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Feasibility Study for
The Lutheran Church of Hope
Broomfield, Colorado

A. I ntroduction

In 2009, the LCH completed a Strategic Plan, goaalling a new pastor. The 19-page plan
articulated a Mission, Vision, and Values Statemamid then set multiple goals and

strategies. For our immediate purposes, Goal Sinded on property: “Improve the real

property of LCH essential to meeting the needsiotongregation, missions, and ministry.”

The Plan was approved by the congregation on Mag@ao.

To that end, a Building Committee was formed “to@ep a master plan” to determine
needs and “viable solution alternatives,” and tersgee implementation of the approved
solutions. To follow on that work, the StrategiariPalso recommended the establishment of
a “Facility Finance activity to raise the capitaleded.”

In December 2009, Fransen Pittman General Contsactompleted a Conceptual Design
Estimate and provided LCH with drawings of the m®gd changes, which soon were posted
in the narthex and on the church’s website foma&imbers to see. The plan emerged after a
series of discussions with church members about mdeded to be done. The plan proposed
a new and enlarged Fellowship Hall, a renovatiorthef Sanctuary with music room
additions, a second story for a music room, andipd@lSunday School rooms for adults and
for children and youth, a chapel, a library renavatand a pre-school addition.

About this time, a new pastor, Rev. Scott McAnaligs called and installed, and shortly
after, on February 2, 2010, Kirby-Smith Associates invited to present a plan for both a
Feasibility Study and a Capital Funds Campaign.Fehbruary 15, the Church Council
approved membership lists for the Capital Finaneari (the Facility Finance activity in
paragraph 2 above), the Building Team, and theegfi@Planning Team. On February 21, a
special Congregational Meeting approved the FraRggman drawings for what was now
called the “Master Campus Plan,” and the hiringioby-Smith Associates for a Feasibility
Study.

That study began in early March with preliminaryatiegs that yielded a campaign vision,
“Renewing Hope,” and a decision to hold a secondgBegational Meeting on April 11,
2010 to present the Chairs of the key committeéstlam KSA Services representative to
explain the process of a Feasibility Study. Asttime, the cost estimates of the “Master
Campus Plan” were presented to the congregatiom A@il 12, the pastor and council
president sent a letter and then surveys werdsalitmembers, 32 of whom were selected
to be interviewed. Surveys were sent to approetgdi87 families, and several more were
sent to youth members. Ninety-eight (98) survegseweturned, all but one from families.
Thirty-one (31) members were interviewed. Thelt@aily response rate was a very high
68%, suggesting, at a high level of probabilitye trccuracy of the findings for the full
congregation. The interviews took place April 224; 2010.



B. Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Feasibility Study was as foltows

1. Measure the congregation’s awareness of theopabpo expand the church facility.

2. Measure the congregation’s support for the psegdgroject.

3. Measure the potential financial support for@ggut through a potential Capital Funds
Campaign.

4. Gather relevant input regarding the proposal.

5. Present recommendations to church leadersloipg alith a subsequent report to the

congregation, regarding implementation of the psaho
The study was conducted in an objective and fachaainer by a Vice President of KSA
Services. All attempts were made to be true tortbeds and intentions of LCH. All
comments, concerns, and opinions expressed duntiewyiews, surveys, and conversations
were recorded, classified, tabulated, and presentts report.
The ultimate objective was to measure, as accyragepossible, support for the proposed
facility expansion. This report is presented intatistical and narrative format. All
information collected is for the exclusive use @H. and its leadership. Any questions,
comments, or inquiries referencing this study stidnd addressed to KSA Services.
C. Analysis
Congregational Meeting
One meeting was held between church services o Blpr Presentations by key leaders
offered the congregation the background to the &aSampus Plan, a vision of LCH's
future, and the beginnings of a discussion on Giram

The representative from KSA Services was askedyssmething of his background and
experience and explain the Feasibility Study precdhe following points were made.

1. Who is Kirby-Smith Associates?
2. How will we serve your church?
3. How will the Feasibility Study be conducted?

4. What happens after the Feasibility Study?



Questions followed immediately and the KSA Servicepresentative stayed to worship
with the congregation, answering additional questiafter the service.

