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May 24, 2011
          We wish to extend our thanks to all for the cooperation, support and gracious hospitality extended to Teresa Mathes throughout the feasibility study process recently completed.  

          A special word of thanks goes out to Joan Ward Chandler for coordinating the personal interviews, to Susan Dillon for collecting email addresses, to Katie Dedek and the Direct Mail team for the mailing of the questionnaires, to Carol Park for communications coordination, and to Mimi Johnson and The Rev. Aimee Delevett.

          During the implementation process, we found friendly, concerned, and open communication regarding the proposed campaign and project plans. A total of 94 units participated in the survey; 14 interviews were conducted, 46 responded to the mail questionnaires and 34 responded to the online survey. This represents a total response rate of 76% among the members of the church community that were contacted.

          This study is our distillation of the information, opinions, and ideas gathered through the survey. It represents our combined evaluation and appraisal of major factors related to the proposed campaign.

          Now important decisions must be made to continue the momentum essential to the success of a campaign. The Episcopal Church Foundation welcomes the opportunity to provide further assistance. 
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Tentative Case Statement 

Section One:
Feasibility Study Methodology
I.   Introduction
For some time the leadership of Church of the Holy Nativity, Clarendon Hills, Illinois, has been evaluating the parish’s programs, facilities, and resources, and assessing the capital needs of the church. After much study and the involvement of many people, the Vestry authorized the Episcopal Church Foundation to conduct a feasibility study to explore the willingness of the congregation to support financially these identified needs.

The facts, findings, and recommendations of the resulting survey, now completed, provide a sound basis for leadership decisions with regard to the future of a fund drive. A complete description of the goals of the proposed plans may be found in the tentative case statement in the Appendix.

II.  The Feasibility Study
As the parish considers a capital campaign, it should reflect on several important questions:

(  What conditions are essential to a successful campaign in the church community?

(  How much money realistically can be raised?

(  Will the church community support a drive that fulfills the goals of the proposed plans?

(  When should the campaign begin, and how long should it last?

(  What volunteer leadership is available to head the campaign?

Determining the answers to these and other questions was the major purpose of the Feasibility Study. Through the Study we have researched, analyzed, and evaluated fundamental factors present, or capable of development, which might influence a capital campaign.

The study was conducted in three phases: research, personal interviews, and direct mail.

Phase I
An examination of the proposed needs, development of a “Tentative Case Statement,” determination of optimum campaign goals and timing, and review/selection of personal interview prospects were completed during sessions with the parish leadership.

Phase II
A sampling of parish members was selected for personal interviews. A total of 14 interviews were ultimately conducted by Teresa Mathes of the Episcopal Church Foundation.  A listing of the persons interviewed may be found in Section Two: Personal Interviews.

Phase III
A mail survey was sent to 73 households. Included in the mailing was a letter requesting participation in the survey, the questionnaire, the tentative case statement and a self-addressed return envelope.

An online survey was sent to 36 households. Included in survey was a letter requesting participation, the questionnaire, and the tentative case statement.

STATISTICAL NOTE:
· A total of 73 direct mail questionnaires were mailed to the parish community.

· Of those, 46 were returned: a mail response rate of 63%.
· A total of 36 questionnaires were e-mailed to the parish community.

· Of those, 34 were returned: an online response rate of 94%.

· Including the 14 who were interviewed, 123 units were exposed to the study. Of those, a total of 94 units or 76% participated.
· Based on experience, this response rate is an excellent representative involvement from the parish community, lending strong credibility to the study findings.

· Of the total that participated, the majority, 58%, attend worship services one or more time(s) per week.
· Regarding the financial-giving practices of those who responded, the majority, 72%, are regular contributors with a written annual pledge 

· If Holy Nativity offered the ability to pledge online to make a gift to the proposed capital campaign, 36% would use it.  Another 33% are not sure and 31% would not make an online gift.
· If Holy Nativity offered the ability to pledge online to support the annual stewardship drive, 35% would use it.  Another 26% are not sure and 39% would not make an online gift.

III. Elements of a Successful Campaign
There are certain elements which must exist in connection with every successful fundraising campaign.

     1.   Recognition and acceptance of the “tentative needs” as expressed.

     2.   The case for widespread appeal.

     3.   Availability of strong financial leadership.

     4.   The capability of existing leadership to recruit additional support.

     5.   Past and current support levels for other church-wide capital campaigns.

     6.   The congregation’s awareness of the proposed plans.

7. The economic optimism of the parish community.

     8.  Possible conflict with other past, present, and projected community, parish or diocesan campaigns.

     9.  Overall response to goal attainability.

   10.  Indicated interest in contributing to, and projected levels of support for the proposed campaign.

   11.  Projected timing of the campaign.

These elements are carefully reviewed in this report. The Conclusions and Recommendations Section at the end of this report addresses these elements of success as we consider the readiness of Church of the Holy Nativity to proceed with a major capital campaign.

NOTE: Minor editing has occurred in the comments to ensure grammatical accuracy and preserve the anonymity of the feasibility study respondents. Also, the spellings of some names could not be verified against the parish directory.

Section Two:

Personal Interviews

Listing of Persons Interviewed

Dave & Julie Bossert
John & Judy Brackett

Tom & Kathy Burrows

Joan Chandler

Joe Chandler

Kim Coogan-Rogers

Don & Martha Garnett

Jim Intagliata

Heidi & Dave Loffredo

Michael & Judy Mason

Jim & Christine Massie

Ron & Jackie Price

Ellen Reitsma

Katie Sweeney

Results from 14 Personal Interviews
Note: Not all respondents answered all questions.
1. Prior to this survey, were you aware that the parish was considering a capital campaign? 


   14  Yes 
   0   No

2. Prior to this survey, were you aware of the needs as expressed in the accompanying proposed plans? 


   14  Aware
   0   Not Aware
   0   Aware of some of the needs

3. Generally speaking, do you favor the parish conducting a capital campaign as outlined in the proposed plans? 


   11  Yes
   0   No
   3   Yes, but with some concerns 


Comments:
The economy; it can’t be done without a mortgage that’s for sure.

It’s long over due. It’s well executed. 

We do not want a mortgage.

We have some reservations (not actual concerns).  We had a campaign not too long ago.  Is it maybe too early?  We understand the needs for what’s proposed, but do we need to do all of the projects proposed?

My concerns are the magnitude of this and the state of the economy.  Having a sense of the people in the parish, I think it’s a lot to undertake financially at this time.  I often wonder if the parish is large enough to take on such a huge growth.  Not that we can’t manage it or live into it, but it’s a huge thing to undertake.

The economy is such that I’m concerned we won’t have the funding.  This may be too big a project.  This renovation won’t solve all the structural problems.

I agree we need to revamp, but I’m very concerned about the parish’s ability to service debt, AND keep the staff we have.  I strongly support the amount for staff and outreach if we can service the debt and keep the staff.

The express goal is mortgage-free renovations.  Things are better in terms of the economy but it’s still very difficult.  For me, particularly, my income has gone down steadily since 2005 and I won’t know what income will be when making a pledge.

4. Please indicate the level of priority you would attach to each of the projects outlined in the proposed plans by checking the appropriate line under each heading.  At present, they are listed in no particular order.  

*Select only one option per line and feel free to make comments (use an extra sheet if necessary).
	
	
	PRIORITY

	
	
	High
	Medium
	Low
	Opposed
	Lack Information

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Welcoming Space
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.
	Universal Accessible Entrance
	12
	1
	1
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b.
	Pitched Roof Retrofit
	11
	3
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	c.
	Expanded Kitchen and Toilets
	8
	6
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	d.
	Administrative Area
	3
	8
	2
	0
	1


	
	Flexible Use of Space (chairs)
	5
	2
	2
	5
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Lower Level Hospitality (kitchenette)
	2
	8
	3
	0
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Comments:

I’ve just come from a church elsewhere with chairs and I must say I’ve never seen them moved.

