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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Lumpkin Family Foundation continues to be held in positive esteem by the great majority of the organizations who apply for grants. The 2008 assessment indicates that The Foundation is viewed as an important resource and is responsive to the needs of the communities it serves. 

Sixty-three organizations completed surveys in 2008 (57% of those who received it), compared to 79 completed surveys for a 59% response rate in 2005. The positive results of the 2005 assessment generally continued in the 2008 assessment, and very few survey questions saw increases in the number or percentage of negative responses. There were also, however, few significant increases in the number of positive responses, indicating The Foundation still could improve applicant organizations’ perceptions of its work.

Responses to the survey and follow-up interviews provide opportunities for The Foundation to improve its operations. Communications are central to building an effective relationship with nonprofit organizations, and assessment findings suggest several ways The Foundation’s communications could be more helpful. These include:

· Using more internet technologies, including “e-blasts” and social networking, to reach out to applicant organizations;

· Helping nonprofit organizations find more ways to communicate with each other and exchange ideas;
· Updating The Foundation’s website to provide more detailed program information and also more information on the rationale for The Foundation’s giving area boundaries, while also increasing the accessibility of the website to people with disabilities; and
· Providing more opportunities for applicant organizations to share information about the unique nature of their programs.
The survey results showed that declined organizations in the Regional program area were considerably more negative about their experiences with The Foundation than organizations in other program areas. Providing tools to assist Lumpkin family or committee members in better explaining The Foundation’s purposes and mission could help alleviate some of these negative feelings.

The survey results also showed that mid-size organizations were slightly more negative about their experiences with The Foundation than small and larger organizations. These differences can be tied to the structure of mid-size organizations, which are more likely than smaller organizations to have full-time development officers but may have smaller development staffs than larger organizations. The Foundation should look at the needs of mid-size organizations and determine if there are ways to better address them in its grantmaking process.

The survey also asked respondents to evaluate the assets of their community and their organization, and to think about what services and activities they would like to add to their communities. Respondents feel they have strong organizations and communities, with many volunteers and other resources they can utilize. They are, however, concerned about their ability to provide competitive health benefits.

Respondents would like to have more mentoring programs in their communities, as well as more networking opportunities with other nonprofit leaders.

The assessment provides important guidance for The Foundation as it moves ahead on its strategic planning and works to improve its relationships with applicant organizations.

PURPOSE OF THE SURVEY

Three years ago The Lumpkin Family Foundation wanted to evaluate how organizations that applied for grants perceived The Foundation and their relationship with it. Iris Krieg and Associates, Inc. was engaged to conduct this assessment. In 2008, The Lumpkin Family Foundation repeated the assessment (with some minor adjustments to the questions) to see if perceptions had changed in the intervening three years.

Some changes in the 2008 assessment survey make it possible to analyze data in more detail to see if certain types of organizations are more positive or more negative about The Foundation than others. This analysis will help The Foundation be more focused on specific changes that could help improve its relationships with organizations of a particular size or program area.

The 2008 assessment also gathered information about respondents’ perceptions of their communities and organizations to assist The Foundation in planning strategy for the future.

Limitations of Data and Conclusions

Surveys were sent to every organization that applied for a grant from The Lumpkin Family Foundation in 2007; those respondents who chose to complete the survey composed the sample group. Since respondents were self-selected, the data could include the bias that is typical of self-selected groups:
1) The sample group may not be representative of all applicant organizations; and 

2) Because some of the sub-groups within the sample groups have only one or two organizations, responses for these sub-groups cannot be assumed to definitively represent all organizations of the same type.

In some instances, the staff of respondent organizations changed in the past year. Therefore, some institutional memory concerning the organization’s relationship with The Lumpkin Family Foundation was lost. In addition, respondents could not always remember the details of a grant application process from 2007. Both of these factors introduce a degree of unreliability into the data.

In addition to the surveys, data was obtained through 18 telephone interviews of at least some organizations in every category.  The purpose was to probe some areas more deeply.
While the results of this assessment cannot be considered to be definitive, respondents’ answers point to areas where The Foundation is doing well and others where it could consider  making improvements.
FINDINGS

Overview

Perceptions of The Lumpkin Family Foundation were quite positive in 2005 and they remain so today. While much of this report will discuss ways for The Foundation to improve, respondents generally had a high opinion of The Lumpkin Family Foundation and its work. In questions evaluating The Lumpkin Family Foundation and its staff, negative responses never outnumbered positive responses. Generally speaking, participants in the assessment responded (including organizations that did and did not receive grants from The Foundation) hold The Lumpkin Family Foundation in high esteem and believe The Foundation is having a positive effect on the communities they serve.

Of the 110 organizations that were sent surveys, 63 completed them, for a response rate of 57%, only slightly lower than that of the 2005 survey when 79 organizations completed surveys, for a response rate of 59%.

While The Foundation is generally viewed as effective, approachable, and informed, the survey and the follow-up telephone interviews with organizations revealed several opportunities for The Foundation to improve.  Certain themes emerged from the analysis of the information gathered during the assessment process. This report is organized along those themes.
· Part I: The 2005 survey is used as a benchmark to see how respondents’ answers changed in the past three years.

· Part II: Key data are analyzed by organizational size, different grant program areas, and organizations that received grants and those that did not.

· Part III: The issue of communication, which emerged in several responses, is the central focus.

· Part IV: New questions in the survey focused on respondents’ opinions about the strengths and assets of both their communities and their organizations, as well as their thoughts about what priorities they might set for their communities and services The Lumpkin Family Foundation could offer that would be helpful.

A note on data, grammar, and style

To compare the results of the 2005 and 2008 surveys, we compiled the answers in each survey in two different ways. First, we compared the percent of respondents offering positive answers to the percent who were negative; second, we calculated an average score for each answer.

Most of the questions in the survey consisted of statements with which respondents indicated their agreement or disagreement. These responses were scored on a four-point scale, as follows:



Throughout the report, scores for all responses are averaged. The closer a score is to 1, the more agreement there was with the statement; the closer the score is to 4, the more disagreement there was with the statement. A score of 2.50 is the midway point between positive and negative responses.

Comparisons between the change in both the number of positive and negative responses along with the average score the question received showed whether there has been movement in the responses to each question and how responses have changed. In both methods, responses that were blank or “no opinion” were not included in the totals.

This report uses third-person plural pronouns (“they/them/their”) when referring to respondents instead of third-person singular pronouns (“he/him/his” or “she/her/hers”) in order to preserve the confidentiality of respondents. 

When questions and statements from the survey are directly referred to, they are in italics.

Some direct quotations from open-ended questions and follow-up interviews needed minor additions or changes to enhance clarity or preserve confidentiality. These changes and additions are in brackets. None of these changes alter the essential meaning of the original quotation.

PART 1: COMPARISONS WITH THE 2005 SURVEY


One of the purposes of this assessment was to compare the current responses to the answers given in 2005. Both showed that, in general, The Lumpkin Family Foundation is well regarded by the organizations it serves, including those that receive grants and those that have been declined.

Leaving aside questions that focused on The Lumpkin Family Foundation’s website, no question in the 2005 survey received negative responses from more than 15% of the respondents who offered an opinion. That trend continued in the present year with two minor exceptions; two questions (which will be discussed later) received negative responses from 15% of the respondents.

This means that in both of the surveys, more than 80% of the respondents were positive about the work of The Lumpkin Family Foundation and their organizations’ relationships with The Foundation. This represents widespread respect for The Foundation and its work.

This positive attitude in the 2008 survey extends to the open-ended questions and responses gathered in follow-up interviews. Some comments from respondents include:

· I strongly believe that having The LFF make a commitment to the nonprofit area of our community has made a huge difference in terms of stability and access to funding and services.

· This is definitely a vital organization that cares deeply about the issues they address.

Questions that appeared on both surveys were divided into the following groups:

1. The Lumpkin Family Foundation’s Staff and Relationships with Nonprofit Organizations

In general the answers to these questions were more negative in 2008 than in the 2005 survey, though the difference was usually small. Two questions, however, had a larger increase in their scores than the others. They are shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Increased Negative Responses To Two Questions In 2008 Survey 

	
	2005 survey
	2008 survey

	Statement
	% positive
	% negative
	Avg. score
	% positive
	% negative
	Avg. score

	Foundation staff return phone calls and e-mails in a timely manner
	96.4
	3.6
	1.48
	90.7
	9.3
	1.61

	Foundation staff make an effort to understand my organization
	86.8
	13.2
	1.66
	83.0
	17.0
	1.81


These numbers indicate opportunities for The Foundation to improve elements of its communications efforts, which will be discussed in more detail in Part III.