Surveys and I nterviews

Methodology: Questions 1, 2, and 10 were treatetfaamily” questions — one answer
equaling one “family.” However, one interview ydeld two independent answers to
Question 10, equaling two gifts. All other questcaddressed to families (those who
marked A or B to Question 2) were counted as twvanans. Due to rounding, percentages
will not always be 100%.

Question 1
How long have you been a member of LCH?
Interviews Surveys Overall
0 -5 Years 3 10% 14 14%| 17 13%
6 — 10 Years 2 % 8 9% 10 8%
11 Years or Longer| 25 83% 75 77% | 100 79%

The high percentage of faithful, long-term membsreaks well of a church that many
would admit has had its ups and downs over thesyedrhis is my family,” one member
said. Although the LCH leadership might have wikfar a better response among newer
members, 21% is still a solid percentage on whodbuild.

Question 2
Family Status
Interviews Surveys Overall
School-Age Children 7 23%18 18%25 20%
Adult Children or
None 18 60962 54%70 55%
Sole Member 5 17%7 28%32 25%

LCH exhibits a good mix of families with young atién, families with adult children, and
single members.



Question 3
What isyour overall view of LCH?

Interviews Surveys Overall
Superior 7 13047 9% 24 11%
Very Good 38 72909 62%137 64%
Average 8 15p42 26% 50 23%
Poor 0 0% 2 1% 2 1%
No Opinion 0 0% 1 1% 1 1%

An overwhelming majority of 76% consider LCH to &¥ery Good to Excellent church.
Some of those who rated LCH/Aagrage were taking into consideration the long history of
the church. One interviewee who rated the chiAsenage, said he had “lots of hope right
now,” suggesting that Pastor Scott was “so far abahat he’d experienced in the past.

It is common for those members with a long historyhe church, and LCH has a high
percentage of such members, to be both more guaioiest and more critical of their
church. They've seen it all — both the highs drmalows, and thus are likely to have more
ideas about what needs to be done to improve tinrelch This makes the 76¥ery Good to
Superior rating, and the 1%oor rating stand out ever further.

The members clearly think highly of their churchdahis makes it likely that they will
come together in their support for “Renewing Hope.”

Question 4
How involved areyou at LCH?
Interviews Surveys Overall
Very Involved 24 4599 7%33 17%
Involved 16 29%83 25%49 25%
Somewhat Involved, 26 26%6 50%092 47%
Not Involved 0 0921 16%21 11%
Want to Be Involved O 0% 2 2% 2 1%

Not surprisingly, interviewees were far more invadvn the church (74%volved or Very

Involved) than were those surveyed by mail. But even antbadatter, the vast majority
werelnvolved to some extent — a full 89%. This compares tovemnage benchmark of 60%
in churches across the country, suggesting thétgmation at LCH is well above average.



This level of participation suggests a church whosembers hold to a sense of
responsibility, as well as an obligation to seheltord and the mission of the church. These
factors will give weight to opinions offered regiauglthe proposal to add space and expand
ministry.

LCH is a church that offers substantial opportumdly congregational involvement, and
substantial percentages of members find some mhichbeir talents.

Question 5
How knowledgeable are you of the Master Campus Plan?
Interviews Surveys Overall
Great Deal 20 36%4 9% 34 18%
Some 29 53086 63%115 60%0
Little 4 7% 16 12% 20 10%
Very Little 2 4% 16 12% 18 9%
None 0 0% 4 4% 4 2%

An extraordinary percentage of members (78%) $mde or aGreat Deal of knowledge
about the Master Campus Plan. The overall numdrersestament to the success of the
church’s communication plan, a position widely hieydthe interviewees, one of whom, a
long-time member, said it was the “best I've semmahy previous project.”

Question 6
What isyour opinion of the Master Campus Plan?

