place in the church. A separate and bigger kitchen was the second  
 



 
 
 
 

 
 

need, along with a need to change the acoustics and / or AV. Separate toilets to the CROSS 
was also one of the key changes the Church wanted to happen.  
 
This could well form the brief for a Phase 1 project of enabling works to the Church.   
 
Q5.5 What specific requirements need to be factored into the development proposals 
to meet the needs and vision of the Church? 
As expected from previous answers, the highest priority requirements were toilets, kitchen 
and office space. Both the toilets and kitchen were related to a separation from the Nursery 
and better facilities all round.  
 
Secondary requirements were more, better planned storage, small and medium meeting 
spaces, a dedicated lobby or welcoming space, ideally that links the new CROSS to the 
church, and the need for accessibility throughout the new development.  
 
These items are all included on the brief for the building project, which indicates continuity between 
the AWG and the majority of the Church. If we are considering a phased project, we need to make 
sure offices, church kitchen and church toilets fall high in the priorities for Phase 1.  
 

Question 6 was split into two sub-questions looking at the message of the building: 
 
Q6.1 What message do your existing church buildings give to visitors, members of the 
local community, and passers-by? 
Most people said the church was viewed as traditional, which fits with the style of the church 
and its location in the graveyard. This was then split into those who felt this made the 
building look closed and unwelcoming, and those who felt the building was seen as open and 
inviting. However, a number of people felt the buildings looked shabby, messy and out-of-
date.  
 
The CROSS featured highly in bringing the overall feel of the church site down. Therefore it 
does not seem that there would be much opposition for rebuilding this among church 
members. The Church itself seems to be well-likes, well cared for and comes across as busy 
and alive.  
 
Q6.2 What image / message / feel should the church buildings have? 
The overwhelming response to this question was that the church should feel open, 
welcoming and inviting. This fits with the answers to question 4 where outreach to the 
community was seen as a high priority in the Church’s vision.  
 
Respondents also felt the church buildings should feel modern, relevant, vibrant and faith-
centred. These will form part of the brief for the feel and look of the building project.  
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

 
 

The provision of a 5 days a week nursery school was highest in the responses to this 
question, with offices for children & youth directors second and a 5 days a week mothers 
and toddlers group third.  
 
This highlights the need for a standalone, dedicated nursery space to allow the rest of the church to 
be used during the week for other activities.   
 
The items that were not considered valuable were a dedicated health fitness room, a charity 
shop and facilities for small businesses. These were considered to be duplicating community 
facilities in the local area, and therefore not necessary.  
 
It would be useful to look at this list against the brief and model accommodation schedule to see 
what can be changed, and where priorities may shift around. This can then be used to either allocate 
more space to the higher priorities, or to save space overall.  
 

There were three main categories in this questions – good, acceptable and poor. Those that 
rated good were the internal and external character, projector screen clarity, size and 
location, lighting, flexibility and the music / sound reproduction and clarity.  
 
Some of these items directly oppose answers to question 5.4. It would therefore be useful to cross-
check before adding items into the brief for the church to make sure they are totally necessary. It 
may be useful to question the church further on this to make sure we are meeting needs.  
 
Those that rated poorly were the accessibility, disabled facilities, toilet access, office space 
and storage. 
 
These all tie in with the need to provide dedicated facilities for the nursery to free-up new, better 
church facilities for use during the week.  
 

The majority of respondents replied that the primary use of the church should be Sunday 
worship. The top five answers were all worship-related. 
 
This indicates that if we propose to use the church for other activities (mothers & toddlers groups, 
social events etc.) this should not be at the expense of worship, weddings, funerals, services or similar 
activities. It may be as simple as having a management strategy that indicates that a church service 
would take priority over a children’s group that day, if this was felt to be important.   
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

 
 

Question 10 asked the respondents two final questions: 
 
Q10.1 Do you have any particular ideas about what the proposed rebuilding project 
might or should include? 
The most common idea that came up was the need for a dedicated foyer reception space, 
ideally as a link between the CROSS and the Church. This fits with the project brief and 
indicates the need for a good-sized welcoming area, able to be used for different activities 
and events.  
 
Other popular answers included offices, the need for flexibility, a dedicated church kitchen 
separate from the nursery, and the need for accessibility around the building. 
 
These do not add anything into the brief but may indicate relevant priorities.  
 
Three people raised the question of whether a building project was the best use of the 
money, and three people were very clear that they did not feel wedding receptions should 
be held in the church, or on the site.  
 
Q10.2 Is there anything else you think we should consider as part of the building 
project? 
Bike parking was mentioned a few times, along with the need to make sure we have 
adequate car parking for the increased activities taking place on site. Others were concerned 
that we didn’t duplicate existing community facilities.  
 
The environmental impact of the building was mentioned here, as well as elsewhere in the 
questionnaire. It would be good to decide a strategy for this and what we would like to aim 
for, as this will need to be factored in from as early as possible.  
 

Question 11 gave the respondents the opportunity to give their contact details and have a 
member of the building planning team contact them directly to discuss the project further. It 
is understood that several good conversations arose out of this.  
 
 
The responses to the questions were mainly positive, with the majority of respondents 
agreeing with the vision of the church, the need for changes and the kind of changes that are 
required. There were some anomalies, but very few, and not enough to change the feel of 
the responses.  
 
It seemed clear that people understood there may need to be some changes to the church as 
well as the CROSS. However, there may need to be a robust argument for undertaking work 
to the Church as a first phase, as it is clear the CROSS is in need of work more urgently.  
 
It is clear that the Rainbow Nursery needs a dedicated, separate space that allows the rest of 
the building to be used for other activities while the nursery is running. This does not need 
to be a separate building, but should have self-contained facilities. It will need to conform to 



 
 
 
 

 
 

all the relevant standards for nursery accommodation.  
 
Reaching out to and serving the local community was at the heart of the vision for the 
church. This could be translated into the vision for the building project to ensure that any 
development is undertaken with a community focus, as well as serving the church. This will 
feed into community consultations either at the end of the preliminary design stage or early 
in Stage 2 (Concept Design). This should be added to the programme.  
 
The AWG and Mission Design Studio will need to discuss the environmental vision for the 
building, and agree whether this should form part of the brief or not. 
 
In conclusion, the questionnaires did not bring up any points that could alter the programme, 
or change the brief considerably. The Church seem on board with the idea of a building 
project and agree the principles of this. We would suggest that we continue to move 
forward with the Preliminary Design Stage and feed back to the Church when this is 
completed.  
 

 