I’ve been at meetings downstairs when you had to run upstairs to get the coffee, so I see the need.
I really like the chairs and kitchenette but we can do them later; I can build the kitchenette myself. 

I’m very happy with the way things are.  I don’t think in these terms.  I’m kind of oblivious to matters of organization, but am grateful for the people who do it.

The pitched roof is important because it’s just good stewardship to fix something that’s costing us money each time it leaks.
If there are some pews it would be okay, but all chairs – I’m opposed.

Is the administrative area really needed to the extent it is being done?  I am not sure what you would do and why a downstairs kitchen is needed.

I like pews in church.

Because we’re so lightly involved, it’s hard to know what’s the most important to parish life.

To me, a universal accessible entrance seems like a separate issue from the elevator (lower level accessibility).  We see the entrance and the lower level access as two separate functions of this project.  If I could rate them separately, I would put lower level access higher on the scale than the universal entrance.

I agree with Project A., if we have people who need it and I guess our seniors do.

We’ve been putting off Project A. for years; it’s been long enough.

We need more meeting space and if chairs will give us that, I would say it is high priority.
A lower level kitchen makes it possible to open the downstairs for the community while our worship space is still being used.

5. Are there additional needs that seem important to you which are not covered by the proposed plans?  

Comments:

I’ve always wished the shop could be at the church.

If we put chairs in the nave, the altar platform needs to be movable. The sound equipment has to be moveable.  Once we bring in the chairs we should address more specifically how we’ll use that space.

I’d like to see the parish have a great library.

Having been through all the small-group sessions, I feel like everything made it into the plans.

I’ve done some construction at the church.  In looking at the plans, the storage in the Ford Room has been taken out and the new storage is smaller so I’m concerned there are not enough storage spaces and coat closets.  I understand the need for more floor space, but I am concerned about the lack of storage.

We need to resurface the parking lot; the asphalt is breaking up.  Obviously this is a lower priority, but would still add it to the mix.

The balcony needs to go; it limits the use of the nave.  Move the choir and organ. 

Parking; we will need more as we expand.  We’re expanding the building but not the support area around.

As long as we’re talking capital campaign, we should put the rectory in as well and upgrade it. We should see it as a unit and not as an individual structure.

The choir area was okay temporarily, but this has been several years.  If the back row had risers, that would solve the problem if we stayed in the corner.  The ideal scenario would be collapsible risers for the back row.

It doesn’t appear that this plan will increase our worship service capacity.  Will chairs do this?  Are we talking about growth as increasing worshippers or reaching out into the community?
6. Do you know of other current or projected capital campaigns in the community that might impact the success of this proposed effort?

Hinsdale Hospital
7. How would you describe the present economic climate in your community? 


   0   Excellent   
   10  Good 
   2   Fair   
   2   Poor

8. Is the present economic climate improving, remaining the same, or declining?


   4   Improving 
   9   Remaining the Same 
   1   Declining

9. Does a proposed solicitation period for pledges in the fall of 2011 seem appropriate to you? 


   10  Yes 
   1   No 
   3   No strong feeling 

I think we tend to ask for money often, so I was a little worried about that when I heard about this; but there’s no good time, so the sooner the better.

It’s the wrong time because we’re supposed to be an example and here we are trying to raise $800,000.

Strike while the iron is hot!

If we don’t do it now, we’ll lose all kinds of momentum.

The sooner, the better.

Let’s not lose the momentum.

10. Do you think a goal of $865,000 (as outlined in the proposed plans) can be raised in gifts and pledges?


   3   Yes 
   5   No 
    6    Don't Know


If no, how much do you think can be raised?

$300,000

$430,000

I’d be surprised if we could raise $200,000.

That’s a scary number but this parish is amazing.  People are very generous; I have high hopes for it.

The people who want this the most don’t have a dime.  If there are only 100 pledging families, then maybe we can raise $400,000.  
My gut says, based on past capital campaigns, I don’t know if we can raise more than $400,000 -$500,000. We have a lot of new families; I just have no idea.

Looking at gift chart, I have no idea if those three top categories can be met. 

Maybe we can’t do the whole cost, but I bet we can do $500,000.  That’s a whopping number!
The idea of getting that amount pledged from our congregation seems impossible to me.

The current goal would require about $10,000 per family.

We will need to use creative ways to reach that amount such as estate gifts, creative financing, and providing options to extend payments.  I am not sure we’ll get entire amounts, but creative options to give would help.  (E.g. congregation wrote promissory notes to congregation; raised $200,000 out of the $1 million goal - Five-year pay-back - Financed at 4% - hoping many people will ultimately gift the loan.)

Yes, because it’s Holy Nativity!
The last campaign was about $550,000; that was a good 15 years ago.

I’m a perennial optimist. It’s three-times our annual budget, which is within the range.

If we have a top-heavy gift level.
11. If convinced of the need, would you be willing to contribute to this proposed campaign?  (All gifts, regardless of size, are needed and are important to the success of the proposed campaign.) 



   12  Yes 
   0   No 
   2   Not sure at this time

12. If "yes," please estimate your possible total range of giving. Gifts potentially could be paid over a several-year period.  This is not a pledge or in any way binding.


    0   $500 or less 

    0   $500 to $1,000 



    0   $1,000 to $3,000 
    1   $3,000 to $5,000



    4   $5,000 to $10,000
    4   $10,000 to $25,000 




    2   $25,000 to $50,000
    1   $50,000 to $75,000




    0   $75,000 to $150,000
    0   $150,000 and above

13. If the proposed total goal of $865,000 cannot be fully funded by a capital campaign, how would you feel if the parish were to assume prudent long-term debt to ensure completion of these proposed plans?

   6   Acceptable        5    Undesirable, but acceptable         1    Unacceptable

Acceptable, especially if we can get a decent rate because of the current climate.

The climate for mortgages is very acceptable right now and we should look at it.

The growth of the church has been pretty good, so we can probably sustain a mortgage as long as Rev Aimee stays; she’s pretty dynamic.

One of the big drivers of the last campaign was to pay off debt, so do we want to do it again?  A small amount of debt might be okay.  It’s incongruent for those of us who took part in the last campaign to now take on a grand project, assuming debt may affect our ability to support other projects that might be limited if we’re saddled with debt payments.

No problem as long as the size is something we can service; if a church truly is growing and doesn’t have a mortgage, it doesn’t believe in itself.  But I would be uncomfortable with 30-50 percent in mortgage.

14. In addition to making a gift to the proposed campaign, some parishioners may wish to explore planned or legacy gifts.  Check the blank next to the item(s) of interest.  Materials will be sent to you from the Episcopal Church Foundation. 


   4     Make a gift to your parish through a bequest in your will.


   4     Create a charitable gift annuity (minimum gift of $5,000).  



Benefits of a charitable gift annuity could include:

· receive guaranteed income for life (i.e. current rates of approximately 5.3% annually at age 65, approximately 6.3% annually at age 75)

· receive an income tax deduction now for the gift portion

· receive some tax-free income from the investment for life 

· possibly reduce applicable estate and inheritance taxes 

· enjoy the satisfaction that at the death of the final beneficiary, the principal would go to that part of the Episcopal Church you so designate


   3     Donate appreciated real property such as a house, vacation home, farm or business property.


   4     Send me the Ministry of Gift Planning brochure which explains Planned Giving options.


   1     Add me to the Episcopal Church Foundation e-newsletter.

14a.
   5   Church of the Holy Nativity is already in my will or estate plans.