Interviews Surveys Overall
Excellent 17 31037 23%054 25%
Good 28 52%68 42%96 44%
Fair 4 8%017 10%21 10%
Poor 0 0% 9 6% 9 4%
No View 5 9%31 19%36 17%

Interviewees were overwhelmingly favorable to tfep— 83% rating iGood or Excellent.
Roughly one-fifth of those surveyed HddView, but a substantial majority, 69%, regarded
the plan as eithé€sood or Excellent. One member praised it as “visionary,” anotherbse

it “allows us to expand in phases.” But there weanationary notes as well. Some members
did not favor moving forward until it was clear thhe site’s ground water problems were
solved, others, who were also concerned about grauater, thought it a mistake to add a
second story, questioning whether the foundatios adequate. At least two members



expressed a concern about the absence of any adoltesdscaping, this concern linked to
the pre-school playground that one member beliexgetoo prominently located giving the
church the appearance of a pre-school.

Reservations aside, the congregation as a whalksiviery highly of the Master Campus
Plan, and this bodes well for the future implemeataof some or the entire plan. In
addition, the 17% who currently hai® Opinion are very likely to be brought along in
support as they gain more knowledge of the plan.

Question 7
Do you agree with the church leader ship recommendation
that a 3-year Capital Funds Campaign with a goal of $3.7 million,
in addition to annual giving, be considered to fund this project?

Interviews Surveys Overall
Totally Agree 8 15942 7%30 9%
Agree 22 4267 36%79 37%
Reservations 17 32%? 39%79 37%
Do Not Agree 6 11740 6%16 8%
No View 0 0%19 129619 9%

Of the interviewees, a majorithgreed with the goal, though only 15% were Tiotal
Agreement. Substantial numbers of members Raservations — 40% or more either had
reservations or did not agree. The issue waslglda price tag, with many members
mentioning both the state of the economy and the i the church. A few did not think
that the additions would increase membership, theére countered that argument with a
belief that the plan is necessary “for us to grom 80 meet our church’s mission.” Several
voiced confidence in Pastor Scott’s ability to &se membership.



Question 8
How confident areyou that the church can reach the $3.7 million goal in 3 years?

Interviews Surveys Overall
Very Confident 0 0%5 4% 5 2%
Confident 12 22%45 28% 57 27%
Not Confident 33 60270 44%103 48%
Very Not Confident 9 16%5 9% 24 11%
Do Not Know 1 20R4 15% 25 12%

The results are clear. Only a minoritydsnfident that the goal can be reached. Seventy-six
percent (76%) of those interviewed were eitNet Confident or Very Not Confident, a
higher percentage than those surveyed. Overdlh 6 members expressed a lack of
confidence in achieving the goal.

The most frequently mentioned reasons for this tH#okonfidence were 1) the size of the
price tag, 2) the state of the economy, and 3)dlatively small size of the church.

Question 9
How supportive would you be of a $3.7 million campaign
for the Master Campus Plan?

Interviews Surveys Overall
Very Supportive 15 29%3 9% 28 13%
Supportive 29 56089 56%118 56%
Not Supportive 2 4042 8% 14 7%
Very Not Supportive 2 4% 8 3% 10 4%
Do Not Know 4 8038 24% 42 20%

Confident or not, a substantial majority (85% démiewees, 69% in total) intend to support
the campaign, and 20% of members do not yet knowthen they will support the
campaign. Usually more information, and better mamication, will move the “do not
knows” into the support columns.

While a decision to move forward with a Capital Bsi€Campaign depends on approval of
moving ahead with any portion of the proposed tojeis encouraging to see such a high
level of support, and especially so among thosecthieaders who were interviewed. This
level is certain to rise as more information is mastailable should a project be approved.
The number of undecided participants also dravenatin to the importance of clear and
constant communication.
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Question 10
In what range would your financial gift be
over the 3 yearsof the campaign?

| nterview

Number| % Low Medium High
$25,000 and Above 2 696 25,000 $ 50,000 $ 75,000
$15,000 — $24,999 3 10p% 45,000 $ 60,000 $ 75,000
$ 5,000 — $14,999 7 23p% 35,000 $ 70,000 $105,000
$ 1,000 -$ 5,000 14 4508 14,000 $ 42,000 $ 70,000
Other 5 16%$ 6,000 $ 13,000 $ 20,000
No 0% - — —
Undecided 0 0% - - —
Total 29 100% $150,000 $247,500  $345,000
Survey