One statement, Foundation staff are knowledgeable about the issues and challenges faced by my organization, had a relatively high number of negative responses in the 2005 survey and continued to draw negative responses in 2008 (see Table 2). These responses show that The Foundation generally does a good job understanding the issues that applicants face, but some applicants’ experiences with The Foundation left them feeling very negative about their ability to fully communicate their organization’s work and challenges to The Foundation. This issue will be addressed more fully in Parts II and III.
Table 2: Responses About Foundation’s Staff Knowledge Of Issues And Challenges Faced By Applicant Organizations

	
	2005 survey
	2008 survey

	Statement
	% positive
	% negative
	Avg. score
	% positive
	% negative
	Avg. score

	Foundation staff are knowledgeable about the issues and challenges faced by my organization
	78.7
	21.3
	1.89
	80.9
	19.2
	1.91


2. Questions about The Lumpkin Family Foundation’s Website

Responses to questions about The Lumpkin Family Foundation’s website did not change greatly from the 2005 survey to the 2008 survey. There were some small increases and decreases in the average scores for the questions, but these changes are generally not significant given the relatively small sample size for this survey. 

Respondents continue to have a generally positive view of The Lumpkin Family Foundation’s website (see Table 3).

Table 3: Responses to The Lumpkin Family Foundation’s  Website

	
	2005 survey
	2008 survey

	Statement 

The Foundation’s website …


	% positive
	% negative
	Avg. score
	% positive
	%

negative
	Avg. score

	Is clear and easy to navigate.
	96.7
	3.3
	1.79
	96.4
	3.6
	1.78

	Provides useful information about its programs and activities.
	100.0
	0.0
	1.69
	96.3
	3.7
	1.72

	Is updated regularly.
	100.0
	0.0
	1.67
	89.5
	10.5
	1.79

	Provides all the information I need to apply for a grant
	98.4
	1.6
	1.74
	90.2
	9.8
	1.75


The 2008 survey also asked respondents how often they visited The Foundation’s website and how they felt about The Foundation’s movement to an online application process. Most respondents said they visited the website only a few times a year, and they were quite positive about the move to online applications—94% of the respondents who offered an opinion said the move would make the application process easier for them.

3. Questions About the Application and Reporting Process

This group of questions saw the most improvement in the positive nature of the answers. There were seven questions asked in this area in both the 2005 and 2008 surveys; of those, average scores for answers to five questions improved while average scores for two regressed. All of these changes were slight, and no average scores in this area changed by more than 5%.

As with the other areas, the responses to these questions in both surveys were very positive. For most of the statements, more than 90 % of the respondents who offered an opinion provided positive responses. 

The only exception was the response to the question asking if The Foundation clearly explains their funding priorities. In 2005, 94% of the respondents who offered an opinion agreed with this statement, but in 2008 this number fell to 86%.

When responses to this question are analyzed by grant program area, the data show that respondents in the Environmental program were more negative in their answers to this question than were other respondents.
 This holds true even when organizations that were declined for grants are removed from the analysis; respondents who received Environmental grants were more negative about this question than were other grantee organizations.
Responses to open-ended questions and follow-up interviews explain some of this negativity. Some organizations that applied for Environmental grants felt that The Foundation’s application is not well suited to the type of work they do. As one applicant said:

· Let’s say I supply free lunches to poor people—it’s pretty easy to explain that we provided this many lunches to this many people. For that purpose, the form works well. If I’m trying to prevent water pollution in the State of Illinois, the things you’re being asked to quantify do not relate well to the end goal. There’s no good way to quantify it.
Other Environmental respondents also said they were constrained by the application form and could not tell the whole story of their organization. This issue is further discussed in Part III.

In the open-ended survey questions and follow-up interviews, the reporting requirements drew a variety of responses, which are listed in Part III. In general, despite the increase in negative answers, respondents were particularly happy with the way The Foundation’s reporting requirements tie directly to questions asked in the application. Most of the negative comments about the reporting process related to the amount of work needed to complete reports in comparison to the amount of money received.

Table 4 shows the most significant positive and negative changes for statements in this area. Open-ended questions and follow-up interviews showed a general satisfaction with The Foundation’s communication during the application process, and this increase in positive answers reflects this satisfaction.

Table 4: Significant Changes In Responses to Questions About The Application And Reporting Process

	
	2005 survey
	2008 survey

	Statement
	% positive
	% negative
	Avg. score
	% positive
	% negative
	Avg. score

	The Foundation communicates in a timely manner about the status of pending grant proposals
	95.1
	5.0
	1.69
	96.4
	3.6
	1.64

	The Foundation has reasonable reporting requirements
	98.2
	1.8
	1.65
	94.4
	5.6
	1.69


PART II: WORKING WITH DIFFERENT PROGRAM AREAS AND ORGANIZATIONAL TYPES

Changes in the survey methodology between 2005 and 2008 allowed much greater flexibility in sorting and calculating data.
 This flexibility, along with responses to open-ended questions and follow-up interviews, provided some explanations for why responses to certain questions changed, pointed out some particular strengths of The Lumpkin Family Foundation, and also indicated some areas for improvement.

Responses by organizational size

One strength demonstrated by the survey is that The Lumpkin Family Foundation generally is proficient at working with organizations of different sizes, and smaller organizations generally do not feel overlooked by The Foundation or overwhelmed by application or reporting requirements.

In terms of nonprofit organizations’ relationships with The Foundation, mid-size organizations (organizations with budgets between $250,001 and $1 million) were more negative than other organizations, though generally not by a wide margin. These organizations offered particularly negative responses to the statement Foundation staff are knowledgeable about the issues and challenges faced by my organization.

While the data from the open-ended questions and follow-up interviews did not provide direct insight as to why mid-size organizations in particular were more negative about this question, one possibility is that larger organizations often have a development staff, and the relationship of development officers with a foundation is often less extensive than the relationship of program officers and executive directors.
The same general trend held true for questions about the foundation’s application and reporting requirements. When asked if The Foundation has reasonable application requirements and has reasonable reporting requirements, mid-size organizations tended to be more negative on these questions than other groups. One respondent from a mid-size organization said:

· I felt that there were quite a lot of reporting requirements. It is, of course, relevant to have reporting requirements, but it should be as short as possible. Too many grant funders require such extensive reporting that it takes away time to actually do the work for which the grants are awarded.
Another respondent from a mid-size organization was blunter about the reporting requirements:

· I think they are outrageous for the small amounts that are given.
Still, most respondents from mid-size organizations were positive about The Foundation and its staff, and one respondent from a mid-size organization said this:

· I hadn’t had a lot of experience with grants prior to applying. I was under the assumption that once you submitted that they didn’t want to hear from you, but The Lumpkin Family Foundation made it very clear that they wanted to put a personality with the submission; they wanted to kind of know the person, and they welcomed phone calls and e-mails. I found that to be [helpful]—whenever I had a question I could go to them.
Respondents indicated that The Lumpkin Family Foundation was good at working with smaller organizations. One respondent noted The Foundation’s experience with small organizations helps Foundation staff better learn “how a small organization can impact the community.” In speaking about training opportunities provided by The Foundation, one respondent said:

· Most of the trainings were targeting smaller agencies. The speakers at The Lumpkin Family Foundation workshops helped me reduce the concepts that I heard at a national conference down to an agency our size.
The attention paid to smaller organizations helps explain why they were so positive about The Foundation’s efforts. Larger organizations, however, sometimes feel left out of The Foundation’s focus. One respondent described their perception of The Foundation’s focus as follows:

· The Lumpkin Family Foundation sees its partners as these needy local agencies—we’re a totally different sort of organization, and the questions they are asking don’t fit … not every organization is a really small shoestring agency.
Some respondents from larger organizations suggested that The Foundation explore different ways of relating to their organizations besides a grantor-grantee relationship. Collaborating on training programs, tapping into the resources of larger organizations to help smaller organizations and other forms of partnership could help The Foundation become more flexible in the way it deals with larger organizations.

Recommendations

· The dissatisfaction expressed by some mid-size organizations indicates that The Lumpkin Family Foundation should review how it works with organizations of all sizes and make sure mid-size organizations are not missing out on support they could use.

· The Foundation should explore different ways to partner with larger organizations to better utilize the resources and expertise some of these organizations can offer.

Responses by grant program area

In general, when responses were analyzed by program area, the individual program areas reflected the same general trends as the total compiled responses. Not surprisingly, there were differences between responses from grantee organizations and from those whose application was declined, yet while declined organizations were more negative than grantee organizations, on the whole they were still positive about The Foundation’s work and its staff.

With one exception, there were not any notable differences in the responses of the individual program areas. However, analyzing responses by grant program area revealed they were substantially more negative for the Regional program areas than for the other areas. The average score of responses from organizations in the Regional program area was always more negative than scores for any other program area. 

Further analysis of the responses shows that organizations that were declined funding in the Regional program were responsible for these negative scores. When the responses of Regional grantees and Regional declined organizations are separated, the average scores for Regional grantee organizations are equally positive (sometimes more so) as responses from all other organizations. The Regional declined organizations are markedly more negative.

Improved communication with Regional applicant organizations could help alleviate some of the problems revealed by the survey. A more detailed analysis of the difference between the Regional declined organization’s scores and other scores is contained in Appendix 1.

Recommendations

· The Foundation should train Regional committee members to help them better explain The Foundation and its goals.

