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(1)  Introduction 
 

The James Company was engaged in January of 2016 by St. Joseph Congregation in 
Wauwatosa, Wisconsin to determine the level of support for the proposed facilities plans 
and determine the feasibility of conducting a capital fund appeal. 
 
Members of the Feasibility Study Team met with Fred Stoltz of The James Company to 
oversee the study.  To complete the study, the following activities were undertaken: 
 

 Parish giving records were reviewed by Fred Stoltz. 
 An information brochure and survey was mailed to all parishioners. 
 Dialogue sessions were held for all parishioners. 
 Interviews were conducted with parishioners. 
 Final analysis of parishioner feedback occurred resulting in this report. 

   
(2) Information Brochure and Survey 
 
The information brochure, and its accompanying parishioner survey, was created with 
significant input from the Feasibility Study Team.  A copy of the brochure and survey 
can be found in the appendix.  Included in the brochure was a message from Fr. Jim 
Kimla, an explanation of why the facilities projects were being proposed, a description of 
the proposed facilities projects including architectural concept drawings, possible project 
funding, and an explanation of the next planning steps. The back page of the information 
brochure consisted of a survey seeking parishioner feedback.  Access to the same survey 
was also provided on-line through the parish website.   Through the surveys, we typically 
hear from some of the more committed members of the parish.   
 
(3)  Interviews   
 
An interview list of 38 households was developed consisting of the larger financial 
supporters of the parish.  All parishioners on this list received a letter from Fr. Jim 
announcing the desire to conduct an interview.  Jackie Adams, of The James Company, 
made the phone calls to schedule the interviews.  Fred Stoltz conducted the interviews at 
the parish offices, or in a few cases via phone.   
 

 13 households agreed to an interview with Fred. 
   5 households declined an interview, but shared comments with Jackie. 
   9 households were reached by Jackie but no interview scheduled nor feedback 

     given. Four (4) of these households returned a survey. 
 11 households did not respond to Jackie’s multiple attempts to contact. 

 
From the 22 households who provided feedback: 

 10 were supportive of a capital fund appeal… 10 were uncertain… 2 said “no”. 
 6 indicated they would consider leadership gifts (gifts of $15,000 or more) 

totaling $130,000 to $200,000.   No potential six-figure gifts were discovered. 
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(4) Survey Responses 
 
The parish consists of 1063 households.  The number of households giving over $100 in 
regular offerings is 659.   During this study we heard from 135 households through 
interviews and surveys.  This is roughly 20% of giving households… a sufficient 
percentage to represent the parish. 
 
The feedback received from the surveys is summarized below.   The full details of this 
survey feedback can be found in the appendix.   
 
A. Regarding overall support of a capital fund appeal 
 

The third question of the survey asked them to respond to the statement “I/We would 
financially support a capital fund appeal to fund the facilities plan outlined in the 
brochure.”  The overall response was: 
 

 Yes . . . . . . .    61 responses (45.2%) 
 Uncertain . .    59  responses (43.7%) 
 No . . . . . . . .   15 responses (11.1%) 
 
It is important to examine the 59 households who responded “uncertain”.  Comments 
shared by 5 or more of the “uncertain” respondents were: 
 

 Supportive if the capital fund appeal focuses only on maintenance, updates, 
and essential repairs (23) 

 They liked the Phase 1 projects (18) 
 Questioned the need for a Gathering Space (14) 
 Concerns that the parish is not meeting operating expenses (12) 
 They liked the parking lot project (11) 
 Concerned that the parish will struggle to raise funds (10) 
 Suggested deferring the Gathering Space due to cost or priority (10) 
 They liked the chapel restoration (8) 
 Had questions about a future priest / sharing of a priest (8) 
 Concerned about declining parish membership/Mass attendance (8) 
 Concerned about school enrollment (7) 
 Had concerns about the future of the parish (7) 
 Concerned about how much they can personally give to a campaign (7)  
 Suggested deferring non-essential projects until new pastor & more certainty (6) 
 They liked the Phase 2 projects (6) 
 They liked the Gathering Space (6) 
 They liked the phased approach with priorities (6) 
 Concerns over the cost of the project (5) 
 Focus more on Faith Formation staffing (5) 
 Questioned the need for church refurbish projects (5) 
 Concern that a small number carry the financial load (5) 
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It is also helpful to examine the 15 households who responded “no”.  Comments shared 
by 3 or more of the “no” respondents were: 
 Suggested focusing only on maintenance, updates, and essential repairs (7) 
 Suggested deferring the Gathering Space due to cost or priority (4) 
 Questioned the need for a Gathering Space (4) 
 Concerns that the parish is not meeting operating expenses (4) 
 They liked the Phase 1 projects (3) 
 They liked the Phase 2 projects (3) 
 Had questions about a future priest / sharing of a priest (3) 

