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GIVING BACK THE GIFT

The McDonough Center is named in honor of Bernard P. McDonough (1903 – 1985), a self-
made industrialist and entrepreneur who ran wide-ranging global business interests from his 
Marmac Corporation, headquartered in Parkersburg, W.Va.  In 1986, through a generous 
gift from McDonough’s wife, Alma McDonough, and the McDonough Foundation, Marietta 
College established the Bernard P. McDonough Center for Leadership and Business.  The 
Center’s founding dean, Dr. Stephen W. Schwartz (1940 – 2006), worked with the faculty 
to develop one of the first comprehensive undergraduate leadership programs in the United 
States. Today, the Center is nationally recognized as a leader in leadership development, of-
fering a wide range of programs and activities for students across diverse fields of study.

One of the hallmarks of the McDonough Center is its focus on the development of engaged 
leaders who can translate knowledge into action, and in the process contribute to the bet-
terment of their communities. The McDonough Center’s Office of Civic Engagement offers 
students and faculty opportunities to become engaged leaders through service activities in 
the community. The Director of Civic Engagement coordinates service projects and volun-
teering activities for the students in the McDonough Leadership Program. 

MCDONOUGH LEADERSHIP PROGRAM AT A GLANCE 

The McDonough Leadership Program has been designed to allow Marietta College under-
graduates to study and practice leadership within a liberal arts context.  Its originators and 
planners developed a program that enhances any student’s Marietta education – a program 
that fits with any major and provides each graduate with a special set of habits and skills 
that are helpful in any career he or she wishes to pursue.  As students gain an understand-
ing of the synthesis of ideas and action, they will be better able to characterize leadership, 
judge leaders, and work at becoming leaders in their own right. 

Students who choose to be involved in the McDonough Leadership Program can do so 
on one of four levels.  They may pursue the Certificate in Leadership Studies, the Teacher 
Leadership Certificate, the Minor in Leadership Studies, or the International Leadership 
Studies (ILS) major.  Career paths for students in the ILS major traditionally include interna-
tional non-profit organizations, Peace Corps, foreign service, diplomacy, the law, graduate 
school, and public service, to name a few.  Students pursuing the certificates or the minor 
combine their leadership education with a major of their choice.  
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1INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION

The nonprofit sector in Appalachia is essential to the health of the commu-

nity.  In a region known to be entrenched in the various issues associated 

with poverty and an overall lack of resources, nonprofits have developed in 

large numbers to address these needs and other important community goals, such 

as the development of the arts.  These nonprofits often struggle to survive because 

of limited resources even when the nation as a whole is healthy economically.  

This study was designed during the spring of 2008 before the nation’s economy began 
its downward spiral.  By the time the instrument was distributed to respondents in the fall 
of 2008, nonprofits everywhere were feeling the sting of shrinking governmental budgets, 
declining endowments, dwindling individual contributions, and decreases in personal discre-
tionary income by potential consumers.  

It may seem to be an inopportune time to conduct an examination of capacity-building chal-
lenges and effective ways to address them.  Organizations facing these financial hardships 
often cut their budget for key items, such as training, that are necessary for effective capac-
ity-building efforts.  However, if these organizations are to continue to operate in this harsh 
economic climate, they will need to improve their organizational effectiveness.  Therefore, an 
examination of capacity-building challenges, along with recommendations for the region in 
terms of how to meet these challenges, could not be timelier.

PROJECT PURPOSE

The Sisters of St. Joseph Charitable Fund commissioned the McDonough Center for 
Leadership and Business at Marietta College to conduct an examination of the capacity-
building and technical assistance needs of the nonprofit community in an eleven-county 
region spanning southeastern Ohio and west central West Virginia.