· The Foundation should prepare a packet of information for Regional applicant organizations to increase their understanding of The Foundation and its Regional program.

PART III: COMMUNICATIONS

Survey and follow-up interview responses comment on The Foundation’s communications practices from several different angles. Relevant data collected through the survey was arranged into five different areas: application process forms and reports; the promptness and thoroughness of contact with applicant organizations; the quality and accuracy of communications; training and networking sessions; and The Foundation’s website.

Forms and reports

Generally speaking, both grantee organizations and declined organizations agreed that The Lumpkin Family Foundation’s application and reporting requirements were reasonable, though as was the case with most questions, grantee organizations were stronger in their agreement than declined organizations. Open-ended questions and follow-up interviews provided some possibilities for improvement.

One of the most common recommendations referenced a change The Foundation is already undertaking—putting the applications online. The great majority of respondents—94% of those who offered an opinion—said the switch would make it “Easier” or “Much easier” to apply for grants. Only about 6% of the respondents who offered an opinion said the switch would make it “More difficult” to apply, and none of them said it would be “Much more difficult.”

While there is only a small number of negative responses, The Foundation should be aware that some organizations will face increased difficulty applying for a grant on-line, and The Foundation might want to be ready to refer organizations to locations near them, such as local libraries, where they can fill out the online application.

The majority of concerns about the application form were about its flexibility. While some applicants agreed that the application “was pretty thorough,” others felt the format of the application was too constraining and did not give them the opportunity to fully explain their programs. One respondent said:

· It’s very constricting … I wouldn’t mind keeping the form, but we should be allowed to include a longer program description. The questions are very 
pigeonholed, there are other aspects of the program—if you can read it in narrative form, it flows a little better. I think they’re missing out on an opportunity to get a broader sense of the program through a narrative form.
Some applicants felt the form does not match the type of work their organizations perform—that the application form seems more tailored to programs providing direct services; broader policy work does not always fit into the scope of the application form. One respondent said their organization “fills out the form the best we can and talks on the side. If all [The Foundation] had was the form, they wouldn’t give us the grant.” This respondent also said:

· There is no alternative to narrative reports and professional judgment in reporting.
One of the questions receiving the highest number of negative responses was when respondents were asked if Foundation staff are knowledgeable about the issues and challenges faced by my organization. Providing a narrative section in the application could help organizations feel they have a better opportunity to explain their organization and help The Foundation understand the challenges they face.

While some of these same issues arose in connection with The Foundation’s report form, there was praise for the way the form connected directly to the application form. Sample responses include:

· I like the Lumpkin reports because they connect our activities to our outcomes directly. I would like to see The Foundation keep that structure.

· It was very easy—I like that it refers right to the original grant proposal and you respond to each thing in kind.
As mentioned previously, some respondents feel the reporting requirements are overly burdensome given the size of the grants distributed. While this opinion is reflected by a minority of respondents, The Foundation might explore different reporting requirements for smaller grants.

Recommendations
· The Foundation could include a section in the application form that allows organizations to present a narrative about their program.

· The Foundation could provide shorter reporting forms for organizations that receive smaller grants so that those organizations do not feel they are spending a disproportionate amount of time filling out reports.

Communications: Promptness and thoroughness 
Respondents rated The Lumpkin Family Foundation highly on the promptness and thoroughness of their communications, especially communications relating to the application process. The great majority—98%—of the survey respondents who expressed an opinion agreed that The Lumpkin Family Foundation clearly explains the process and timetable for reviewing grant requests. Similarly, 96% of the respondents who expressed an opinion agreed that The Foundation communicates in a timely manner about the status of pending grant proposals. A slightly smaller group of respondents, 91%, agreed that Foundation staff return phone calls and e-mails in a timely manner.

This generally positive attitude is also reflected in answers to open-ended questions and comments from the follow up interviews:

· Their response time is very quick … they were very pleasant to work with.

· I think they [staff] have always been conscientious.
· LFF Staff are remarkably helpful and attentive.
While these comments are positive, there was an increase in negative responses tied to the statement Foundation staff return phone calls and e-mails in a timely manner (see Table 5). The small increase in negative responses can serve as a reminder to The Foundation to be as diligent as possible in responding to requests and calls from nonprofit organizations, though some delays may be tied to periods when The Foundation found itself short-staffed.

Table 5: Scores For Foundation Staff Returning Phone Calls And E-Mails In A Timely Manner
	
	2005 survey
	2008 survey

	Statement
	% positive
	% negative
	Avg. score
	% positive
	% negative
	Avg. score

	Foundation staff return phone calls and e-mails in a timely manner
	96.4
	3.6
	1.48
	90.7
	9.3
	1.61


When respondents considered ways that The Lumpkin Family Foundation could improve the frequency of their communications, one theme recurred: sending out more reminders to nonprofit organizations. Comments along these lines include:

· [The Foundation should make] sure that they let the agency know when the report is due.

· [There should be] some way of giving former applicants a heads up if they change deadlines for applications.
Recommendation
· The Lumpkin Family Foundation should continue and expand its existing “e-blast” program to provide notifications about application due dates, reporting due dates and other information crucial to nonprofit organizations.

Quality and accuracy of communications

Along with generally being pleased with the promptness and thoroughness of the communications they receive from The Lumpkin Family Foundation, respondents were also positive about the quality.  However, respondents often felt more confident contacting The Foundation about procedural matters than they did about clarifying The Foundation’s priorities or learning more about how their organization fit with The Foundation. 

For example, 95% of the respondents who offered an opinion agreed with the statement I feel that I can contact The Foundation if I have questions or concerns while only 78% agreed with the statement I see The Foundation as a resource for information and advice. 
Some answers from open-ended questions and follow-up interviews provide other examples of respondents who had difficulty with their communications with The Foundation:

· Our project didn't fit the mold, and I was unable to convey the information that would have helped to explain what we were doing and how that would have helped achieve the foundation objectives.

· We received some misinformation [about the boundaries for giving] … we were told we were eligible, then ineligible.
· I think it is important for foundations to give clear signals to people they might be interested in funding as to what they might want to do. Some foundations are not clear about what they would like to fund.
Despite these negative comments, positive comments like the following were more common than negative ones:

· I especially appreciate that if they perceive, many times rightfully so, that I’m not in the direction I ought to be in a grant, they sit down and talk and incorporate an idea that can help agency go in a better direction and grow more. They put forth the effort to say more than “we don’t like this grant,” they say this piece has strengths, let us develop that.
One issue that emerged in multiple comments was tied to the boundaries of The Foundation’s giving area. Some respondents didn’t understand why the boundaries were drawn as they were, while others reported being confused about where the boundaries were—with some of that confusion coming from Lumpkin Family Foundation staff. Sample comments include:

· We’re right on the edge of the funding area … we are as important here as they are, and I would like to see them consider our programs as well as ones in their area.

· I know they are aware of the issues in the Mattoon, Charleston area very well. We have some of those same issues as well as others in [our community].
· Their focus has been on Central IL, but we’re a statewide org—that makes us a little restricted.
While no foundation can customize their giving area to satisfy every nonprofit organization, the responses indicate that The Lumpkin Family Foundation could be more thorough in disseminating its explanation of its giving area.

Respondents also suggested that Foundation staff could be trained to better interact with and understand applicant organizations. As one respondent said:

· The Foundation should be [a good resource]—with better training and interaction that will happen as staff gets to know potential fundees.
Some respondents indicated that The Foundation’s site visits could be improved; some individuals said they had not received a site visit
; others said they did not believe the staff member conducting the site visit was knowledgeable about their organization’s area of work. Improving the quality of site visits could help improve Foundation staff’s understanding of the organizations they visit. This is demonstrated by the comment of one respondent who strongly agreed with the statement Foundation staff are knowledgeable about the issues and challenges faced by my organization. The respondent added:

· One of their personnel came to the office and helped us understand our needs and how they could help. That was much appreciated.

Another respondent recommended that The Foundation adopt “A more exploratory process in the beginning of the grant period to better establish the connection between our work and your priorities.” The expanding use of internet-based tools, including social networking, by philanthropic organizations could provide an opportunity for The Foundation to become better acquainted with nonprofit organizations before and during the application process.

Recommendations

· The Lumpkin Family Foundation should ensure that the rationale for the geographic boundaries of its funding area is clearly labeled on the website and direct applicants to this part of the website when necessary to help them understand the reasons for these borders.

· The Foundation should ensure that site visits are conducted by personnel who are well prepared and knowledgeable about the organization’s area of work.

· The Foundation should explore tools and opportunities, such as social networking websites, that can help them get to know applicant organizations better during the application process.
convenings, traning sessions, and other non-grantmaking activities

Respondents to the follow-up survey all agreed that holding training and peer networking sessions is a proper role for The Lumpkin Family Foundation; none felt that The Foundation was overstepping its bounds by holding these sessions. 