15. If asked, would you be willing to work on a committee in support of the proposed capital campaign? 


   7   Yes 
   6   No 
   4   Not sure at this time

16. Among individuals you know, who would make an ideal CHAIR for this proposed capital campaign?

Alan Baron

Kathy Brackett

Bob Capulli

Joan Chandler

Joe Chandler

Kim Coogan – Rogers

Susan Dillon

Jim Intagliata

Mimi Johnson

3
Terry Johnson

Christine Massie

Jim Massie

5
Ron Price

17. Hypothetically, if you were a chair, whom would you select to serve with you?

Olga Andrulis

2
Alan Baron

4
Joan Chandler

Joe Chandler

Mary Lu Connally

KC Cooke
Jeff Dillon

Susan Dillon

Jenni Garnett

Jim Intagliata

Shari Intagliata

Mimi Johnson

2
Peter Kaestner

Fred LeBaron

2
Liz LeBaron

Jim Massie

2
Chris Nelson

Jackie Price

Ron Price

4
Elizabeth Reis

Kim Selir
Katie Sweeney

2
Jeanne Widing

Wilcox Family
All the people who’ve been on the discernment committee have done a great job.  Any of them would be great.
It would be nice to have a husband and wife team.

18. In your opinion, what major positive factors does the parish have in its favor for the proposed campaign? 

      Comments:
We have new members and many young people.  It wasn’t too long ago that we had only one or two little children down here.  Aimee!
This is an unbelievably active and involved parish and there is a strong desire to do this now as we’ve been talking about it for years.  The parish is very oriented toward quality outreach to the community so that it will draw people in.
The church is a very strong community to a lot of people who need this type of community.  It’s very necessary in some people’s lives.
The last couple of years worth of growth and the excitement that’s generated is the reason we’re doing this.  

The dedication people have for this place!

Aimee has brought in a lot of new people and a lot of enthusiasm.  It’s great. (4)
From all the feedback we’ve gotten, I think people recognize the need for accessibility.  Most parishioners have a close, personal connection with the parish and take ownership in a way not always true in some parishes.

The economy has improved since a few years back and people are less nervous.

This is a very enthusiastic congregation. 
We have very good leadership. 
There are people who are still doing okay financially. 
We have so many new members, and the accessibility will only help that.
The people who are active parishioners have strong love for the church and for Aimee.  People are willing to talk openly about things.  We’ve discussed this long enough that it feels time to do something.  We’re hardly rushing into this.
We have dedicated parishioners.

The fact that we have no mortgage now is positive.

The recent growth!  A lot of that stems from Rev Aimee and her efforts.  If we weren’t growing, this would be silly.

There is a lot of positive communication; a lot of engagement.  There has been a relatively large segment of involvement.  I think there’s a lot of support and consensus.

The relationships that people have with each other here will go a long way; people are committed to each other and to Aimee. The number of young families is positive.

The sense of community, that we’re all in this together; the results benefit all of us as well. 

The leadership and guidance from Aimee and the vestry! They’re open and approachable; people know they’ll be listened to. 
People at this church are willing to try things and do it with energy. They have faith; if it’s planned, they’ve prayed about it; it’s not a blind jump but by the grace of God it will work.  We all hold hands as we jump in.

We have a cohesiveness.  This is an amazing little church.  We are on the leading edges of things; that keeps us fresh and stretching.  We’re forward-leaning.  We have financial stability.  We look outward; it’s not religion behind stained glass.
19. What problems, if any, do you foresee for this project?  

      Comments:
I don’t find that much trips this parish up. 

I worry that it will cost more than the $865,000.  I’ve never gotten into a project that didn’t end up more expensive than anticipated.  Hopefully they’ve looked at that; but that concerns me.

Village codes?  I’m assuming this has been addressed already, but in previous times our cost went up substantially because of code fees.

Many of our young families may not have the resources.

What if Aimee should leave? 

People don’t necessarily feel the recession is over even if it technically is.  People are still insecure about their home values.  Unemployment hasn’t completely bounced back; still kind of a concern for people.

We just don’t know everyone’s financial situation. We wonder about the financial stress of asking people to contribute. 

 Sometimes you find out after you start, the cost goes up. 

I don’t see us having two or three $100,000 donations.  If we’re going to get there, it will be with lots of bits and pieces coming together.  I’m not sure what’s possible.

One of the problems with the last campaign was people pledged and then moved away.  We didn’t collect all the pledges.  I feel like when people commit to a capital pledge it tends to lower the monthly pledge.

The economy!  People are learning to prioritize over the last couple of years.  I’m not sure that the church hasn’t gained from that.  People are asking themselves what they really need to do with their funds.  Giving it to the state doesn’t seem to work out so well.  But, people are very, very protective of their assets.  I know I am.  There are lots of question marks on the horizon.

The amount of stress this could introduce into the congregation is a problem.  People will not want to let each other down.  I worry that if people commit and the economy doesn’t improve, that could introduce stress into the situation. 

There’s concern that Aimee will not stay.  I don’t think anyone should expect her not to entertain other opportunities but this would be a huge undertaking if she were to leave.

Whenever you put a new addition on an old building there’s going to be some structural stuff. I’ve run across building projects that divided congregations. 

Is the community ready for us to change?  This has been known as a small church; will the view of us change and do we care?

The economy; we will need good facilitation because some people may wish for more bang for the buck in the nave.
20. What added ideas or suggestions do you have which might be helpful to the leadership in making this important decision?


Comments:

I feel very comfortable with the people who’ve been behind this.  They’ve done a great job and I have faith in them.
Let’s do it right or put the money in the bank until we can afford to do it right. 

Can we do this in segments so that we do one project as a community and not take on debt?
We should be realistic about the fact that glitches do happen. 

Be really sure about the quotes and contractors to be sure about costs before starting.

We may want to do this project in phases to spread out cost, or borrow to spread the pain over several years.

We’ve put a lot of time and effort in this and have thought it through.  Let’s find a way to move forward!

Chairs in the church: it’s an added $50,000, which I think is a great idea. Ten years ago it was proposed to re-cut and upholster pews and the cost wasn’t much.  Can we take a look at this as an alternative to the chairs?  I seem to remember it was only about $10,000 to cut them to reconfigure them to fit.

Put the choir back up in the choir loft.
I think we are going about this in a very good way.  If this is an all-or-nothing project, we should address it early on.  It’s not out of the realm of possibility that we can do this, but it will take commitment.

The challege of the transition: How do we still hold services during construction, etc?  We need to plan for this.  Even when we say we want change, are we willing to be patient during this change?

We need to be sure we complete the job.

We need to make a decision! It’s time.

Section Three:

Direct Mail / Online Responses

Results from 80 Direct Mail / Online Responses
Note: Not all respondents answered all questions.

1. Prior to this survey, were you aware that the parish was considering a capital campaign? 


   79  Yes 
   0   No

2. Prior to this survey, were you aware of the needs as expressed in the accompanying proposed plans? 


   66  Aware
   0   Not Aware
   13  Aware of some of the needs

3. Generally speaking, do you favor the parish conducting a capital campaign as outlined in the proposed plans? 


   43  Yes
   5   No
   28  Yes, but with some concerns 


Comments:
No, the economy is still very unstable and unemployment is very high. We do not know how long it will take for the economy to fully recover. Too many people are out of work and it takes a long time to find a new job now.  If we gathered that much money, we should get the Universal Acc Entrance and maybe find a cheaper solution for the pitched roof-- even if it does not fit the architectural style-- in order to stop repeated water damage. The Universal Acc Entrance should also resolve the issue of bringing in coffins.  Otherwise, we will probably spend more money in the future trying to fix that.  Both problems should be fixed at the same time.  If we gathered $800,000, we really should find a way to help the many people in the USA who are in dire need.

This is a VERY expensive proposition. I am very concerned at the high cost of the project.

We support the idea of a capital campaign but are concerned that we would be called upon to support the church at a level significantly above our existing pledge.

I support universal access, but don't see the need for other renovations given the small size of the congregation.

This plan does not address the lack of enough space for all parish events.  The Ford Room needs to be expanded so that it easily seats about 125-150 people at tables with enough room to move around.
I feel the campaign should include the long deferred building maintenance and replacement of driveway/roof/rectory upgrades that will come due (IMHO) during the time folks are paying on their capital campaign pledge, in addition to regular pledge -- making THOSE funds needed quite difficult to come by.  (This is how these items have been deferred so long already.)