Number| % Low Medium High
$25,000 and over 1 196 25,000 $ 25,000 $ 25,000
$15,000 — $24,999 1 104 15,000 $ 20,000 $ 25,000
$ 5,000 — $14,999 10 10p4 50,000 $100,000 $150,000
$ 1,000-$ 5,000 50 53p% 50,000 $150,000 $250,000
Other 19 20% $ 9,800 $ 23,450 $ 37,100
No 2 2% - — —
Undecided 12 13% — — —
Total 95 100% $149,800 $318,450 $487,100
Totals 128 $299,800 $565,950 $832,10

Ranges fromLow to High are provided in each category. There were 112 lveesrwho
responded positively with a total giving range betw $299,800 and $832,100. Twelve (12)
members left the question unanswered. It is reddet@assume that most of those will give
something. Three (3) members indicated that theyldvgive more than $25,000. How

much more was not clear, but the three ranges gdladiuibe somewhat higher.
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The experience of KSA Services suggests thatiikdl e Range total will often be closest to
the amount actually committed during a Capital Fu@dmpaign effort. In this study, that
total is roughly $565,950, which represents slighdlss than twice the annual church
offertory. Typically, churches can raise 1 — 3 tatieeir offertory in a 3-year campaign time
period, depending on the number of major gifts labé. Minus any major gifts, the
expectation would be more in the range of 1 — 2&intne annual budget. The result of the
study shows potential giving to a project to béwmithis range. In view of current economic
conditions, this is an encouraging sign.

In order to formulate a potential range of givihgttcould be expected in an actual Capital
Funds Campaign, several factors will be applied:

1. Current economic conditions may affect peoplngi at levels a bit lower than the
Middle Range estimate that is normally expected.

2. Some of those who gave no response to the queliD% of participants) may
choose to make commitments should a project beoapgdr

3. A significant number of the households who dod participate in the study may
make financial commitments if a Capital Funds Caignpés completed.

4. Those who have a capability to do so may decide/e major gifts, or increase their
gifts during the campaign process.

With these factors in mind, a conservative god@%00,000 seems quite feasible. A stretch
or faith goal of $800,000 would be a possibilifymiarketing efforts are successful and some
major or memorial gifts materialize that total abtike. It could rise as well as membership
increases.
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Question 11

Would you be willing to solicit fellow membersfor a gift?

Interviews Surveys Overall
Yes 8 15% 3 1% 11 59
Perhaps 4 %8 11% 22 109
If Needed 3 5041 7% 14 69
Not Sure 11 20°%40 25% 51 249
No 29 53%00 56%119 559

The good news here is that one-fifth of the congtieg is open to soliciting members, and
only 55% saidNo definitively.

In addition, 32 of those individuals interviewedicated that they were already working on
committees engaged in the building campaign or ddad willing to assist in hosting

receptions.

Question 12

The Master Campus Plan has identified five leading goals.
Please rank them in order with 1 being your highest priority.

New Space for Early Childhood

Education (Preschool/Sunday Schoql)nterviews Surveys Overall

1 ) 9% 5 5%0 69
2 7 13% 15 15%2 15%
3 S 9% 16 16% 21 149
4 19 36% 32 33%1 349
5 17 32% 30 31%47 31%
A Renovated Chapel (the original

Sanctuary) for smaller worship

services and formal occasions. Interviews Surveys Overall

1 3 6% 7 6% 10 69
2 6 12%11 11%17 12%
3 2 4% 10 10% 12 7%
4 16 31%31 30% 47 309
5 24 47%45 43% 69 45%
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A New Fellowship Hall Interviews Surveys Overall