 
My experience is that most of those who responded “uncertain”, and even some who 
responded “no”, will respond favorably to a capital fund appeal if they feel that parish 
leadership is listening to them. 
 
The 61 who said “Yes” to capital fund appeal increases to 91 when you add in those who 
said “uncertain” or “no” but are supportive if the focus is on maintenance, updates, 
and essential repairs. This total increases to 97 when you add in additional households 
who are supportive of the maintenance projects, but responded “uncertain” or “no” 
primarily due to their concerns about how much they could give.  This total of 97 who 
support an appeal focused on “maintenance, update, and essential repairs” represents 
71.8% of the overall response. 
 
When gauging whether there is a sufficient consensus to proceed with a capital fund 
appeal, 60% of the respondents should be expressing support of the proposed projects.  
By focusing the capital fund appeal on Phase 1 and Phase 2 projects only, there is 
sufficient support to proceed with a capital fund appeal. 
 
B. Regarding the things liked best about the proposed plans (all surveys)  
 
Following are those positive areas which were mentioned by five or more households.  The 
numbers to the right are the number that voiced the comment in their survey or interview.  
 
Likes phased approach with priorities. 10 
Appreciation for the Planning Committee's efforts. 9 
Likes "pay as you go" approach. 7 
Plans were well presented. 7 
    

Phase 1: Parish Center Renovation   
Likes Phase 1 projects. 51 
Likes chapel restoration. 17 
Likes creating more meeting spaces. 5 
    

Phase 2: Maintenance Projects   
Likes Phase 2 projects. 21 
Likes parking lot project. 21 
Likes security & life safety projects. 11 
Likes church refurbishing projects. 7 
Likes school projects. 6 
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Phase 3: Gathering Space Addition   

Likes Gathering Space project. 18 
 
C. Questions, suggestions, or concerns regarding the proposed plans  (all surveys) 
 
Following are questions, suggestions or concerns which were mentioned by three or more 
households.  The numbers to the right are the number of households that voiced the 
comment in their survey or interview. 
 

Priorities   
Focus on maintenance / updates / essential repairs. 47 
Focus & invest in faith formation…not buildings. 7 
Prioritize projects "must do" & "need to do". Defer "want to do". 6 
Reverse order of Phase 1 & 2. 5 
    

Phase 2: Maintenance Projects   
Questions need to make church updates. 9 
Questions the need to replace pews. 7 
Questions the need for new carpeting. 5 
    

Phase 3: Gathering Space Addition   
Defer the Gathering Space (due to lesser priority or cost). 35 
Questions the need/ROI for a Gathering Space. 29 
Consider Gathering Space in the parish center. 5 
    

Future of Parish & Pastor   
Questions about a future priest / sharing of priest. 16 
Concerns about the future of parish.    10 
Wait on non-essential projects until new pastor & more certainty. 8 
Concern over the cost of the projects. 6 
    

Church Finances   
Concern that parish not meeting operating expenses. 22 
Concern that parish will not be able to raise the money. 21 
Concern that few carry the financial load. Many don't give. 9 
Concern about extra operating expenses if addition built. 6 
Opposes putting the parish in debt. 6 
Concern of a lack of a reserve fund for maintenance. 5 
    

Church & School Membership   
Concern about Mass attendance/membership 18 
Concern about School enrollment. 7 
    

Personal Finances   
Concern about $ they can give to a capital fund appeal. 14 
Cannot give to a capital fund appeal. 5 
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(5)  Dialogue Sessions Feedback  
 
Roughly 140 people attended parish dialogue sessions held after each of the Saturday and 
Sunday Masses on April 16 – 17, as well as a session on Wednesday evening, April 20.   
These sessions were facilitated by Mike Derdzinski, Robbie Albright, Tim Taff, Jerry 
Kohlmann, and Fr. Jim Kimla. The primary purpose of the sessions was to ask for 
questions and comments from the parishioners.  A complete list of the questions and 
comments heard during these sessions can be found in the appendix.  By and large, the 
questions and comments raised were consistent with the areas of interest and concern 
indicated in the survey results above.   
 