Yes, I am in favor if the members of the parish indicate an ability to support the campaign sufficiently.

The cost of a pitched roof versus annual maintenance repairs due to a flat roof.

The current economy is a concern. (2)
If people can commit the money then it seems like a good plan, but it is a lot of money.

Since the start of this we have attended all meetings that we were asked to attend.  We have participated and paid a fair amount of attention.  At one meeting we were asked to decide what we wanted for the church (additions) if money was not issue.  That was a total waste of time and intelligence.  We actually felt it was an insult.  Of course it always comes down to money.  We personally don’t feel the need for any of the additions at this time.  It is all great, but this is a small congregation.  Over this time period the world need has become prominent.  Was that the purpose of a facilitator?  To bring everyone to the point where they now think all of this is a necessity?  We keep coming back to this – the last pastor (and the last capital campaign) made sure that the church was debt-free with no mortgages.

Has anyone noticed that there is still, and has been, a major recession going on?  There may be a lot of working members who don’t know if their job will be here tomorrow or next week.  We, personally, need to give this church addition a way less priority on our list of needs and budgets.
The proposed project does not solve major issues with the church building, such as inadequate parish hall and worship space.
I don’t feel very secure about the state of the national economy.  It does not seem stable.  This affects what people will really be able to pay when it comes time to make good on pledges.
I would not be able to contribute to this campaign without reducing my regular pledge, which I think is a bad idea.

Cutting the “flexible use of space” in the nave will save $50,000.  I hope you will think about it.

It is a bad time economically to take on such a project.

We are assuming that the campaign would raise enough money to pay for the proposed changes.  The question is – would we obtain a mortgage and pay it down from the capital campaign or would we pay-as-we-go for the various projects?

This will be the third campaign in my 20+ years of attendance.

These are very sound and exciting plans.
I very much support these plans, but I can’t offer financial support.

4. Please indicate the level of priority you would attach to each of the projects outlined in the proposed plans by checking the appropriate line under each heading.  At present, they are listed in no particular order.  

*Select only one option per line and feel free to make comments (use an extra sheet if necessary).
	
	
	PRIORITY

	
	
	High
	Medium
	Low
	Opposed
	Lack Information

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Welcoming Space
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.
	Universal Accessible Entrance
	57
	20
	1
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b.
	Pitched Roof Retrofit
	50
	18
	7
	1
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	c.
	Expanded Kitchen and Toilets
	33
	34
	7
	3
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	d.
	Administrative Area
	19
	33
	18
	5
	1


	
	Flexible Use of Space (chairs)
	16
	24
	21
	16
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Lower Level Hospitality (kitchenette)
	8
	31
	31
	6
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Comments:

If we could find a cheaper solution for the pitched roof retrofit, even if it did not fit the architectural style of the church, we should do that.
I am opposed to chairs in the nave specifically.

I don't think it feels like a church without pews and I think it is a lot of money for something I don't want or need.

Projects E. and F. could be removed if we can't meet this goal.

For the record, I favor a non-mechanical accessible entrance to all levels (ramps) not an elevator.
I do recognize the need for universal access.  I would hope that money could be set aside in the annual budget for roof repairs and resurfacing of the parking lot.
I like pews.

$96,600 for some studs, drywall and doors?

We think all this is very nice but, at the same time, we don’t feel that any of it is necessary.  You could use the $50,000 we have and put in an elevator to the lower level without doing a major expansion at this time.  The balcony could be removed and the choir could use the gained first floor church space.
Have we missed any discussion about chairs?  What a ridiculous waste of $50,000.

The present access is a joke!  I would question spending on giving handicapped access to the lower level, keeping in mind that the present building will still not be adequate in future years.

I feel the extra cost of the items under Administrative Area are not vital and, at this time of financial challenge for many, adds extra expense that can be deferred.
Can we fix drainage by other and cheaper means than the roof retrofit?

Can we buy chairs after most of this new mortgage is paid off?

If the administrative area is built as stated, I don’t feel chairs are then needed in the nave.  We can use the conference room for small groups.
Think of the number of adults with access issues and the number of babies and small children.

I feel that access for handicapped to the entire building is essential for them to fully integrate into parish life.  

The roof leaks have been a continuing problem and expense.

Projects C. and D. are great, but we can get along without them if the money is not forthcoming.  A downstairs kitchenette is useful, but not essential.

Transporting food to the lower level could be easily done with a rolling cart and elevator.
We feel that it is lofty-thinking to spend this kind of money on this project when so many families are in need, could use this money more and in better fashion.  A step-by-step approach should be the method.

Project B. would be more useful if it could add storage space.
5. Are there additional needs that seem important to you which are not covered by the proposed plans?  

Comments:

No, it is too expensive as it is.
In the long run, we have concerns about the sanctuary (layout etc.).
I like the plan but I don't think it is far reaching enough regarding fellowship space. The expanded space in the Ford Room will still not give us enough space to seat a very large group, like the St. Nicholas brunch or even the pancake supper.

Renewable energy sources such as solar panels, wind capturing devices, etc. should be included in the plan.

Are there efforts to find additional outside grants?

The Ford Room needs to be expanded.

I believe there are some staffing issues to consider, like the combo maintenance/sexton position, and part-time assistant rector in addition to physical plant improvements.

There is no additional space for fellowship or Christian Education.

The most important items to me are increasing the church meeting and possibly another rector (part-time) to help Aimee as the congregation grows.

Replace the driveway and resurface.

Seal the groundwater leaks in the undercroft walls.

Upgrade the HVAC in the church.

A lot of things have been done by Buildings and Grounds to make the building more energy efficient.  This is the time to do things right.  How about a vestibule; it looks as though the doors open to the outside on the north side.
Upgrade the sanctuary and nave.  

Provide dedicated space for the choir and musicians.

We need a larger parish hall and worship area.

We need a post or railing to hold on to wherever there is a step or stair outdoors – yes, even a post by the sidewalk.

We need better exterior lighting near the entrance for those arriving at the church at night.
I would like more comfortable chairs in the forum room.  They are rather hard for lengthy get-togethers / meetings.
A covered entry is needed.  We have an increasing number of parishioners with babies, walkers, and limitations of mobility.  The ability to have a way to drop-off at the front door during winter especially is desirable and a safety/liability issue as well.  We think it better to add this on with the current construction rather than later.  It may be more economical now than later.  It also would save having to go back to the congregation and ask for one more thing later.

Parking!  It would seem with all the changes that membership will expand.  There are many Sunday’s where there is no where to park.
I think you have all done a fantastic job of inclusion and explanation.

I rather feel it is not enough.  We will outgrow this space before construction is complete.  We can add more services, but I fear it isn’t enough for social gatherings.  It is still not right for funerals or weddings.

We need a sink or hand washing station in the nursery.

Yes, the needs of hungry people in the world!  This addition to OUR benefit will not ease the hunger in their bellies, it will only ease the ugliness in our eyes with a new look.
6. Do you know of other current or projected capital campaigns in the community that might impact the success of this proposed effort?

So many local schools also seek money for capital campaigns through referendums.

Possible new train station.

7. How would you describe the present economic climate in your community? 


   1   Excellent   
   30  Good 
   39  Fair   
   6   Poor

8. Is the present economic climate improving, remaining the same, or declining?


   21  Improving 
   47  Remaining the Same 
   9   Declining

9. Does a proposed solicitation period for pledges in the fall of 2011 seem appropriate to you? 


   41  Yes 
   11  No 
   22  No strong feeling 

No, the economy is still very unstable and is taking a long time to recover.  I think it is poor timing to try to gather more money on top of still wanting to have the other charities, fund raisers, and regular donations that people make throughout the year. It is just a lot to ask right now when so many people are out of work, have lost their retirement funds, or have lost their homes due to foreclosure.