The purpose of this research project is to help develop a common understanding of the 
capacity-building challenges faced by nonprofit organizations in the region.  This can assist 
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interested members of the funding community in developing systematic approaches to sup-
port the organizational health of local nonprofits in addition to their programmatic requests.  
This will benefit the nonprofit organizations by ensuring that the funders, as well as the 
community at large, have solid, research-based information about the capacity-building 
challenges they are facing and the potential effectiveness of strategies for meeting those 
challenges.

SURVEY FOCUS

The instrument utilized in this study was developed by a research team led by Dr. Kirsten 
Gronberg of the Center on Philanthropy at Indiana University and administered in 2008 
to Indiana arts and culture organizations that have sought funding from the Indiana Arts 
Council.  This questionnaire was itself based on a 2007 instrument utilized by Dr. Gronberg’s 
team in a statewide examination of capacity building.

The instrument asked participating organizations to identify and assess the management 
issues they faced in seven key areas commonly described in the literature in order to deter-
mine the extent and severity of these challenges in the region.  Participants were also asked 
to evaluate the perceived effectiveness of various types of assistance in three categories – 
peer learning, funding, and technical assistance.  

SAMPLE AND SURVEY PROCEDURES

The survey was targeted at public charities and nonprofit agencies in an eleven county 
region covering portions of southeastern Ohio (Athens, Meigs, and Washington counties) 
and west central West Virginia (Calhoun, Jackson, Pleasants, Ritchie, Roane, Tyler, Wirt, and 
Wood counties). The study took place in three phases.  During the quantitative phase, we 
collected survey data from a large number of organizations within our targeted geographic 
area.  The second phase consisted of a more qualitative approach using focus groups.  In 
the final phase the primary researcher engaged in a series of site visits to other localities 
engaging in significant capacity building efforts in order to examine appropriate recommen-
dations for growth.

This section contains an overview of the survey procedures for all three phases of the study. 
For a more detailed account of the sampling and survey procedures, see Appendix A.

Quantitative Phase

The original pool included all 1,519 nonprofit 501(c)(3) organizations in these counties who 
had submitted 990 forms to the Internal Revenue Service (IRS).  The removal of duplicate 
organizations and those no longer in existence brought the potential pool down to 1,149 
agencies.  From there, twelve categories of organizations were eliminated from the pool of 
potential respondents.  Those twelve categories included alumni associations, booster orga-
nizations, churches, educational institutions, foundations, Greek organizations and collegiate 
honor societies, hospitals, parent/teacher organizations, scholarship funds, sports leagues, 
trusts funds, and volunteer fire departments.  These eliminations allowed the study to focus 
on examining nonprofit organizations that generally provide programming services and also 
have an operating base of employees, volunteers, and workspace. As a result, the stratified 
sample utilized included 567 organizations in the eleven counties. 
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The survey was administered in both a web-based format through SurveyMonkey and a 
paper-based format.  E-mail requests to participate in the online version survey were sent 
to all those who had valid e-mail addresses. No less than two reminder e-mails were sent 
as a follow-up. Paper copies of the instrument were mailed to all organizations that did not 
respond to the e-mail requests or for whom we could not locate a valid e-mail address or 
website. At least one phone call reminder was conducted in order to encourage all non-
responders to participate. Lastly, another round of paper copies of the survey was sent to 
anyone who had not yet participated in the study.  Overall, all organizations in the stratified 
sample were contacted at least twice for the purpose of this study.

A total of 176 organizations participated in the quantitative phase of the study, for a 
response rate of 31%.  Of these, 146 respondents utilized the web-based format, while only 
30 paper-based responses were returned out of a potential 400 paper copies distributed.

Focus Groups

Three separate focus groups were conducted in the second phase of the project.  The first 
was a meeting of several of the funders that operate in the region.  This focus group took 
place at Marietta College in February of 2009.