Attendance for the sessions mentioned in the survey is listed in Table 6. The figures in the table cover all respondents; it should be noted that 63% of the nine Environment respondents and 71% of the eight responding Environment grantees attended the Bi-Annual Gathering of Environmental Grantees.
Table 6: Attendance At Sessions Sponsored By The Lumpkin Family Foundation In 2007

	Session name
	Percent of responding organizations who attended

	Downstate Illinois Nonprofit Conference
	30.1

	Advocacy Workshop
	11.5

	Bi-Annual Gathering of Environmental Grantees
	10.2

	Regional Alliance for Youth Grant-Writing Workshops
	6.0


Of these workshops, respondents were most positive about the Downstate Illinois Nonprofit Conference, but all sessions received more positive than negative responses. A majority of respondents, 73%, said that the sessions were either “Very Helpful” or “Helpful.” Comments in the survey and in the follow-up interviews indicated that participants found value in both the training and peer networking aspects of The Foundation’s events. These comments included:

· [The training session] changed our whole thought process of how to tell our story to make it the story that people will donate money to. It changed our thinking that “there’s no money out there.”

· It allowed for real brainstorming of how organizations can interact, have common goals, and give feedback to foundations about our organizational needs and capacities.

· I met some nice people and got some ideas I didn’t have before.

· The training we received helped our board understand fundraising better and become more diligent about it.
However, some respondents indicated that opportunities for peer networking did not receive enough follow up. One respondent mentioned the following problem with a peer networking session:

· It didn’t continue. It happened once; there was conversation that they were going to engage in drawing small agency executive directors together in a planful way for conversation and whatever, then nothing.

Respondents indicated a strong interest in attending peer networking sessions held by The Foundation, and they provided some ideas for how peer networking sessions could be constructed to benefit nonprofit organizations.

· I think it would be useful maybe quarterly … there is a value to having some materials or people to engage in a topic, while other people could sit at a different table or just wander around and touch base with people.

The most common criticism of these non-grantmaking activities had nothing to do with the content of the sessions; rather, too often people didn’t know about these sessions and so they could not take advantage of them. Some of these comments indicated that if individuals knew about training and peer networking opportunities provided by The Lumpkin Family Foundation, they would take advantage of them. For example:

· I don't remember receiving any information about the Downstate Illinois Nonprofit Conference … I have attended other Lumpkin-sponsored trainings in the past and found them to be very helpful. [from an applicant in the micro-grant program.]
· I was unaware of these resources available from the foundation, but I’m intrigued about how they may be of help to me and my staff. [from a Regional program applicant based in Illinois.]
Recommendations

· The Lumpkin Family Foundation should continue find ways to help nonprofit organizations explore their interest in ongoing peer networking activities and training activities.

· The Lumpkin Family Foundation should increase the amount of publicity and notifications it sends out about training sessions and peer networking meetings to locate a greater number of participants.

The Foundation’s website

Complete response data to questions about the website are available in Appendix 3. 
Respondents generally said they do not visit the website frequently. More than a third of the respondents (34.5%) said they visit the website “once or twice a year,” and an even larger group (40%) said they visit the website “once every few months.” Only 15% of the respondents said they visit the website about once a month, and 3.5% said they visit multiple times each month. Another 6.9% said they either have never visited the website, or, for various reasons, do not plan on doing so in the future.

Answers to two questions bear some examination. Of the respondents who offered an opinion, 90% said that the website provides all the information I need to apply for a grant. While respondents were generally in agreement, Environmental program applicant organizations and grantee organizations were more negative than organizations in other program areas. In open-ended questions and follow-up interviews, some organizations in the Environmental program expressed frustration, saying that they feel like the type of work they do is not always well captured by The Foundation’s application process. This frustration extends to the website, which some respondents believe does not provide all the clarity they need as they assemble their proposal

The greatest amount of negative responses in this area of the survey came when organizations were asked if The Foundation’s website has information that is relevant and useful to my organization’s work. About 12% of the respondents who offered an opinion disagreed with this statement. 

Comments from follow-up interviews and open-ended questions indicated some improvements that could be made to help the website become more useful to applicant organizations:

· Better delineate geographic coverage areas and highlight grants for environmental/conservation issues.

· Organize grant categories more to reflect areas of granting interest.

· I would also like to see a little more information about The Foundation's goals and objectives.
As currently constituted, The Lumpkin Family Foundation’s website has information about the Central Illinois program area, the Environment program area, and the Regional program area, but not a dedicated page about Micro-grants. This section could explain why applicants in that program area were more negative about the relevance and use of The Foundation’s website.

Respondents also provided a comment that is a good recommendation in and of itself:

· [Make the website] more user friendly for users with differing disabilities
The Web Accessibility Initiative (www.w3.org/WAI) is a good source of information for designing an accessible website, and future updates to The Foundation’s website should incorporate the Initiative’s accessibility guidelines.

Recommendations

· The Foundation should provide more information about the Micro-grant and Environment programs on the website so that applicants can better understand the goals and structure of these programs.

· The Foundation’s website may be improved if it were made more accessible to individuals with disabilities using guidelines from the Web Accessibility Initiative.

PART IV: PRESENT CONDITIONS AND FUTURE PLANNING

To help The Lumpkin Family Foundation plan for the future, the survey asked respondents to evaluate the strengths and needs of both their communities and their organizations, and identify possible ways besides grants that The Lumpkin Family Foundation help enhance these organizations’ capacity. Additional recommendations will not be offered in this section, assuming that The Lumpkin Family Foundation will decide how to incorporate responses from this section into its future planning.

Organizations’ current perceptions of their communities and themselves

Respondents were asked to evaluate the assets of their community, as well as how well their communities addressed certain issues. A complete breakdown of the responses to these questions is available in Appendix 3.

Respondents provided generally positive responses about the assets of their community, and in no case did the number of negative answers outnumber the positive answers. The areas that received the most positive responses are summarized in Table 7. These responses show that organizations have a strong base of community resources to help them in their work.
The highest of negative responses came in the area of social networks that are easy to tap into (30% of respondents who offered an opinion were negative), indicating that while organizations may be aware of the assets in their communities, they may not know all the ways to utilize these assets. As will be shown later, respondents are interested in finding ways to better tap into social networks in their communities.
Table 7: Positive Responses To Questions About Community Assets

	Asset
	Percent of positive responses*

	Civic volunteers
	96.4

	Collaborative partners
	96.4

	Philanthropic-minded individuals and groups
	92.7


*Figures include only respondents who offered an opinion.

Respondents were generally positive about their communities’ efforts to address different problems, saying on average that their communities did a great job addressing six of the eight named issue areas. Health care and leadership received the most positive responses (74% and 74.5% of respondents who offered an opinion, respectively).

Two issues received a majority of negative responses from respondents who offered an opinion—poverty (67%) and transportation (53%). Responses to the open-ended questions and follow-up interviews also indicated that poverty is a particular concern to respondents and they are worried about how their communities address that issue.

While there was no significant trend in the opinions of organizations in different program areas, a review of responses by organization size showed that, in general, smaller organizations tend to be somewhat more positive than larger organizations about the assets of their community. In particular, organizations with budgets under $100,000 agreed strongly with the statement that their communities do a great job addressing health care.
Respondents were even more positive about the capacities of their own organizations. Individuals were asked about nine different areas in the survey, and they were generally positive about their ability to address all of those areas. Respondents were particularly confident about their organizations’ ability to:

· Attract and retain quality staff (96% of respondents who offered an opinion) 

· Increase transparency and accountability (94% of respondents who offered an opinion). 

They provided the most negative responses about their organization’s ability to secure competitive health benefits—35% of the respondents who offered an opinion were negative.

Again, the smallest organizations were often more positive about their own capacities than were organizations of other sizes, though this trend was not as strong in this area. In particular the smallest organizations responded positively when asked about addressing financial sustainability and addressing the need for continuing education.
The largest organizations (those with an annual budget over $1 million) also demonstrated strong confidence in some issue areas, particularly attracting and retaining quality staff (all respondents with an opinion were positive). On the issue of securing competitive health benefits, the largest organizations demonstrated a much greater confidence in their abilities than the other organizations (94% of respondents who offered an opinion were positive).

Organizations’ goals and thoughts for the future

Two questions pointed toward future directions for the respondents’ organizations. 

1. Where would organizations spend an extra million dollars? Mentoring programs received the most mentions (29 mentions). This response may be linked to the fact that many respondent organizations run mentoring programs. Micro-grant and website grantees in particular focused on this issue, while environmental grantees mentioned it the least. 

Not surprisingly, the issue environmental grantees supported the most, by a wide margin, was environmental education. This issue also received support from organizations in other programs, making it the second-most mentioned issue. After-school programs for youth had the third-most mentions.

One interesting aspect of this question was that none of the issues mentioned in the survey related directly to poverty, which was cited in a previous question as an issue that was not addressed well in respondents’ communities. Respondents had the opportunity to write their own answers to this question, and homelessness and poverty-related issues were mentioned a handful of times.