This is a hard question to answer. Our 2011 pledge to Holy Nativity is already 50% higher than our 2010 pledge, by way of background. We don't know if we will be in a position to contribute to an additional solicitation in the fall of 2011. The part of our income that allows us to make contributions fluctuates a lot. We, therefore, don't expect that we'll reply positively to a request for a long-term pledge; however, if funds permit, a lump-sum response in the fall is not out of the question.

I think we should wait a year.

I am operating on the “if you don’t ask, you’ll never know” philosophy.

10. Do you think a goal of $865,000 (as outlined in the proposed plans) can be raised in gifts and pledges?


   18  Yes 
   19  No 
    41   Don't Know


If no, how much do you think can be raised?

$80,000
$300,000

$300,000 to $500,000

$400,000 (3)

$500,000 (2)
$500,000 to $550,000

One-third of the total. (2)
Fifty percent.
We hope so!

I wouldn't expect that one family could contribute $150,000.
The last capital fund drive raised about half the proposed goal.

Time will tell!

I don’t know, but it seems unlikely.

11. If convinced of the need, would you be willing to contribute to this proposed campaign?  (All gifts, regardless of size, are needed and are important to the success of the proposed campaign.) 



   61  Yes 
   3   No 
   15  Not sure at this time

12. If "yes," please estimate your possible total range of giving. Gifts potentially could be paid over a several-year period.  This is not a pledge or in any way binding.


   10  $500 or less 

   14  $500 to $1,000 



   17  $1,000 to $3,000 
    8   $3,000 to $5,000



    9   $5,000 to $10,000
    3   $10,000 to $25,000 




    0   $25,000 to $50,000
    0   $50,000 to $75,000




    0   $75,000 to $150,000
    0   $150,000 and above

13. If the proposed total goal of $865,000 cannot be fully funded by a capital campaign, how would you feel if the parish were to assume prudent long-term debt to ensure completion of these proposed plans?

   29   Acceptable        36   Undesirable, but acceptable        12   Unacceptable

Undesirable, but acceptable provided some items are cut.

It is a lot of debt to take on. A lot of the changes would be nice but are not required. They are wants but not needs. I know that people probably do not want to hear that, and I am sorry, but, we are making similar decisions between wants and needs in our family, too.

This seems extremely risky. We have no idea what constitutes "prudence" in this case but would be very concerned about such a step and would want to see very conservative estimates of the parish's financial position that any such debt would create.

We have burned the mortgage at least twice since I have been a member of the parish.

The renovations are not important enough to warrant long-term debt.

Given today's rates, this makes sense. HOWEVER, I also think someone needs to name the possibility that Aimee would take another position at some point, and many/several of the pledging units would leave with her.
After one year of fundraising, the congregation would need to be approached about a longer pledge time to fund all projects, to see if the debt can be sustained through donations.

I think that would be totally normal and acceptable. Mortgages, if secured in a proper and responsible way, are a normal part of life.

We just retired our last mortgage. Having a fixed payment reduces the church's flexibility in budget/growth opportunities.

Too bad we couldn't have attained some of the lowest mortgage rates of the last year!

Very acceptable!  You can always pay it off early, without penalty.

The last capital campaign was to eliminate a mortgage.  Why is that a consideration now?

14. In addition to making a gift to the proposed campaign, some parishioners may wish to explore planned or legacy gifts.  Check the blank next to the item(s) of interest.  Materials will be sent to you from the Episcopal Church Foundation. 


   2     Make a gift to your parish through a bequest in your will.


   2     Create a charitable gift annuity (minimum gift of $5,000).  



Benefits of a charitable gift annuity could include:

· receive guaranteed income for life (i.e. current rates of approximately 5.3% annually at age 65, approximately 6.3% annually at age 75)

· receive an income tax deduction now for the gift portion

· receive some tax-free income from the investment for life 

· possibly reduce applicable estate and inheritance taxes 

· enjoy the satisfaction that at the death of the final beneficiary, the principal would go to that part of the Episcopal Church you so designate


   0     Donate appreciated real property such as a house, vacation home, farm or business property.


   4     Send me the Ministry of Gift Planning brochure which explains Planned Giving options.


   2     Add me to the Episcopal Church Foundation e-newsletter.

14a.
   2   Church of the Holy Nativity is already in my will or estate plans.

15. If asked, would you be willing to work on a committee in support of the proposed capital campaign? 


   11  Yes 
   29  No 
   37  Not sure at this time

16. Among individuals you know, who would make an ideal CHAIR for this proposed capital campaign?

Alan Baron

John Brackett

Bob Capulli

Sheree Capulli

Joan Chandler

4
Joe Chandler

4
Kim Coogan-Rogers

Sue Crowell

Jeff Dillon

2
Martha Garnett

Don Good

Terry Hodges

Jim Intagliata

4
Chuck Johnson

2
Mimi Johnson

18
Peter Kaestner

Jim Massie

13
Carol Park

Elizabeth Reis
Judith Romans

There are so many excellent people at Holy Nativity. It would take a great deal of time and energy as well as organizational skills, so someone with that skill set and the time.

I feel that someone must feel called to take this on.  I am opposed to drafting someone, even if they have great talents.
17. Hypothetically, if you were a chair, whom would you select to serve with you?

Olga Andrulis
Alan Baron

3
Val Birch

John Brackett

Judy Brackett

Bob Capulli

5
Joan Chandler

3
Joe Chandler

4
Jody Collins

Mary Lu Connally

2
Kim Coogan-Rogers

5
KC Cooke

Sue Crowell

Katie Dedek

2
Elaine Dempesy

2
Jeff Dillon

9
Susan Dillon

Alyson Eyer

Joan Fox

2
Jenni Garnett

Martha Garnett

2
Don Good

Jon Hagstrom

3
Terry Hodges

Jim Intagliata

5
Shari Intagliata

Chuck Johnson

3
Mimi Johnson

8
Terry Johnson

Liz LeBaron

Dave Loffredo

Heidi Loffredo

Christine Massie

4
Jim Massie

5
Jonathan Miller

Regina Murphy

Chris Nelson

2
Kathy Nelson

Carol Park

3
Jackie Price

4
Ron Price

8
Elizabeth Reis

Kim Selir

Terry Smith

Katie Sweeney

5
George Wilcox

A cross section of leaders, followers, younger, older etc.
18. In your opinion, what major positive factors does the parish have in its favor for the proposed campaign? 

      Comments:
The basic value of universal access is important; you can't really argue with it.

For a small parish, the current level of contribution is great.

There is a lot of positive energy and excitement about the plans. We are also in very good shape financially at this time.

We have dedicated people.

Besides the obvious? The discernment committee has done their job by communicating the findings and everyone has discovered in the discernment process that giving our building some layout changes will pay off for mission and ministry needs.

Making the entrance handicapped accessible is the most important and only issue that I think should be resolved with a capital campaign.

There is an understanding of the proposed needs in the parish. (2)
There is some growth. (2)
We need a bigger church for the growing Holy Nativity community and greater accessibility.
There is a group already amenable to the idea that outward growth comes from within.

We have no current mortgage / outstanding debt. (2)
The projects have been driven by mission and ministry. Everything was grassroots and people have felt the committees have listened to them.

We have positive momentum and growth.

The influx of new families, bringing new excitement, the enthusiasm of the whole, and the careful roll-out of this plan all are positive.

The congregation on the whole feels the need to expand to provide the services and meet the needs of the congregation and the community.
We are a very enthusiastic and vibrant family of parishioners. (2)
This is a very active, participatory, interested congregation that is mostly unified in its goals for ministry.
Apparently the members of the parish are by and large very enthusiastic about Holy Nativity.

A growing population!

There is devotion to the church.

There is a close-knit atmosphere that is based on inclusion.

We have many hard-working and passionate people.