1 24 49% 34 33% 58 389

2 8 16%28 27% 36 23%

3 14 29%18 17% 32 219

4 2 4%20 19% 22 149

5 1 2% 9 4%10 4%
Sunday School Rooms for All Ages,

including youth rooms and adult

education space. Interviews Surveys Overall

1 13 25% 24 22% 37 239

2 20 38%36 33% 56 35%
3 15 29%34 31% 49 30%
4 2 4%11 10% 13 8%
S 2 4% 4 4% 6 4%
Updating of the Sanctuary, including

chancel renovation, improved and

enlarged music area with additional

storage, and enlarged sacristy and

vestry for worship furnishing storage

and use. Interviews Surveys Overall

1 6 11%37 35%43 279

2 12 24%15 14% 27 17%

3 16 31%24 23% 40 25%
4 18%18 18% 27 179

5 8 16%12 10% 20 14%

Sixty-one percent (61%) said a new Fellowship Malk either a first or second priority,
only 4% rated it last. Fifty-eight percent (58%@aae Sunday School rooms a first or second
priority, and again only 4% rated it last. Forouf percent (44%) listed the Sanctuary as
first or second, 14 % rated it last. Twenty-onecpet (21%) said the Early Childhood
Rooms were a first or second priority, with 31%mgit last, and the Chapel received 20%
of the first and second votes, with 45% ratingagitl The congregation’s priorities seem

quite clear.
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One word of caution, however, many members seemedd the Early Childhood Center
only in its current status as a separately chat@ugeach mission serving a secular purpose,
rather than as a space that would serve also @tscalovelcoming space for parents with
toddlers on a Sunday morning. It's well known thiath spaces are essential for churches
that seek to grow by attracting parents with veoung children. More effective
communication of that point might well alter thengoegation’s sense of priority.

Question 13 (I nterviews)
Would you be willing to assist the campaign
by serving on committees, hosting a r eception, etc.?

See Question 11 above.

Question 14 (I nterviews)
Arethereindividuals, companies, foundations, or ganizations
that could provide financial assistance to the campaign?

Several mentioned the Broomfield Community Fouragtibbut a member of its board
indicated that the BCF does not give to buildingj@cts. Others suggested that the city of
Broomfield has some responsibility for the grountbrvaroblem. Others mentioned the Boy
Scouts, who use the church, Thrivent, possible Inragagifts from companies, the Rainbow
Tree Preschool, the Hmong congregation who alsthesehurch, the Rotary Club, and the
Balswan Children’s Center. One member suggestaidHbme Depot or Lowe’s could
contribute building materials and supplies. Tharch should make a list of contractor
needs and ask for donations — much like a “briegistry.”

Question 12 (Surveys)
Question 18 (I nterviews)
Comments

Here is a sampling of typical comments repeatedsome fashion, by more than one
member.

1. “We need a ‘more inviting’ church, with ‘stresgtpeal.™

2. “The project may be too big considering theestdtthe economy.”

3. “We need a ‘wow’ factor to lure additional memhé

4. “The plan is ‘pretty amazing,” and ‘necessaryi® church going forward.™

5. “We need to move forward, improve the faciliyaiccommodate more programming

to again be competitive.”

6. “I am very excited about this but have this fémat the congregation may not see it
through.”

15



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

“Church is not good at soliciting time and skitferings.”
“A dream plan for the future.”

“Not happy with the plan, ‘all requirements damet with a much more practical
design.”

“Is the water issue included?” “The parkingrieeds to be fixed before anything else
is started.”

“Better to demolish Fellowship Hall and thegamal building — ‘drainage problem
will not go away,’ too much money on a “bad plan.™

“The playground is ‘badly located.” ‘LCH doestrook like a church — but a pre-
school.”

“A little ambitious, but now is the time.”

“l think it can be done. We have a lot of imuBe expertise that can cut costs
considerably.”

“We should have paid off the mortgage.”

“After 28 years, ‘I don’t think I've ever fetuch excitement at LCH as | feel now.
I’'m sure Pastor Scott is the reason.” We havesta confidence in ourselves...and it
shows in our willingness to make a commitment ie tiew project, and therefore
new life for LCH.”

“The process must be transparent ‘so far, quék met.” ‘Prayer and hope must
accompany this work. We must not let our ministiagsbehind our building plans.”