2. Services that could be offered by The Lumpkin Family Foundation. Respondents showed interest in a range of services that could be offered by The Lumpkin Family Foundation. Given that respondents expressed a relatively high degree of negativity about the social networks in their communities, it is not surprising that the service that generated the most interest was networking opportunities with other nonprofit leaders. Nearly two-thirds of the respondents (63%) said they would be interested in this service, with another 32% indicating they might be interested in this service.

Training for staff members, a shared nonprofit calendar of events, a resource list and an e-newsletter with updates on regional nonprofit happenings and resources also received strong interest from respondents.

A few services elicited more “not interested” results from respondents. More than a quarter (26%) said they would not be interested in a reading club for nonprofits, with only 16% of the respondents saying they would definitely be interested in such a service. This was the only service that received more “no” answers than “yes” answers. Two other services, small peer groups and back-office assistance had less than 35% of respondents saying they definitely would be interested in them. 

Recommendations

Iris Krieg and Associates, Inc. recommends that The Lumpkin Family Foundation:

· Train Regional committee members to better explain The Foundation and its goals.

· Prepare a packet of information for Regional applicant organizations to increase their understanding of The Foundation and its Regional program.

· Provide a part of the application that allows organizations to present a narrative about their program.

· Provide shorter reporting forms for organizations that receive smaller grants so that those organizations do not feel they spend a disproportionate amount of time filling out reports.

· Continue and expand the existing “e-blast” notices to provide notifications about application due dates, reporting due dates, and other information crucial to nonprofit organizations.

· Clearly label the rationale for the geographic boundaries of its funding area on the website; direct applicants to this part of the website when necessary to help them understand the reasons for these borders.

· Ensure that site visits are conducted by staff members who are well prepared and knowledgeable about the organization’s area of work.

· Explore tools and opportunities, such as social networking websites, that can help the Foundation get to know applicant organizations better during the application process.
· Continue to find ways to help nonprofit organizations explore their interest in ongoing peer networking activities and training activities.

· Increase the amount of publicity and notifications sent out about training sessions and peer networking meetings to locate a greater number of interested participants.

· Provide more information about the Micro-grant and Environment programs on the website so that applicants can better understand the goals and structure of these programs.

· Improve the accessibility of The Foundation’s website to individuals with disabilities by implementing guidelines from the Web Accessibility Initiative.

Appendices
Appendix 1: Responses From Regional Program Applicants

As mentioned in Part II of the report, respondents in the Regional program area were more negative than respondents in any other program area. This section looks in more detail at their responses.

The Regional program area differs from other program areas in that it is focused on areas where Lumpkin board members live, and board members often initiate and maintain much of the contact with these organizations. Thus, since the process is different, it is reasonable to expect organizations to have different experience than those in other program areas.

Chart 1: Declined Regional Applicant Responses 
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An analysis of the responses shows that grantee organizations in the Regional program area are equally as positive about The Foundation as other grantee organizations. The negative overall scores for the Regional program area are due entirely to responses from declined organizations, so the analysis will focus on that group.

As Chart 1 shows, responses from Regional declined organizations were higher (more negative) across the board than the average response from all organizations.

The single highest score recorded by the declined Regional respondents (3.67) was in response to the statement Foundation staff listen to and incorporate suggestions from nonprofit organizations. It must be noted, however, that most Regional organizations do not have much contact with Lumpkin Family Foundation staff, as they are contacted by board members and work through that contact. As a result, most of the respondents answered “no opinion,” meaning that the negative scores come from a very small sample group.

More opinions were offered by Regional organizations in response to the statement Foundation staff make an effort to understand my organization. As noted in Part I, the average score for this questions increased from the 2005 survey to now, and the negative responses offered by declined Regional organizations could help explain this increase.
Declined Regional organizations’ average score of 2.67 for this question indicates that respondents were on balance negative about the efforts of Foundation staff to understand their organization. Their negativity influenced the overall change in score for this question and could be responsible for the increase in scores between 2005 and 2008, though we cannot be sure of this since we did not break down 2005 scores by program area.

These responses may be tied to another question mentioned in Part I as seeing an increase in negativity between 2005 and 2008: Foundation staff are knowledgeable about the issues and challenges faced by my organization. The average score of the answers from declined Regional organizations was 3.20, which is strongly negative, and negative responses outnumbered positive responses by a ratio of 4:1. This strongly indicates that the dissatisfaction of the declined Regional organizations played a role in the increase in this score between 2005 and 2008.

These negative responses offer a choice to The Foundation in regards to how they present themselves to nonprofit organizations and on what criteria they wish to be evaluated. If The Foundation decides that this area is not crucial to their mission to improve the perception of The Foundation in this area, then the question could be eliminated from future surveys. On the other hand, if the criterion embodied by this question is important to The Foundation, then the responses provide a clear focus area for The Foundation’s efforts to improve their relationship with all applicants. Open-ended questions and follow-up interviews helped identify some specific concerns of declined organizations in the Regional program, including the following:

· Your foundation called us at least ten times to ask us to submit a grant, saying that we were already approved. We applied and we were rejected. We called to find out what the problem was and there was not one person willing to speak with us or find out what had happened.

· Not much feedback as to why we were not granted.

· Site visits should be conducted by someone knowledgeable in the field.

The respondents offering these answers did not feel The Foundation understood their organization. Helping Regional applicants have a better experience with The Foundation would help improve the perception that The Lumpkin Family Foundation understands the obstacles and challenges that nonprofit organizations encounter.

This contrasts strongly with some of the comments from approved Regional organizations:

· I have appreciated the foundation's dedication to keeping in touch and offering input for our program's success.

· We have been very pleased working with The Lumpkin Foundation and we appreciate all their support with our organization.

· The Lumpkin Family Foundation has been very supportive of our efforts and work in our community.  We very much appreciate this support.

· [When respondent was asked if Lumpkin Family Foundation staff respect their organization:] Yes, absolutely—even more so because we’re not in the area. We’re incredibly grateful.

These comments, along with the survey responses, point to a communication gap. While Regional grantee organizations feel that The Foundation is supportive and dedicated to keeping in touch, declined organizations expressed frustration with their communication experiences.

Follow-up interviews help further clarify some possible causes of this communications gap. One respondent expressed enthusiasm about their relationship with the Lumpkin family member who was their contact for The Foundation but then mentioned that they had never really had an in-depth conversation about The Lumpkin Family Foundation and its priorities with the family member. They did not see a need for such a conversation, however, because, as they said “I think [our relationship] ain’t broke, so there’s no reason to question it.”

The survey data shows that many representatives of Regional organizations do not feel they received enough communication about The Lumpkin Family Foundation and its priorities. This lack of information is not, however, a problem for grantee organizations. Representatives of Regional organizations who receive grants may feel as if they fit in with The Foundation and its priorities simply by virtue of their receiving the grant, and they may not feel a need to gain any further understanding of The Foundation’s work. Additionally, since they are grantee organizations, they have further contact with The Foundation that can help them feel supported and learn more about its functions.

Organizations whose grant request is declined, however, do not have any further contact with The Foundation to help them understand the reasons for the decline and what The Foundation’s programs and priorities are. As the survey responses show, this can leave representatives of Regional organizations feeling frustrating and upset.

This information points to some possible improvements in The Foundation’s Regional grantmaking program. Lumpkin Family Foundation staff have told us that the Regional committee of The Foundation’s board will be reviewing their processes in the fall of 2008, and resulting changes could help alleviate some of the problems illuminated by the survey.

Additionally, the committee may consider providing Regional applicants with more detailed information about The Lumpkin Family Foundation and its Regional grantmaking program. Along with sending the organizations a request for proposals, they can send organizations material describing the Regional program and its purposes, similar to materials already present on The Foundation’s website. The Foundation may also wish to help committee members understand how they can use such material to help applicant organizations better understand The Foundation and its goals.
Appendix 2: Methodology

Surveys were sent to every organization that applied for a grant from The Lumpkin Family Foundation in 2007; in total, surveys were sent to 110 organizations. 

In order to assist in the classification of data, eight separate surveys were sent. There were separate surveys for each program area (Environment, Central IL, Regional grants, and Microgrants and website support). Within each program area there were separate surveys for organizations that received grants and organizations that did not.

Surveys were sent to 110 organizations, and 63 organizations completed surveys, for a response rate of 57%. This response rate is only slightly lower than that of the previous survey; in 2005, 79 organizations completed surveys, for a response rate of 59%.

 Our primary analysis of the data provided the same type of information used in the survey conducted in 2005 so that we could compare the two sets of data; we looked at all answers that agreed with statements listed on the survey (“positive” answers) and all that disagreed (“negative” answers) and calculated what percent of answers fell into each group. In most cases “no opinions” and blank responses were omitted from the calculation; the text notes this be generally referring to “respondents who expressed an opinion.”

We then performed a second set of calculations using the responses. Most of the questions were answered using a five-point scoring system, as follows:

1=Strongly agree

2=Agree

3=Disagree

4=Strongly disagree

5=No opinion

An average score was calculated for each question by excluding blanks and “no opinions,” totaling the numeric score of the remaining answers, and then dividing that total by the number of respondents who provided an answer of 1, 2, 3, or 4 for that question. That average score, along with the percentage breakdowns described above, helped to analyze the answers in a variety of ways, including comparing average scores in different program areas and comparing responses from organizations of different sizes, as determined by the organizational budget.