This is a friendly parish.

Our parishioners are very giving and faithful in service, worship and giving.
We have a positive and generous community who have wonderful networks.

There is a ton of support for the proposed projects.

We have hard workers, loyal parishioners, and a strong and committed priest.

There are some very talented people who understand construction and could potentially act as a “general”.  
The parish has show high levels of giving in past years.

We have generous members in the parish who step-forward often to make things happen.

Programs and plans are generally done well here and that instills confidence.

This is a positive, loving, and connected community.

This is a congregation that is willing to get involved and support ideas.

We have a previous successful campaign that paid off debt to allow us to look at new possibilities for growth and expansion.  This project is “buy new” not to pay off debt. (2)
We are in a great place – the parish is growing with new families. (2)
Long-time parishioners are willing to step forward.

A positive is the way this campaign has been handled so far, with information, genuine interest in listening to all members, questions, opinions and input.

We are small group of people that is always accomplishing great things.
There is strong unity to serve.

This is a committed membership. (2)
There is knowledge of needs, priority of needs, and the willingness to participate.

This is an enthusiastic congregation.

We have a few key wealthy individuals.

When this community of faith puts their mind to it, things seem to get done.  

To be very blunt (I mean no disrespect) we have a population of aging baby-boomers who will soon really need better accessibility.
We have loyal parishioners and a great, energetic priest.

We have great leadership from Aimee and exceptional lay leadership.

There is enthusiasm and buy-in for the proposed changes from the majority of the congregation.

The known generosity of this parish!

The congregation is growing with youth and young families.

19. What problems, if any, do you foresee for this project?  

      Comments:
If the price of fuel keeps rising over the next three years, it could severely impact the cost of materials and labor (as people pass their costs along). So, what seems as a large amount now could become much bigger and we might not have planned for that.
Money! We just have no idea if the individuals in the congregation have the capacity to fund this campaign. (2)
There may be unforeseen costs that bring up the total dollars needed. (4)
If we get to the building stage, the person in charge will be second guessed and not have the freedom or trust to make the correct decisions to keep the project moving forward and under budget. This may also allow project "creep" to set in with changes as the building is happening.

Under-budgeting!

It is too ambitious in a currently crappy economy. There is no clear purpose behind changing the nave from pews to chairs if the entire congregation can fit into the Ford Room for buffets, meetings, etc. There is already a sink and cabinets downstairs in the meeting room that precludes it from being turned into a kitchenette. You can add a mini-bar in that room if someone can't go upstairs to the first floor kitchen. With such a small congregation, do the bathrooms really need to be changed?

People losing jobs may be unable to make their giving.

Financing! (3)
Accepting long-term debt to achieve a great goal is a problem.
Financial challenges of the times will remain with us. We need to look at a new mortgage as a way to fund this. Also, we need to continue to work on grant sources.

I am not sure that many of the new people have a long-term commitment to the parish.

I think the economy of the country, town, parish, and members do not show the hidden issues of personal finance and I think there are plenty of folks in real distress or in a downturn who "look" fine. I think the unknown increases ahead for everyone regarding personal finance, income, taxes, costs, etc., make those on fixed incomes quite careful now.  I don't think our biggest givers can do that again and don't think we've "recruited" any new ones.

We have many young families with other financial demands and it is too big a target, which puts people off.

This is a rather difficult financial time. (3)
Economy; there are still a lot of people struggling financially. (8)

The only problem is the availability of financial support. I have no way of assessing that.  I only know that I am not personally in a position to pledge a major amount of money.
You are proposing significant capital for very little usable space.

Rising costs!

The economy and the impact that could have on the parish as a whole! (2)
The church is more than 50 years old and in fair-to-good condition.  A master plan of church replacement should be developed.
Is there positive support from all members? (2)
Several parishioners are already retired or reaching retirement.  This puts the burden on our young families who have their own economic concerns.

Raising the money! (5)
If our priest leaves, the plan will be hard to accomplish.

The size of the church community may be too small (or may shrink) to support this undertaking.  We are totally against the consideration of a mortgage.  Maybe there are other members who feel the same way?
I have concerns that people may be blinded to the reality of the size of the project by their enthusiasm.
People will be overstressed with the pressure of the need of their parish and their ability to respond.

A problem is trying to please too many opinions/wishes.  The committee has done a fantastic job including everyone’s participation.  They need to keep everyone’s participation/input on equal footing.

A problem would be not getting the communication and project updates.
It is an ambitious undertaking that will stretch our resources.

The size of the goal!
Reality!  Is this real or a handful of people’s dreams.

There is a need for parking lot maintenance if it is not in the current maintenance budget.

There is a need for phases to spread out the cost schedule.

20. What added ideas or suggestions do you have which might be helpful to the leadership in making this important decision?


Comments:

I recommend breaking the project into smaller projects and trying to get smaller pieces approved (like the universal acc. entrance). As a smaller piece it will cost less and we would take on less risk. Also, maybe we should try to work with interior designers (might be the wrong title) who can help us better use the space that we already have without having to make such major architectural changes.

The process of discernment has been impressive and thorough. If for some reason the numbers don't come in to support the project, it won't be for lack of a good process.

Revisit the campaign after a year and assess the feasibility of costs.
Have a good group of fund raisers prepared which would not drain the current energy and current fund raisers for ongoing projects.
I truly believe there are some very important building expenses ahead that can't be deferred (roof, parking lot, rectory) and think the leader position is to be completely forthcoming about the known budget items, hoped for building expansion, and known repair/maintenance items and roll THAT figure out for people to evaluate.  If we're going to mortgage (and I believe we will), adding the rest of those items to the total would be more honest than waiting and "springing" it on folks to increase their ordinary pledges to cover it next year.

Stick to the original plan.  I think taking a loan to get the project done is not a bad idea.

Address energy efficiency, church maintenance, and how others can use the church with an isolation of rooms for heating and for security during weekdays.
Scale down the plans to feature the most cost effective universal access plan.

Leadership has done a tremendous job all along the way!  Keep it up!

Listen closely to any dissenters.  Times are tough; make sure the money and/or support for a mortgage is there.
What about taking four years to accumulate the needed capital?  We think the project should be phased.  We would welcome further research into phasing the project.

Be sure the current proposal fits long-range plans for this parish.
There are certain elements which are essential – the universal access for obvious reasons and the pitched roof retrofit to reduce water damage to the building.  The rest seems more like wants than needs.  There needs to be open-mindedness about breaking this down into a smaller, less expensive project.

I feel that in order to be responsible to the parish and those that make up the parish (if Holy Nativity undertakes these projects), that we look at judiciously choosing other requests for giving (Family Farm Fest, well initiatives, etc.) so that people are not overburdened.  If this project is truly a priority then I think that other requests for money should be curtailed, or at least staggered.
Consider cutting some items out to lower the cost.

Be careful about going into debt.

Expanded/new or redesigned space must be multi-functional and have a tremendous potential for use of technology with computer terminals, LCD, music, etc.
Fix the lights on the new sign.  It is hard to get excited when the last project is not working as anticipated.  We know a lot of energy is being focused on it; we just want to see it done and celebrated.
Without the expansion of the building, expansion of members is done.

I think the whole project has been handled well and I am sure will continue to be done so.

Research and inform all members on mortgage options.

Keep information flowing.

Maintain focus on Holy Nativity’s mission; great start in that regard.

Section Four:

Composite Analysis and Summary of

Personal and

Direct Mail / Online Responses

Results from 14 Personal Interviews

and 80 Direct Mail / Online Responses
Total of 94 Responses
Note: Not all respondents answered all questions.

1. Prior to this survey, were you aware that the parish was considering a capital campaign? 


   93  Yes 
   0   No

One hundred percent were aware that Church of the Holy Nativity is considering a capital campaign.  This is a very positive indication that the church leadership has prepared the ground for a major capital campaign.