16



D. Observations

Definition: Observations are based on commeniggestions, impressions, and various
written materials reviewed, along with an interptein based on our previous experience.
The following observations were noted during thisly:

1. LCH is a church with strong lay leadership, dedplgnted in many of the areas
necessary for building campaign success.

2. LCH is a church highly regarded by its membersitiembers are deeply involved
in the life of the church.

3. The vast majority of members are broadly awarehefMaster Campus Plan and
overwhelmingly supportive of it.

4. There is a high level of excitement about the miggdtan and LCH'’s future, much of
it positively linked to the energy and enthusiagmastor Scott, but linked as well to
a well-thought-out and well-communicated plan.

5. There is also an undercurrent of anxiety, linkethefrequent changes in pastoral
leadership in the past, to the state of the econtoriyne mortgage still held for the
new Sanctuary, and to the recurring problems ofigglovater.

6. Several members mentioned that the church has metirges living on fixed
incomes. Others made comments that suggesteththabwn contributions were
solely linked to their current incomes. Stewardsland especially stewardship
education, suffers in churches that have had higiover in pastors, and it seems
clear that too few members understand that Capitatls Campaigns succeed only
when church members understand that major giftss cmme not from income, but
from accumulated wealth.
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E. Conclusions

Definition: Conclusions are based on direct intetgtion of surveys and personal
interviews. After analysis, study, and prayer,ftiilwing conclusions have been reached:

1. It is a testament to the strength of LCH’s htipehe future that so many members
(85%) will support a Capital Funds Campaign, eveovking that they do not now
have the resources to build to the vision (76%hateonfident they can raise the full
amount).

2. At the present time, and given LCH’s yearly dffey of $238,000 in 2008 (a number
well below LCH’s 5-year average and clearly linkedh pastoral vacancy) and the
estimated range of $299,800 to $832,100 foundisnstindy, LCH should be able to
raise between $500,000 and $600,000 for this cagnpai
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F. Recommendations

Definition: Recommendations are based on our obsens and conclusions. The following
recommendations are respectfully submitted:

1. Based on the levels of support indicated inRéeasibility Study, leadership should
make plans to move forward with a project. LCH \Wwalve the summer to prayerfully
consider how best to move forward. A budget andrfcial plan for the project
should be established. A phased plan of constnudimould be determined in
consultation with the architect, bearing in mind groposed budget.

2. Based on the strong support for a Capital F@aispaign, along with the ample
number of volunteers willing to assist, a campagould be initiated as soon as
possible. Adequate planning for a campaign requiegsral months of lead time. A
campaign begun in the fall months could facilitateinter commitment date. This
schedule would allow funds to be gathered whilegolae for construction proceeds.
This would provide a positive cash flow as the gcopears ground-breaking.

3. A campaign goal of $500,000 — $600,000 shoulce$t@blished and an overall
financial plan created with a possible stretch gfe$750.000. LCH will need to
decide how it will set priorities and how it wilhpse the project. Given the gap
between the cost of the project and the churchiktyabo raise the sums, three
options suggest themselves. First, leaders coetid to scale back the project.
Second, a mortgage for the difference, or some @iathe difference, may be
considered. Third, leaders may consider doing twosecutive Capital Fund
Campaigns.

4. Continuing education in stewardship, offeredbth the pastor and lay members, is
critical to success. The success of a Capital Fuddmpaign rests on the
understanding and the willingness of congregatiomahbers to prayerfully consider
giving, not from their annual income alone, buinfrtheir accumulated savings —
from their wealth.

5. As LCH moves forward, it needs to build on thersy communication efforts
already in place, to communicate more clearly asmitment to addressing the
groundwater problems as a necessary first phaisis. should go some way toward
bringing those members troubled about that issoe,vého are reluctant to move
forward without a resolution of it, into a positiofh support for the Master Campus
Plan.

6. As plans change, LCH needs to continue to concateopenly and well, offering

opportunities to shape the final project to allsaanembers who have specific
concerns or recommendations.
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7.