The second and third focus groups were intended as follow-ups to the quantitative por-
tion of the study.  All organizations that received the instrument were invited to attend one 
of three sessions.  Similar focus groups had been conducted by Ohio University in July of 
2008 as a part of their launch of the Regional Nonprofit Alliance.  Comparable questions 
about capacity building and types of assistance were asked in those listening sessions.  It 
was determined that rather than attempt to reconvene the same organizations to ask similar 
questions, the focus group data collected by Ohio University would be compiled with focus 
groups held in the spring of 2009 in West Virginia.  Two of the three sessions were held; 
the third was cancelled due to low attendance.  The session at West Virginia University at 
Parkersburg had seven attendees out of nine registered participants.  The session held in 
Harrisville, West Virginia, had four total participants.  The Listening Sessions hosted by Ohio 
University were held in ten locations in southeastern Ohio and had over 100 participants.

Best Practices Site Visits

A critical element of the study is to develop a list of potential recommendations that will 
attempt to enhance capacity building efforts in the region.  Several communities were 
targeted as potential models.  A total of four visits were arranged, including the Lansing 
and Battle Creek areas in Michigan; Indianapolis, Indiana; Orlando, Florida; and Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania.  

In each location, several organizations were visited. These organizations included funders 
supporting capacity-building efforts, management support organizations that engage in 
the delivery of capacity-building services, and organizations that have effectively employed 
capacity-building strategies to improve their organizational health.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The McDonough Center for Leadership and Business at Marietta College has 

recently completed a comprehensive study of nonprofit capacity in the Mid-

Ohio Valley.  Data was collected from organizations across an eleven county 

area in both southeastern Ohio and West Virginia through both a quantitative sur-

vey and a series of focus groups.  The questionnaire and the qualitative follow-up 

was designed to: (1) identify the most pressing  capacity building challenges facing 

individual organizations across seven dimensions of capacity described in the liter-

ature; and (2) describe what organizations felt the most effective type of assistance 

for these challenges would be.  From this data collection, as well as a series of site 

visits to similar geographic areas engaging in capacity building initiatives and our 

review of the literature, we have developed a series of recommendations for the 

nonprofit community and the funders in the region.

CAPACITY-BUILDING CHALLENGES

The questionnaire utilized for our study broke capacity building into seven primary dimen-
sions.  Each dimension had several indicators that we asked about in detail.  Respondents 
were asked to evaluate themselves in each of these dimensions by determining whether 
the indicators posed a major challenge, a minor challenge, or were not a challenge for their 
organization.   The ratings given to the indicators for each dimension were compiled into an 
average challenge score for each dimension.

Our results demonstrate that financial resources posed the greatest challenge faced by 
respondents, followed (in decreasing order) by human resources, information technology, 
networking and advocacy, marketing, planning and programs, and finally operations and 
governance.
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Financial Resource Capacity

All indicators within the financial resources dimension were seen as a major or minor chal-
lenge by over 55% of respondents.  Obtaining funding was viewed as a major (63.6%) or 
minor (30.1%) by 93.7% of respondents, showing the greatest level of concern of any of the 
financial indicators.  Securing foundation/corporate funding (54.9%), expanding their donor 
base (52.3%), and building endowments (52.1%) were seen as major challenges by over 
half of the participants.  Managing finances seemed to be an area where organizations felt 
most comfortable, with 41.8% reporting it to not be a challenge and another 42.4% consid-
ering it only a minor challenge.

Human Resource Capacity

As with financial resources, all indicators within the human resources dimension were seen 
as a major or minor challenge by over 55% of respondents with the exception of staff train-
ing.  The ability to recruit and keep volunteers seemed to be of greatest concern to partici-
pants; 31.4% saw this as a major challenge, and 39.5% saw it as at least a minor challenge.  
Recruiting and keeping board members was also a concern with 67.3% seeing it as a major 
or minor challenge.  Board training and managing human resources were also a concern for 
at least 60% of agencies.   Staff training was the area of least concern, with only 11.2% of 
respondents seeing this as a major challenge.