2. Prior to this survey, were you aware of the needs as expressed in the accompanying proposed plans? 


   80  Aware
   0   Not Aware
   13  Aware of some of the needs

Eighty-six percent of the respondents were aware of the capital needs of Church of the Holy Nativity.  The remaining 14% were aware of some of the needs.  No respondents were unaware of the needs.  This is an indication that the leadership has done a fine job of communication.

3. Generally speaking, do you favor the parish conducting a capital campaign as outlined in the proposed plans? 


   54  Yes
   5   No
   31  Yes, but with some concerns 

More than half, 60%, are in favor of the campaign, with another 34% in favor with some concerns.  Only five respondents are opposed to the campaign.  This is a sign that the church community is very willing to support a campaign.

4. Please indicate the level of priority you would attach to each of the projects outlined in the proposed plans by checking the appropriate line under each heading.  At present, they are listed in no particular order.  

*Select only one option per line and feel free to make comments (use an extra sheet if necessary).
	
	
	PRIORITY

	
	
	High
	Medium
	Low
	Opposed
	Lack Information

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Welcoming Space
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.
	Universal Accessible Entrance
	69
	21
	2
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b.
	Pitched Roof Retrofit
	61
	21
	7
	1
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	c.
	Expanded Kitchen and Toilets
	41
	40
	7
	3
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	d.
	Administrative Area
	22
	41
	20
	5
	2


	
	Flexible Use of Space (chairs)
	21
	26
	23
	21
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Lower Level Hospitality (kitchenette)
	10
	39
	34
	6
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


In determining which parts of the proposed case are most attractive to respondents, the following system is used:

High Priority = 3 points;  Medium Priority = 2 points;  Low Priority = 1 point;

Opposed to Project = -1 point;  Lack Information = 0 points

The most popular receives the highest number of points.

a. Universal Accessible Entrance

    207     High Priority   
    42      Medium Priority 
    2     Low Priority

   0     Lack Information
       0      Opposed to Project 


Total Points: 251
b. Pitched Roof Retrofit

    183     High Priority
     42     Medium Priority 
    7     Low Priority

   0     Lack Information
       -1      Opposed to Project 


Total Points: 231
c.  Expanded Kitchen and Toilets

    123     High Priority
     80     Medium Priority 
     7    Low Priority

    0    Lack Information
        -3     Opposed to Project 


Total Points: 207
d. Administrative Area

    66     High Priority   
     82     Medium Priority 
    20     Low Priority

    0    Lack Information
       -5      Opposed to Project 


Total Points: 163
e. Flexible Use of Space (chairs)

    63     High Priority
     52     Medium Priority 
    23     Low Priority

    0    Lack Information
        -21     Opposed to Project 


Total Points: 117
f.  Lower Level Hospitality (kitchenette)

    30     High Priority
    78      Medium Priority 
    34     Low Priority

   0     Lack Information
       -6      Opposed to Project 


Total Points: 136
RANKING BY POINTS:

Universal Accessible Entrance

251
Pitched Roof Retrofit


231

Expanded Kitchen and Toilets

207

Administrative Area


163
Lower Level Hospitality (kitchenette)
136

Flexible Use of Space (chairs)

117

These rankings do not dictate those projects the church should embrace in the final case statement, but they are a strong indication of what communication and marketing must occur if leadership does elect to support projects that have a lower acceptance rating.

5. Are there additional needs that seem important to you which are not covered by the proposed plans?  

A few additional needs were offered and should be read.

6. Do you know of other current or projected capital campaigns in the community that might impact the success of this proposed effort?

A few area campaigns were mentioned, but these should not affect the success of Holy Nativity’s campaign.

7. How would you describe the present economic climate in your community? 


   1   Excellent   
   40  Good 
   41  Fair   
   8   Poor

Forty-six percent of the respondents to this question believe the economic climate is fair, and 44% consider it good.  Nine percent believe it to be poor, and one respondent rated it as excellent.

8. Is the present economic climate improving, remaining the same, or declining?


   25  Improving 
   56  Remaining the Same 
   10  Declining

Indications are that the local economy is remaining the same, with 62% rating it as such.  Another 27% believe it is improving, and 11% believe it is declining.  These responses express economic optimism.  When people feel the economy is good, they are more apt to make gifts.

9. Does a proposed solicitation period for pledges in the fall of 2011 seem appropriate to you? 


   51  Yes 
   12  No 
   25  No strong feeling 

More than half of the respondents, 58%, are in favor of the proposed timing.  Twenty-eight percent expressed no strong feeling one way or another.   Another 14% were opposed to the campaign timing.  This is an endorsement that a campaign could proceed as scheduled.

10. Do you think a goal of $865,000 (as outlined in the proposed plans) can be raised in gifts and pledges?


   21  Yes 
   24  No 
    47   Don't Know

Only 23% believe the goal can be attained, while another 51% have no opinion if it can be reached.  Another 26% do not believe the goal can be attained.  Normally, we like to see at least a majority believing the goal is feasible.  Generally when less than half are confident about the projected goal, the proposed goal is too ambitious.  

11. If convinced of the need, would you be willing to contribute to this proposed campaign?  (All gifts, regardless of size, are needed and are important to the success of the proposed campaign.) 



   73  Yes 
   3   No 
   17  Not sure at this time

Seventy-nine percent would be willing at this early date to contribute to the campaign, while another 18% expressed that they are not sure at this time.  Only three respondents indicated a negative response.  This is positive and an indication that a campaign can proceed.

12. If "yes," please estimate your possible total range of giving. Gifts potentially could be paid over a several-year period.  This is not a pledge or in any way binding.


   10  $500 or less 

   14  $500 to $1,000 



   17  $1,000 to $3,000 
    9   $3,000 to $5,000



   13  $5,000 to $10,000
    7   $10,000 to $25,000 




    2   $25,000 to $50,000
    1   $50,000 to $75,000




    0   $75,000 to $150,000
    0   $150,000 and above

Typical Gifts Essential to the Success
of a $865,000 Capital Campaign

Size of Gift                     # Needed                    Gifts Indicated in Study*



$150,000
 1


 0



$75,000

 2


 1



$50,000

 3


 2



$25,000

 7


 7



$10,000

10


13



$5,000

13


 9



$3,000

19


17



$1,000

13


14



$500 and below               Many


10
                        *Using the high range estimate

Respondents projected donations ranging from a low of approximately $318,500 to a high of $580,000.  While not indicated in the chart above, not all gift amounts were given within a range as presented.  Some were given as singular amounts, e.g., $5,000, instead of $3,000 to $5,000.  The high and low estimates have been adjusted accordingly.  These early estimates fall short of supporting $865,000 as a primary goal.

13. If the proposed total goal of $865,000 cannot be fully funded by a capital campaign, how would you feel if the parish were to assume prudent long-term debt to ensure completion of these proposed plans?

   35   Acceptable        41   Undesirable, but acceptable       13   Unacceptable

Thirty-nine percent responded that it is acceptable to assume long-term debt; another 46% said it is undesirable, but acceptable.  Another 15% responded that long-term debt is unacceptable.

14. In addition to making a gift to the proposed campaign, some parishioners may wish to explore planned or legacy gifts.  Check the blank next to the item(s) of interest.  Materials will be sent to you from the Episcopal Church Foundation. 


   6     Make a gift to your parish through a bequest in your will.


   6     Create a charitable gift annuity (minimum gift of $5,000).  



Benefits of a charitable gift annuity could include:

· receive guaranteed income for life (i.e. current rates of approximately 5.3% annually at age 65, approximately 6.3% annually at age 75)

· receive an income tax deduction now for the gift portion

· receive some tax-free income from the investment for life 

· possibly reduce applicable estate and inheritance taxes 

· enjoy the satisfaction that at the death of the final beneficiary, the principal would go to that part of the Episcopal Church you so designate


   3     Donate appreciated real property such as a house, vacation home, farm or business property.


   8     Send me the Ministry of Gift Planning brochure which explains Planned Giving options.


   3     Add me to the Episcopal Church Foundation e-newsletter.

14a.
   7   Church of the Holy Nativity is already in my will or estate plans.