Some questions required a different scoring system. Question 19 asked respondents to choose three places from a number of issue areas where they would spend a million dollars if they had it. Respondents ranked these areas from one to three; there was also a write-in area where respondents could list areas that were not included in the survey.

Two different measures were employed to analyze this answer. First, we counted the total number of times each area was mentioned, regardless of the ranking it received. Second, we tallied up points for each area, giving the area three points for each 1 it received, two points for each 2, and one point for each 3. We then tallied these points to see which area scored highest. These totals could be broken down by grant program area, by organizations that received grants and those that did not, and by organization size.

The final question of the survey also required a slightly different type of analysis. It provided respondents with a list of services The Lumpkin Family Foundation could provide and asked if they would be interested in accessing that service. Respondents could answer as follows:

1=Yes

2=Maybe

3=No

4=No opinion

The analysis for this question was similar to that of most of the other questions, only using a three-point scale instead of a four-point scale.

To gain additional information beyond the survey data, we conducted eighteen follow-up interviews. The participants were selected in order to give a good cross-section of respondents, ensuring that the organizations selected for follow-up interviews reflected the overall respondent pool in terms of grant program areas, grantee organizations vs. declined organizations, organizations size, and positivity or negativity or responses. We contacted the selected organizations by e-mail and then by phone. The interviews were conducted by phone using an instrument developed by Iris Krieg and Associates, Inc. and approved by The Lumpkin Family Foundation. Copies of the initial survey and the interview instrument are provided in Appendices 4 and 5.
Appendix 3: Compiled Survey Data

Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statements.
	
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	No opinion
	Left blank

	I have a good relationship with The Foundation.
	23
	26
	5
	1
	4
	4

	I believe that The Foundation respects my organization.
	28
	27
	1
	1
	2
	4

	I feel that I can contact The Foundation if I have questions or concerns.
	29
	25
	2
	1
	2
	4

	I see The Foundation as a resource for information and advice.
	21
	17
	9
	2
	10
	4

	Foundation staff return phone calls and e-mails in a timely manner.
	29
	20
	2
	3
	5
	4

	Foundation staff make an effort to understand my organization.
	22
	22
	6
	3
	6
	4

	Foundation staff listen to and incorporate suggestions from nonprofit organizations.
	17
	17
	2
	3
	19
	5

	Foundation staff are knowledgeable about the issues and challenges faced by my organization.
	18
	20
	4
	5
	12
	4

	Foundation staff are knowledgeable about issues and challenges faced by this community.
	16
	28
	3
	3
	9
	4

	Foundation board members care about and are involved in my community.
	11
	23
	3
	1
	21
	4


Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statements.
	
	% positive*
	% negative*
	Average score

	I have a good relationship with The Foundation.
	89.1%
	10.9%
	1.71

	I believe that The Foundation respects my organization.
	96.5%
	3.5%
	1.56

	I feel that I can contact The Foundation if I have questions or concerns.
	94.7%
	5.3%
	1.56

	I see The Foundation as a resource for information and advice.
	77.6%
	22.4%
	1.84

	Foundation staff return phone calls and e-mails in a timely manner.
	90.7%
	9.3%
	1.61

	Foundation staff make an effort to understand my organization.
	83.0%
	17.0%
	1.81

	Foundation staff listen to and incorporate suggestions from nonprofit organizations.
	87.2%
	12.8%
	1.77

	Foundation staff are knowledgeable about the issues and challenges faced by my organization.
	80.9%
	19.1%
	1.91

	Foundation staff are knowledgeable about issues and challenges faced by this community.
	88.0%
	12.0%
	1.86

	Foundation board members care about and are involved in my community.
	89.5%
	10.5%
	1.84


*Percents are expressed as a portion of all respondents who offered an opinion.

The Lumpkin Family Foundation’s website…
	
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	No opinion
	Left blank

	Is clear and easy to navigate.
	14
	39
	2
	0
	4
	4

	Provides useful information about its programs and activities.
	17
	35
	2
	0
	4
	5

	Is updated regularly.
	12
	22
	4
	0
	20
	5

	Provides all the information I need to apply for a grant.
	18
	28
	5
	0
	7
	5

	Has information that is relevant and useful to my organization’s work.
	13
	30
	6
	0
	8
	6


The Lumpkin Family Foundation’s website…

	
	% positive*
	% negative*
	Average score

	Is clear and easy to navigate.
	96.4%
	3.6%
	1.78

	Provides useful information about its programs and activities.
	96.3%
	3.7%
	1.72

	Is updated regularly.
	89.5%
	10.5%
	1.79

	Provides all the information I need to apply for a grant.
	90.2%
	9.8%
	1.75

	Has information that is relevant and useful to my organization’s work.
	87.8%
	12.2%
	1.86


	
	Once or twice a year
	Once every few months
	About once a month
	Multiple times each month
	No opinion
	Left blank

	How often do you visit The Lumpkin Family Foundation’s website?
	20
	23
	9
	2
	0
	5


The Lumpkin Family Foundation …

	
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	No opinion
	Left blank

	Clearly explains their funding priorities.
	19
	30
	8
	0
	2
	19

	Clearly explains the grantseeking process.
	21
	30
	3
	0
	4
	21

	Clearly explains the process and timetable for reviewing grant requests.
	23
	31
	1
	0
	4
	23

	Communicates in a timely manner about the status of pending grant proposals.
	22
	31
	2
	0
	4
	22

	Makes an effort to understand my grant proposals.
	26
	22
	4
	1
	6
	26

	Has reasonable application requirements.
	23
	32
	1
	0
	3
	23

	Has reasonable reporting requirements.
	21
	30
	2
	1
	5
	21


The Lumpkin Family Foundation …

	
	% positive*
	% negative*
	Average score

	Clearly explains their funding priorities.
	86.0%
	14.0%
	1.81

	Clearly explains the grantseeking process.
	94.4%
	5.6%
	1.67

	Clearly explains the process and timetable for reviewing grant requests.
	98.2%
	1.8%
	1.60

	Communicates in a timely manner about the status of pending grant proposals.
	96.4%
	3.6%
	1.64

	Makes an effort to understand my grant proposals.
	90.6%
	9.4%
	1.62

	Has reasonable application requirements.
	98.2%
	1.8%
	1.61

	Has reasonable reporting requirements.
	94.4%
	5.6%
	1.69


	
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	No opinion
	Left blank

	The Lumpkin Family Foundation is moving toward an online application process.  Do you anticipate the online process making it easier for you to apply for grants?
	24


	25


	3


	0


	7


	24




Did you participate in any of the following events sponsored by The Lumpkin Family Foundation in 2007?

	
	Yes
	No
	Left blank

	The Downstate Illinois Nonprofit Conference
	17
	39
	7

	Regional Alliance for Youth Grant-Writing Workshops
	3
	47
	13

	Advocacy Workshop
	6
	46
	11

	Bi-Annual Gathering of Environmental Grantees
	5
	44
	14


	
	Very helpful
	Helpful
	Somewhat helpful
	Not helpful
	No opinion
	Left blank

	If you answered “yes” to one or more items in Question 14, how helpful to your work was this opportunity or
	11


	8


	4


	1


	2


	37




The assets of my community include:

	
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	No opinion
	Left blank

	Philanthropic-minded individuals/groups
	17
	34
	3
	1
	1
	7

	Collaborative partners
	20
	34
	2
	0
	1
	6

	Civic volunteers
	24
	29
	2
	0
	0
	8

	Minds open to change
	13
	30
	12
	1
	1
	6

	Educational resources
	18
	32
	7
	0
	0
	6

	Civic spaces for meetings
	8
	38
	7
	0
	4
	6

	Social networks that are easy to tap into
	7
	30
	13
	2
	4
	7

	New, exciting initiatives
	14
	28
	13
	2
	0
	6

	Other (please specify)
	17
	34
	3
	1
	1
	7


The assets of my community include:
	
	% positive*
	% negative*
	Average score

	Philanthropic-minded individuals/groups
	92.7%
	7.3%
	1.78

	Collaborative partners
	96.4%
	3.6%
	1.68

	Civic volunteers
	96.4%
	3.6%
	1.60

	Minds open to change
	76.8%
	23.2%
	2.02

	Educational resources
	87.7%
	12.3%
	1.81

	Civic spaces for meetings
	86.8%
	13.2%
	1.98

	Social networks that are easy to tap into
	71.2%
	28.8%
	2.19

	New, exciting initiatives
	73.7%
	26.3%
	2.05

	Other (please specify)
	92.7%
	7.3%
	1.78


The assets of my community include:

	
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	No opinion
	Left blank

	Economic development
	7
	29
	14
	0
	6
	7

	Health care
	8
	29
	13
	0
	6
	7

	Education
	10
	26
	15
	1
	4
	7

	Poverty
	2
	15
	29
	5
	5
	7

	Leadership
	8
	30
	13
	0
	5
	7

	Safety
	4
	27
	16
	1
	8
	7

	Transportation
	4
	19
	20
	6
	7
	7

	Environment
	6
	18
	22
	1
	9
	7

	Other (please specify)
	7
	29
	14
	0
	6
	7


The assets of my community include:
	
	% positive*
	% negative*
	Average score

	Economic development
	72.0%
	28.0%
	2.14

	Health care
	74.0%
	26.0%
	2.10

	Education
	69.2%
	30.8%
	2.13

	Poverty
	33.3%
	66.7%
	2.73

	Leadership
	74.5%
	25.5%
	2.10

	Safety
	64.6%
	35.4%
	2.29

	Transportation
	46.9%
	53.1%
	2.57

	Environment
	51.1%
	48.9%
	2.38

	Other (please specify)
	72.0%
	28.0%
	2.14


My organization does a great job …

	
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	No opinion
	Left blank

	Addressing rising costs
	9
	33
	10
	1
	4
	6

	Attracting and retaining quality board members
	19
	26
	10
	1
	2
	5

	Attracting and retaining quality staff
	19
	30
	2
	0
	7
	5

	Increasing accountability and transparency
	15
	35
	3
	0
	5
	5

	Addressing financial sustainability
	18
	28
	9
	0
	3
	5

	Working with a changing population
	14
	37
	5
	0
	2
	5

	Addressing technology use and integration
	12
	33
	9
	1
	3
	5

	Addressing the need for continuing education
	14
	31
	7
	1
	5
	5

	Securing competitive health benefits
	11
	20
	11
	6
	10
	5

	Other (please specify)
	9
	33
	10
	1
	4
	6


My organization does a great job …

	
	% positive*
	% negative*
	Average score

	Addressing rising costs
	79.2%
	20.8%
	2.06

	Attracting and retaining quality board members
	80.4%
	19.6%
	1.88

	Attracting and retaining quality staff
	96.1%
	3.9%
	1.67

	Increasing accountability and transparency
	94.3%
	5.7%
	1.77

	Addressing financial sustainability
	83.6%
	16.4%
	1.84

	Working with a changing population
	91.1%
	8.9%
	1.84

	Addressing technology use and integration
	81.8%
	18.2%
	1.98

	Addressing the need for continuing education
	84.9%
	15.1%
	1.91

	Securing competitive health benefits
	64.6%
	35.4%
	2.25

	Other (please specify)
	79.2%
	20.8%
	2.06


*Percents are expressed as a portion of all respondents who offered an opinion.

If you had a million dollars, rank the Top 3 places you would spend your money:

	
	Ranked 1st
	Ranked 2nd
	Ranked 3rd
	Total mentions
	Total points*

	Sending youth to college
	4
	4
	5
	13
	25

	Disaster relief
	0
	1
	0
	1
	2

	Pre-K educational opportunities
	6
	4
	2
	12
	28

	Senior programming
	1
	2
	2
	5
	9

	Wellness programming
	1
	5
	5
	11
	18

	Healthcare reform
	9
	6
	2
	17
	41

	Environmental education
	12
	4
	9
	25
	53

	After-school programs for youth
	3
	9
	10
	22
	37

	Mentoring programs
	8
	12
	9
	29
	57

	Arts offerings
	6
	3
	1
	10
	25

	Workforce training
	2
	5
	8
	15
	24


*Points are calculated by providing three points for every “1” answer, two points for every “2”, and one point for every “3.”

Which of the following services would you take advantage of if offered?

	
	Yes


	Maybe
	No
	No opinion
	Left blank

	Trainings for board members
	30
	18
	6
	3
	6

	Trainings for staff members
	36
	14
	5
	2
	6

	Shared nonprofit calendar of events
	32
	19
	3
	3
	6

	Volunteer recruiting/matching
	27
	20
	8
	2
	6

	Nonprofit job listing
	27
	19
	6
	5
	6

	Small peer groups
	18
	23
	12
	4
	6

	Networking opportunities with fellow nonprofit leaders
	36
	18
	2
	1
	6

	Listserv (where questions could be posted and answered)
	24
	26
	5
	2
	6

	Reading club of nonprofit publications
	9
	27
	15
	6
	6

	Resource list (websites, available books, etc.)
	33
	19
	3
	2
	6

	E-newsletter with updates on regional nonprofit happenings and resources
	30
	24
	1
	2
	6

	Discounted consulting services
	21
	24
	8
	5
	5

	Back-office assistance (accounting, HR, benefits, etc.)
	20
	20
	12
	6
	5


Comparisons with 2005 Data

	
	2005 survey
	2008 survey

	Statement
	% positive
	% negative
	Avg. score
	% positive
	% negative
	Avg. score

	I have a good relationship with The Foundation.
	92.6
	7.4
	 1.69 
	89.1
	10.9
	1.71

	I believe that The Foundation respects my organization.
	96.2
	3.8
	 1.47 
	96.5
	3.5
	1.56

	I feel that I can contact The Foundation if I have questions or concerns.
	95.2
	4.8
	 1.56 
	94.7
	5.3
	1.56

	I see The Foundation as a resource for information and advice
	84.9
	15.1
	 1.81 
	77.6
	22.4
	1.84

	Foundation staff return phone calls and e-mails in a timely manner.
	96.4
	3.6
	 1.48 
	90.7
	9.3
	1.61

	Foundation staff listen to and incorporate suggestions from nonprofit organizations.
	86.8
	13.2
	 1.66 
	83.0
	17.0
	1.81

	Foundation staff are knowledgeable about the issues and challenges faced by my organization
	78.7


	21.3


	 1.89 
	80.9


	19.1


	1.91



	Foundation staff are knowledgeable about issues and challenges faced by this community.
	90.0


	10.0


	 1.82 
	88.0


	12.0


	1.86




The Foundation’s website …

	
	2005 survey
	2008 survey

	Statement
	% positive
	% negative
	Avg. score
	% positive
	% negative
	Avg. score

	Is clear and easy to navigate.
	96.7
	3.3
	1.79
	96.4
	3.6
	1.78

	Provides useful information about its programs and activities.
	100.0
	0.0
	1.69
	96.3
	3.7
	1.72

	Is updated regularly.
	100.0
	0.0
	1.67
	89.5
	10.5
	1.79

	Provides all the information I need to apply for a grant
	98.4
	1.6
	1.74
	90.2
	9.8
	1.75

	Has information that is relevant and useful to my organization’s work.
	33.3


	76.0


	2.72


	87.8


	12.2


	1.86




The Lumpkin Family Foundation …

	
	2005 survey
	2008 survey

	Statement
	% positive
	% negative
	Avg. score
	% positive
	% negative
	Avg. score

	Clearly explains their funding priorities.
	93.7
	6.3
	1.78
	86.0
	14.0
	1.81

	Clearly explains the grantseeking process.
	98.4
	1.6
	1.67
	94.4
	5.6
	1.67

	Clearly explains the process and timetable for reviewing grant requests.
	96.8
	3.2
	1.62
	98.2
	1.8
	1.60

	Communications in a timely manner about the status of pending grant proposals
	95.1
	5.0
	1.69
	96.4
	3.6
	1.64

	Makes and effort to understand my grant proposals
	92.3
	7.8
	1.65
	90.6
	9.4
	1.62

	Has reasonable application requirements.
	98.4
	1.6
	1.65
	98.2
	1.8
	1.61

	Has reasonable reporting requirements.
	98.1
	1.9
	1.65
	94.4
	5.6
	1.69


Appendix 4: Survey Instrument
1.
What was the size of your organization's budget in 2007?

Less than $100,000

$100,000 to $250,000

$250,001 to $500,000

$500,001 to $1 million

Greater than $1 million

2.
In 2007, did you APPLY for a [type of grant]?

Yes
No

3.
Were you AWARDED the [type of grant]?

Yes
No

4.
Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statements.

I have a good relationship with The Foundation.

I believe that The Foundation respects my organization.

I feel that I can contact The Foundation if I have questions or concerns.

I see The Foundation as a resource for information and advice.

Foundation staff return phone calls and e-mails in a timely manner.

Foundation staff make an effort to understand my organization.

Foundation staff listen to and incorporate suggestions from nonprofit organizations.

Foundation staff are knowledgeable about the issues and challenges faced by my organization.

Foundation staff are knowledgeable about issues and challenges faced by this community.

Foundation board members care about and are involved in my community.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

No Opinion

5.
Is there anything else you would like to share about your relationship with The Lumpkin Family Foundation? 

6. The Lumpkin Family Foundation's website...

Is clear and easy to navigate.

Provides useful information about its programs and activities.

Is updated regularly.

Provides all the information I need to apply for a grant.

Has information that is relevant and useful to my organization's work.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

No Opinion

7. How often do you visit The Lumpkin Family Foundation's website?

Once or twice a year

Once every few months

About once a month

Multiple times each month

Other (please specify)

8. If you could make one change to The Lumpkin Family Foundation website that would make it more useful to you, what would it be?