Information Technology Capacity

Again, all indicators within the human resources dimension were seen as a major or minor 
challenge by over 55% of respondents.  Website development and upgrading hardware 
were the greatest areas of concern, with at least 25% of organizations seeing these as ma-
jor challenges and over 65% seeing these as at least a minor challenge.  Creating and effec-
tively using databases was a major or minor concern for at least 62.4% of all respondents.  

Networking and Advocacy Capacity

All indicators in this dimension were seen as a major or minor challenge by a least 59% of 
all respondents.  Enhancing the public’s understanding of key issues was a major (29%) or 
minor (42.6%) challenge for 71.6% of participants.  Relations with policy makers (67.4%) 
and relations with other entities (64.7%) also posed significant major or minor challenges.

Marketing Capacity

All indicators in this dimension were also seen as a major or minor challenge by at least 55% 
of respondents, with the exception of defining constituency groups (43.4%).  The ability to 
enhance the visibility and reputation of the organization seemed to be the most pervasive 
challenge, with 38.7% of respondents seeing it as a major challenge and another 40.5% 
seeing it as at least a minor challenge.  Developing targeted communications to the commu-
nity was a close second with a total of 72.1% of respondents seeing it as a major or minor 
challenge.  

Programs and Planning Capacity

Four of the five indicators in the programs and planning dimension were seen as a major or 
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minor challenge by at least 60% of participants.  The most pervasive concern was the ability 
to attract new members or clients, which was a major concern for 30.4% of participants, 
and at least a minor concern for another 39.8%.  This was followed closely by the ability to 
evaluate outcomes, which was a major or minor concern for 69.1%. The ability to focus on 
the organizational mission and vision was a concern for only 47.6%, and a major concern 
for only 5.2% of that total.

Operations and Governance Capacity

Operations and governance issues were seen as a major or minor challenge for at least 
45% of respondents in each dimension.  Strategic planning was a challenge for nearly 70 % 
of organizations, and a major challenge for nearly one-quarter of these.  The development 
of management skills was a major or minor challenge for 67.8% of respondents, and board 
development was a concern for 65.9%.  Facilities management and performance of routine 
tasks were of the least concern to participants, with only 45% seeing these as a challenge

Interestingly, when asked to identify additional capacity-building needs in the open-ended 
portion of our study, the dimension that had the second highest number of identified needs 
at 24.2% was operations and governance, which had the lowest average capacity challenge 
score in the closed-ended responses in the first portion of the questionnaire.  

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE

In addition to rating the level of challenge that each dimension of capacity posed their 
organizations, respondents were also asked to rank the level of helpfulness of various types 
of assistance as very helpful (3), somewhat helpful (2), or not helpful (1).  The types of as-
sistance can be grouped into three categories: funding, peer learning, and technical assis-
tance.

Overall, the types of assistance associated with funding were seen as the most beneficial.       
In the open-ended portion of the study, 44.3% of the responses regarding how best to 
address these capacity-building needs related to some type of funding.  The closed-ended 
portion of the study also found that respondents viewed various forms of funding as the 
most helpful form of assistance.   Funding for general overhead expenses (2.57) and multi-
year funding (2.55) were seen as being the most helpful overall, followed by small targeted 
grants (2.32), endowment funding (2.29), and challenge grants (2.14).  The two forms of 
peer learning followed these funding types with learning from peers (2.14) tied at fifth overall 
and joint activity with others (2.0) as seventh overall.  Various forms of technical assistance 
followed, with student interns being viewed as the most helpful type (2.1), followed by work-
shops and training (1.86), outside consultants (1.75), and loaned executives (1.55).  The 
least desirable type of assistance overall was a type of funding, a low cost loan (1.22).

RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this study is to help capture the state of nonprofit capacity in the targeted 
geographic area, identify what resources are available to nonprofits, and to make recom-
mendations for improving capacity-building efforts.   These recommendations are sugges-
tions made based on the data collected in our quantitative phase, the focus groups, as well 
as the best practice site visits.  No one recommendation will in and of itself address the 
capacity needs of nonprofits.  A comprehensive approach utilizing a variety of tools is nec-
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essary to make significant strides in improved organizational effectiveness in the region.