Seven individuals have already included the church in their estate plans.  Several others have indicated they would welcome information.  They will receive information confidentially from the Episcopal Church Foundation.

15. If asked, would you be willing to work on a committee in support of the proposed capital campaign? 


   18  Yes 
   35  No 
   41  Not sure at this time

Nineteen percent would be willing at this early date to volunteer.  Another 44% are not sure at this time and may be persuaded to participate as the campaign plans are formulated.  This is a relatively good response at this stage in the process.  It appears likely that an adequate number of workers would be attracted to the campaign.

16. Among individuals you know, who would make an ideal CHAIR for this proposed capital campaign?

Alan Baron

2
Kathy Brackett

John Brackett

Bob Capulli

2
Sheree Capulli

Joan Chandler

5
Joe Chandler

5
Kim Coogan-Rogers

2
Sue Crowell

Jeff Dillon

2

Susan Dillon

Martha Garnett

Don Good

Terry Hodges

Jim Intagliata

5
Chuck Johnson

2

Mimi Johnson

21
Terry Johnson

Peter Kaestner

Christine Massie

Jim Massie

18
Carol Park

Ron Price

Elizabeth Reis

Judith Romans

17. Hypothetically, if you were a chair, whom would you select to serve with you?

Olga Andrulis

3
Alan Baron

7
Val Birch

John Brackett

Judy Brackett

Bob Capulli

5

Joan Chandler

4
Joe Chandler

5
Jody Collins

Mary Lu Connally

3
Kim Coogan-Rogers

5

KC Cooke

2
Sue Crowell

Katie Dedek

2

Elaine Dempesy

2

Jeff Dillon

10
Susan Dillon

2
Alyson Eyer

Joan Fox

2

Jenni Garnett

2
Martha Garnett

2

Don Good

Jon Hagstrom

3

Terry Hodges

Jim Intagliata

6
Shari Intagliata

2
Chuck Johnson

3

Mimi Johnson

10
Terry Johnson

Peter Kaestner

Fred Lebaron

2

Liz LeBaron

2
Dave Loffredo

Heidi Loffredo

Christine Massie

4

Jim Massie

7
Jonathan Miller

Regina Murphy

Chris Nelson

3
Kathy Nelson

Carol Park

3

Jackie Price

5
Ron Price

12
Elizabeth Reis

2
Kim Selir

2
Terry Smith

Katie Sweeney

7
George Wilcox

Wilcox Family

Jeanne Wilding

18. In your opinion, what major positive factors does the parish have in its favor for the proposed campaign? 

  Comments were many and varied.  Some highlights include:

· Leadership
· Growth

· Enthusiasm

· Awareness of need

19. What problems, if any, do you foresee for this project?  

  Comments were many and varied.  Some highlights include:

· Cost increases

· The economy

· Raising the money

20. What added ideas or suggestions do you have which might be helpful to the leadership in making this important decision?

Comments were varied and thoughtful and should be read in their entirety.

Section Five:
Conclusions and Recommendations
Conclusions
Awareness of Need                

One hundred percent of respondents were aware that Church of the Holy Nativity is considering a possible campaign, and 100% were also aware of some or all of the proposed plans. Of course, not all the items received the same degree of support. Present awareness of need is a positive; however, each project should be studied and prioritized with consideration given to the degree of support and the resources available.

                                                                                                                                                      Interest in and Support for a Drive
There is significant indication of support for the proposed campaign, but also signs that suggest caution. Positive signs from respondents include:

1. An excellent participation rate of 76% in the feasibility study.

2. One hundred percent of all respondents were aware of the needs.
3. Ninety-five percent are in favor of the campaign, although some with reservations.
4. Only 14% are opposed to the proposed campaign timing.
5. Seventy-nine percent of respondents would give to the campaign.
6. Nineteen percent are willing at this early stage to consider a volunteer position.

Concerns
1. Approximately 23% of respondents feel the goal is reachable. Twenty-six percent feel it is too high. The remaining 51% had no opinion on whether this goal can be achieved. This is an indication that the proposed goal may be too high.

2. No major gifts were identified at this early date to allow a goal of 865,000 to be fully embraced.

Influential Leadership
Strong leadership—both financial and volunteer—is absolutely essential for the success of any campaign. A leadership core is presently in place. It is the challenge of this leadership group to expand involvement within the parish, including other individuals who may have significant giving potential. With involvement comes commitment.

Gift Potential
Experience tells us we can take the average between the low estimate ($318,500) and the high estimate ($580,000) of the pre-campaign projections revealed in the Study and multiply by a factor of 1.3 when certain percentages and comments (such as revealed in this study) are attained. Thus the average, $449,250, when multiplied by this factor (1.3) reveals a suggested goal of $585,000. This recommendation is made factoring in the reality that additional gifts, not yet identified, will be forthcoming; hence the multiple of 1.3.

Planned Giving

A number of people requested planned giving information, and seven indicated the church was already in their estate plans. This is encouraging and suggests that such future gifts could be used to help build endowment or retire indebtedness.

Campaign Timing
The respondents endorsed the proposed campaign timing. Of course, decisions on the priorities of projects must be made.  It is imperative to revisit the proposed plans and make appropriate changes in the size of the effort, the proposed goal, and other sources of funding.

Recommendations
Recommendation #1

The information revealed in this Study suggests that a capital campaign for a Primary Goal of 

$585,000 is realistic and appropriate. This presupposes that an assertive campaign involving the entire constituency would be launched, and that the type of methodology used by the Episcopal Church Foundation would be followed. 

Recognizing that immediate needs are greater than what is revealed in the Study, leadership may wish to consider $585,000 as the “primary” goal and establish a larger “challenge” goal, which would encourage the congregation to stretch to longer pledges—five years rather than three years, for example.

If the “challenge” was not reached, the congregation would still experience success by achieving the “primary” objective, but hopes would be high that the challenge, at least in part, could be accomplished.

Recommendation #2

Planned giving activities should be pursued during the campaign in an effort to encourage major gifts to underwrite the future of the church.  Such gifts, often deferred and received in future years, are helpful in reducing mortgages or indebtedness.  The Episcopal Church Foundation is responding to individual requests for information on planned giving.
Recommendation #3

Review the Tentative Case Statement and make final decisions based on the financial feasibility revealed in the Study.  Consider also the prioritization suggested by respondents.

Recommendation #4

Share as soon as possible the revised plans with the congregation and seek increased consensus.  Increase significantly all publicity concerning this project. 

Recommendation #5

Once the leadership has had an opportunity to review the Study recommendations and revise the proposed plan, a timetable such as the following should be considered to maximize success:

Months 1-2     
Determine campaign calendar and budget.  Announce goal. Begin materials development (pledge cards, brochures, letterhead, etc.).  Recruit and train campaign leadership and support committee chairs.  Evaluate Advance Gift prospects.

 Months 2-3   
Continue to train leadership.  Complete materials development.  Begin Advance Gift solicitation. Contact planned giving prospects, if appropriate. 

 Months 3-4   
Prepare for and launch the Congregational Gift division. Hold kick-off event. Begin personal solicitations and monitor solicitation efforts.

 Months 4-5   
Finalize all calls. Set up pledge collection and acknowledgment systems.  Hold Celebration Event to acknowledge conclusion of the campaign and recognize the leadership and volunteers.

Recommendation #6

Select professional management to guide and direct the campaign to insure efficiency and the implementation of a proven, successful fundraising methodology.

A Final Word

The Episcopal Church Foundation thanks the leadership of Church of the Holy Nativity for the opportunity to work with the parish family. We enjoyed our work on your behalf and would welcome the opportunity to be of service.

Thank you, and best wishes.

Section Six:

Appendix
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