Given the low priority set on improving the gachildhood space, the pastor and lay
leaders need to make the case that such spacastiattly and functionally laid out,
are critical to church growth — to LCH'’s ability &ttract families with very young
children.

Given the levels of anxiety expressed aboututhver of pastoral leadership in the
past, the congregation needs to hear from Pasuit &wout his commitment to the
church and to the campaign, a commitment KSA Sesvimnderstands that he is
prepared to make.
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G. Summary

Pastor McAnally, Council President Shannon Ambrgai the leaders of the key committees
are to be commended for their vision and effortsringing the need for more space before the
congregation for its consideration.

A total of 221 people, representing 187 househagbdsticipated in the study. Interviews
involved 53 people from 31 households. The totptesents 68% of the approximately 187
active households. The goal of 50% participatios sipassed. About 4 of 5 participants have
attended the church for 11 years or more, sugggatisirong, stable congregation. This was
substantiated by participants’ 76% positive viewL@H. Further, 89% of those surveyed
considered themselves “involved” in their churcle/ivabove the national average.

Seventy-eight percent (78%) of participants exgedkeir knowledge of the Master Campus
Plan, 83% believed it to be a good to excellent pad 69% were supportive of a Capital Funds
Campaign to fund the plan. However, participantsarnot confident that the total could be

raised — only 29% were confident.

The congregation made its priorities clear. Simg percent (61%) believed that a new
fellowship hall was a first or second priority; 58%garded the Sunday School rooms as either
first or second; 44% considered the Sanctuary ulggras first or second. The Early Childhood
Center and the Chapel drew similar support at 20&6280% respectively.

Some measure of support for a Capital Funds Campeag indicated by 69% of participants,
with 20% indicating that they did not yet know. Kirby-Smith’s experience, most of those
answering in this way will come to support the caigp. Giving estimates totaled a low range
of $299,800, a middle range of $565,950, and atzsighe of $832,100. Experience indicates the
middle range is often closest to giving actuallgliieed. Considering factors of additional
families who may contribute, along with the factticurrent economic trends may suppress
giving to some extent, a goal of $500,000 to $600,8eems feasible, with a stretch goal of
$750,000. This would represent about twice the atigrannual budget, a figure within the
margin churches can normally raise.

Given the gap between the cost of the project hacthurch’s ability to raise the sums, three
options suggest themselves. First, leaders coedtdd to scale back the project. Second, a
mortgage for the difference or some part of théed#ihce may be considered. Third, leaders
may consider doing two consecutive Capital Fund @agns.

Based on positive study results, we recommendLiGat move forward to establish a project
budget with a phased approach, and initiate a @ldpinds Campaign to begin the fund-raising
process. We also advise leaders to develop awikan plan for new ministries and programs,
including a timetable for implementation. The studyealed that the more people understand
proposed ministry, the stronger their support W#l. We also advise utilizing the many
volunteers who expressed interest. To delay acioam this process that has been initiated by
the Feasibility Study would cause momentum to be Kirby-Smith Associates stands ready to
assist you in moving forward.
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H.  Thank you

It is with great appreciation that we thank youdbowing KSA Services to assist you with
this Feasibility Study.

A special note of thanks goes to Pastor Scott Mipreand church Council President,
Shannon Ambrosio for their hard work leading to ttvnation of the Feasibility Study
Committee and the overall communication of detalsmembers. Thanks also to the key
committee heads and leaders, Deanna Jacobson, Gteyek, Lloyd Moir, Sonya Rath,
Penny Schreter, and Paul Yantorno, and to all thdse came to meetings, filled out
surveys, and came to be interviewed. A specialkbdo Marlys Dufour for her office
support.

As a decision is made to proceed with a projeatyyiSmith Associates would be honored
to conduct a Capital Funds Campaign for you. Wéwalrk with you, exerting the same
diligence and care to design and conduct a camplaainwill help you achieve your vision
for the proposed project.

Again, thank you very much. It has been a distpleasure to serve LCH. We will be
praying for your success as you consider your st in this journey of faith.
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