(6)  Financial Analysis 
 

The parish giving records were shared and confidentially reviewed by Fred Stoltz.    
As of January 2016, the parish consisted of 1063 households.  
 
Regarding regular envelope offerings 

 

 Regular envelope giving in 2015 from current members was $929,880. 
o 659 households gave more than $100  
o   81 households gave $1 to $100 
o 323 households had no giving in 2015 

 
Regarding the Faith In Our Future Archdiocesan Campaign 
 

 204 current members gave $566,518   
o 10 households combined for $378,700 representing 67% of the total. 

 
Regarding the possibilities for a 2016 Capital Fund Appeal 
 

During a capital fund appeal, the parishioners would be asked to pray and consider 
doubling their current regular envelope giving for the next three years in support of the 
proposed facility projects.  Some parishioners would be asked to pray and consider 
leadership gifts of $15,000 to $100,000.  Using this approach: 
 

 The total amount asked for would be roughly $2.8 million. 
 Anticipated Capital Fund giving over three years would be roughly $1.5 million 

to $2 million. 
 Gifts from those interviewed may range from $130,000 to $200,000. 

 

 
(7)  Observations & Recommendations 
 

The following observations and recommendations are made: 
  

a. By focusing the capital fund appeal on Phase 1 and 2 only, there is sufficient 
parishioner support to initiate a 3-year capital fund appeal this fall, 2016.  
Anticipated capital fund giving over three years would be roughly $1.5 million to 
$2 million. 
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b. To strengthen the case for the Capital Fund appeal: 
 
 Make the entire focus of the appeal on maintenance, updating, and 

essential repairs. In other words, focus the appeal on the Phase 1 and 
Phase 2 projects as they were presented in the informational brochure. 
Communicate to the parish that their voices were heard, and that the focus 
will be on projects that are deemed necessary and needed in order to 
maintain our parish home. 
 

 Remove Phase 3, the Gathering Space, from the proposed list of projects.  
Communicate to the parish that their voices were heard…including the 
following sentiments: 
 it may prudent to defer such a large investment in a building 

addition given the transitions of pastoral leadership and ongoing 
uncertainty regarding parish collaboration 

 the addition is costly and would be difficult to fund without 
significant borrowing 

 A gathering space, although it would be nice, may not have as big 
an impact as desired, and consideration should be given to other 
ways to invest future resources, such as investing more in staffing 
for faith formation. 

 
 Provide more detail demonstrating the challenges and limitations of the 

current facilities.  Provide more detail as to how the updated and 
renovated spaces will support and enhance God’s ministry. 
 

 Provide assurance that the parish is here to stay for the long term… that 
there are no plans for merging or closing the parish.   
 

 Remind parishioners that this will be a “pay as you go” project, and that 
the more generous they are, the sooner they can accomplish the necessary 
and needed facilities projects. 
 

c. Given the projected capital fund appeal range of $1.5 - $2 million, there is the 
likelihood that not all Phase 2 projects will be funded.  The priorities of the Phase 
2 projects need to be clear so the parish understands which projects would be 
deferred in the event of lack of funding. 
 

d. Given the transition of a new Pastor, it will be even more critical that lay 
leadership steps forward to lead and promote the capital fund appeal, and inspire 
fellow parishioners to be generous in their support. The visible support of the 
Pastoral Council and Finance Council will be critical. 
 

e. Continue to communicate clearly, and regularly, with the parishioners as to the 
current status of the facilities project planning, and the next steps about to occur.  
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This includes outcomes of the upcoming Parish Pastoral/Finance Council meeting 
and Archdiocesan Building Commission meeting. 

 
(8)   Conclusion 
 
 

I thank you for the opportunity to serve St. Joseph Congregation through this study.   I  
look forward to the opportunity to provide assistance with a capital fund appeal.  Found 
in the appendix is a preliminary timetable for a capital fund appeal. 
 
May God continue to bless St. Joseph’s throughout this planning process. 
 
 
 
 
Fred Stoltz 
Senior Program Director 
The James Company 
(414) 961-1158 
fstoltz@jamescompany.com 
  
 