There are six broad recommendations listed below (and discussed in detail within the full re-
port).   Within each broad recommendation are several specific suggestions for how it could 
be implemented.  Recommendations are made in no particular order.  

1.	 Funding Assistance�—Both the quantitative and qualitative portions of the study dem-
onstrate that this is the most desirable form of assistance.  Funding assistance can take 
many forms, as indicated below. It should be noted that while the other recommenda-
tions are not specific requests for funding assistance, there will be a need to provide 
funding to support these initiatives if they are to be fully implemented.

•	 Multi-year and General Overhead Funding�—These were identified as the most help-
ful of any form of assistance suggested in the study.  These types of funding ap-
proaches to capacity building provide the organizations with a great deal of flexibility 
in meeting their organizational challenges in a variety of ways.       

•	 Develop a Specific Funding Category for Capacity-Building Projects�—Grant ap-
plication materials help funders make clear what type of projects they will fund.  By 
adding a grant category that includes capacity building among their list of grant 
interests, funders will send a clear message that they are interested not only in 
funding these projects, but in promoting capacity in the sector.  

•	 Capacity Building Pooled Fund�—A pooled fund would be a collection of resources 
from multiple funders in the area that nonprofit organizations could apply for, much 
like any other grant application process.  Drawing from multiple funders would 
increase the funds available for capacity building and would provide a single place 
for organizations to turn  for their capacity-building requests.  Rather than apply to 
an individual funder, some intermediary agency would be utilized to administer the 
program.  Each participating funding entity would be responsible for contributing a 
minimum amount of money to the pooled fund annually.       

•	 Seek Federal or State Funding for Capacity-Building Programming�—There are 
funds available at the federal level, and to a lesser extent the state level, to provide 
capacity-building programming to specific audiences or geographic regions.  The 
key to this particular recommendation would be finding an intermediary organiza-
tion that has the ability to administer such a grant.  This organization may also need 
to find additional monies to help offset the administrative costs of overseeing the 
project.

2.	 Demonstrate Support for the Capacity Development Initiatives of Nonprofit 
Organizations�—Funders hold tremendous sway over their current and potential grant-
ees, who are always looking for ways to demonstrate that they are viable organizations 
with valuable programming and therefore worthy of funding.  Funders have the ability 
to use this influence to convey the importance of capacity building and organizational 
development.

•	 Modified Grant Application Process�—Funders could modify their grant applications 
to reflect the importance of capacity-building initiatives.  By simply asking a poten-
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tial grant recipient to describe what activities the organization is undertaking to build 
organizational capacity, the funder is sending a clear signal that they are interested 
in working with organizations that are taking steps to grow and improve.    This 
could be a checklist or a narrative description.

•	  Common Grant Application�—The establishment of a common grant application 
for regional funders could potentially simplify the grant seeking and proposal writing 
process for organizations.  These resources could then be used to improve orga-
nizational effectiveness.   This is currently being discussed by several West Virginia 
funders.  

•	 Organizational Assessments�—Many of the organizations visited during the best 
practices phase of the study used some form of organizational assessments when 
organizations applied for capacity-building assistance.  These diagnostic tools vary 
in complexity.  Such an assessment tool should be required if capacity-building 
funding is requested to demonstrate that the entity has truly examined their needs 
and prioritized them.  Funders may also consider encouraging such assessments 
even for programmatic requests, perhaps as an appendix, to demonstrate their 
desire to work with organizations that are concerned with their own development as 
well as programming.  

3.	 Educational Opportunities for Nonprofit Leaders�—Training and development is 
one form of assistance to address the varying needs of nonprofit entities.  It should be 
noted that there are currently a variety of educational opportunities for nonprofit leaders 
in the area available through institutions of higher learning.  These opportunities should 
be widely encouraged for nonprofit professionals in the region who plan to remain in the 
sector to advance themselves professionally in addition to helping their organization.  
See the Regional Profile section for more information about these various programs.