9. The Lumpkin Family Foundation...

Clearly explains their funding priorities.

Clearly explains the grantseeking process.

Clearly explains the process and timetable for reviewing grant requests.

Communicates in a timely manner about the status of pending grant proposals.

Makes an effort to understand my grant proposals.

Has reasonable application requirements.

Has reasonable reporting requirements.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

No Opinion

10.
If you could change one thing about the process of applying for a grant with The Lumpkin Family Foundation, what would it be?

11.
The Lumpkin Family Foundation is moving toward an online application process. Do you anticipate the online process making it easier for you to apply for grants?

Much easier

Easier

More difficult

Much more difficult

No opinion

12.
What would you change about The Lumpkin Family Foundation's reporting requirements?

13. One way The Lumpkin Family Foundation could improve their grant programs is...

14.
Did you participate in any of the following events sponsored by The Lumpkin Family Foundation in 2007?

The Downstate Illinois Nonprofit Conference

Regional Alliance for Youth Grant-Writing Workshops

Advocacy Workshop

Bi-Annual Gathering of Environmental Grantees

Yes
No

15. If you answered "yes" to one or more items in Question 14, how helpful to your work was this opportunity or opportunities?

Very helpful

Helpful

Somewhat helpful

Not helpful

No opinion

16. The assets of my community include:

Philanthropic-minded individuals/groups

Collaborative partners

Civic volunteers

Minds open to change

Educational resources

Civic spaces for meetings

Social networks that are easy to tap into

New, exciting initiatives

Other (please specify)

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

No Opinion

17. My community does a great job addressing:

Economic development

Health care

Education

Poverty

Leadership

Safety

Transportation

Environment

Other (please specify)

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

No Opinion

18. My organization does a great job...

Addressing rising costs

Attracting and retaining quality board members

Attracting and retaining quality staff

Increasing accountability and transparency

Addressing financial sustainability

Working with a changing population

Addressing technology use and integration

Addressing the need for continuing education

Securing competitive health benefits

Other (please specify)

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

No Opinion

19. If you had a million dollars, rank the Top 3 places you would spend your money:

Sending youth to college

Disaster relief

Pre-K educational opportunities

Senior programming

Wellness programming

Healthcare reform

Environmental education

After-school programs for youth

Mentoring programs

Arts offerings

Workforce training

Other (please specify and rank)

#1
 #2
 #3

20. Which of the following services would you take advantage of if offered?

Trainings for board members

Trainings for staff members

Shared nonprofit calendar of events

Volunteer recruiting/matching

Nonprofit job listing

Small peer groups

Networking opportunities with fellow nonprofit leaders

Listserv (where questions could be posted and answered)

Reading club of nonprofit publications

Resource list (websites, available books, etc.)

E-newsletter with updates on regional nonprofit happenings and resources

Discounted consulting services

Back-office assistance (accounting, HR, benefits, etc.)

Other (please specify)

Absolutely

Maybe

No

No Opinion

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.

Appendix 5: Follow-up Interview Instrument
LUMPKIN FAMILY FOUNDATION

Questions for Interviews, August 2008
Opening statement: Thank you for agreeing to take part in this assessment. As you know, the purpose is to assess the LFF and its relationship to its applicants and grantees; this is not an assessment of your organization. Your input will help the Foundation make improvements. I hope you will be candid; your answers are confidential and the Foundation will not receive any information from us that can link any response to any organization or person. 

Grants applied for and received

1. In the initial survey, you indicated that you had applied for a grant in the [name of program area] program in 2007, and that you [had/had not] received the grant. Is that correct?
2. Did your organization apply for any other grants from the Lumpkin Family Foundation in 2007? If yes, in what program area did you apply? Did you receive the grant?
Application and Accountability
3. Do you feel the application process allowed you to adequately explain your organization and proposal? Explain. 

Follow-up

·  Do you have any suggestions regarding the application process, including the process itself, the materials required to be submitted (Letter of Inquiry, Grant Application Form, attachments), or the timetable?

4. Did you receive a grant? ___YES  ___NO   Have you used the post-grant report form? ___YES  ___NO   If yes, did you encounter any problems in completing this form? Explain. 

Foundation’s Non-grantmaking Roles (excludes Regional grants)

State as intro: In the last few years, The LFF has started to engage in a variety of activities in addition to grantmaking. For example, they hold training workshops, sponsor conferences and bring organizations together for sharing experiences and practices and other purposes. I would like to ask you about your experiences with these activities.

5. Have you or someone on your staff attended a training session or sessions sponsored by the LFF?   (examples: fundraising, board development, marketing)   ___YES  ___NO 

Follow-ups

· If yes, was it useful? Explain.

· What if any impact did it have on your organization?

· Do you think this an appropriate role for the Foundation – should it continue to sponsor training? ___YES  ___NO      Explain.

6. Have you or someone on your staff engaged in a peer networking activity sponsored by the Foundation? (examples: executive director luncheons, downstate Illinois non-profit conference) ___YES  ___NO

Follow-ups

· If yes, was it useful? Explain.

· What if any impact did it have on your organization

· Do you think this an appropriate role for the Foundation – should it continue to sponsor networking activities? ___YES  ___NO      Explain.

7. We have been discussing some of the activities the LFFF undertakes beyond the grantmaking role. Overall, do you think this is appropriate or do you think the Foundation oversteps the proper bounds? Explain.

Foundation Staff – all applicants, regional and central Illinois.

Intro statement: I would like to turn now to asking you some questions about your interactions with the LFF staff.

8. Have you had any contact with Foundation staff in the last two years (this question is not limited to grantmaking but includes other issues and opportunities)? ___YES  ___NO      

Follow-ups

· If yes, please describe the contact, who you talked to and what you talked about. Was it by phone or in person?

· Do you feel the staff made an effort to understand your organization and the issues and challenges it faces? Explain.

· Do you feel you were dealt with in a fair, respectful and honest manner by foundation staff? Explain.

9. Do you feel that Foundation staff members are a good resource for information and advice? ___YES  ___NO    Explain

10. Overall, do you feel the staff has been helpful and responsive? ___YES  ___NO    Explain.

11. Overall, how would you characterize your relationship with the Foundation and with Foundation staff?

Regional grantees/applicants only

12. The program under which you applied, the Regional Grants Program, provides grants in the communities where members of the LFF live. During the grant application process, did you have any contact with a member of the extended Lumpkin family? ___YES  ___NO    

Follow-ups

· Please describe the contact –who it was and what were the circumstances.

· Do you feel the Lumpkin family member made an effort to understand your organization and the issues and challenges it faces? Explain.

· Do you feel you were dealt with in a fair, respectful and honest manner by the family member? Explain.

· Do you feel the family member adequately explained the priorities and perspective of The Lumpkin Family Foundation?

Needs of your community

13. From your perspective, what are the most pressing issues facing the community in which you work?

14. What are the most pressing concerns facing your organization?

General

15. Do you have other suggestions or comments you would make regarding the Foundation’s grant making process, its relationships with applicants and grantees, or any aspect of its operation? 

Closing statement: Thank you very much for your participation. It has been very helpful.

1


Strongly agree





2


Agree





3


Disagree





4


Strongly disagree








More than 80%


of the respondents were positive about the work of The Lumpkin Family Foundation.








Some organizations that applied for Environmental grants feel that The Foundation’s application is not well suited to the type of work they do.








Some of the responses indicate that The Lumpkin Family Foundation could dedicate more effort to understanding mid-size organizations








Respondents in the Regional program area were considerably more negative than respondents in other program areas.








Some applicants felt the nature of the form does not match up well with the type of work their organizations perform.








The Lumpkin Family Foundation should continue and expand their existing “e-blast” program.











The expanding use of internet-based tools, including social networking, could provide an opportunity for The Foundation to become better acquainted with nonprofit organizations.








The Foundation should continue to find ways to help nonprofit organizations explore their interest in ongoing peer networking activities and training activities.








� Tables with summaries comparing all of the responses in 2005 and 2008 are in Appendix B of this report.


� The average score for all organizations besides Environmental organizations in this category was 1.78; the average score for all Environmental organizations was 2.00. While 12.5% of all organizations besides Environmental organizations responded negatively to this question, 22.2% of all Environmental organizations offered a negative response.


� The principle change involved sending separate surveys for each program area, which meant responses could by analyzed by grant program area. Questions about size of the organization and whether the organization received a grant allowed further analysis of different groups within the overall response group. More detailed breakdowns, such as by organizational size within each program area, are generally impractical and statistically unreliable due to the small sample size.


� This data comes with two points of caution tied to the fact that the survey was conducted online. The first point is that, while some organizations said that applying online would make the process more difficult, the fact that they completed the survey indicates that they have internet capabilities and may be able to overcome those difficulties. This also means, however, that organizations without regular internet access might have been less likely to have completed the survey, and thus might be underrepresented in the final results.


� Some, but not all, of the organizations making this comment were in the Regional program.
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