•	 Offer Varied Types of Workshops to Nonprofit Organizations�—While each dimension 
evaluated in this study is not mentioned specifically below, nonprofits could cer-
tainly benefit from workshops that address nearly any of these dimensions and their 
corresponding indicators.  The two areas specifically mentioned �— various compo-
nents of fundraising and board governance �— were the most frequent type of as-
sistance requested in the quantitative and qualitative portions of the study respec-
tively. Other frequent requests for training found in our study included grantwriting, 
outcomes measurement, and marketing to potential clients, volunteers, and donors.  
These are topic areas that should also be considered if at all possible.  In order for 
these training sessions to be effective, the cost needs to be fairly low in order to at-
tract nonprofits of all sizes.  As a result, the overall cost of the sessions may need to 
be underwritten by a funder.  Additionally, opportunities for follow-up are critical to 
the successful implementation of ideas presented in training.    

u	Fundraising Workshops�—Seven of the top ten most pervasive needs identi-
fied in the study all relate to financial resources, and the need for effective 
fundraising.  Obtaining funding, expanding the donor base, developing capital 
campaigns, building endowments, securing corporate or foundation support, 
acquiring government grants, writing proposals are all key skills for nonprofit 
entities that may be enhanced through effective training.  
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u	Board Governance Workshops�—This was a frequent request in the qualitative 
portion of the study.  The key to success in these types of workshops would be 
finding ways to encourage board members to attend alongside line staff and 
executive directors.

•	 Scholarships�—A significant obstacle to participating in professional development 
in its various forms is cost.  Providing full or partial scholarships to cover the cost 
of workshops, postsecondary coursework, conferences, and more can encourage 
managerial and line staff to learn more about organizational effectiveness. These 
scholarships could be offered by individual funders or through a pooled fund.

•	 Nonprofit Workshop Series�—The Voinovich School at Ohio University and West 
Virginia University at Parkersburg’s Community and Workforce Education program 
have engaged in discussions about offering a nonprofit workshop series as part of 
a continuing education program for the region.  The proposed course listing can be 
found in Appendix C of this report.  The workshops would be a mix of traditional 
instructional methodologies with opportunities for interaction and discussion by 
attendees.  This series could be offered through a cohort approach, increasing net-
working opportunities with peer organizations.  A fully funded first cohort could build 
positive momentum to encourage organizations to participate in future sessions.

•	 Digital Training�—One of the major barriers to engaging in training and development 
for nonprofit professionals is a lack of resources, such as money and time.  Orga-
nizations in this particular region often have to travel to attend workshop sessions.  
Advances in technology may provide some digital alternatives to traditional face-to-
face training that requires participants to travel long distances, such as webinars or 
DVDs.

u	Webinars�—Webinars are an online delivery method for training that include lec-
ture along with opportunities to also allow participants to interject to ask ques-
tions, share their experiences, and dialog with their classmates through varied 
software platforms.  Sessions can also be archived and later viewed for review 
or by individuals who were unable to “attend” the session.  This minimizes the 
need to travel for training.  Funding would be necessary to acquire the software 
to support these training methods.

u	DVDs�—Another way to address travel constraints to training would be to de-
velop training packets that include DVDs of filmed lectures.  The packets would 
also include relevant readings, templates, and other materials to be used and 
could be circulated at no or low cost to organizations.  The Regional Nonprofit 
Alliance is currently developing a packet on board governance based on re-
quests during their Listening Sessions, and may have the capability of produc-
ing more as resources permit.  Funding would be necessary for the production 
of the DVDs and the reproduction of the relevant materials, as well as postage if 
packets are to be mailed directly to organizations.
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4.	 Facilitate Effective Networking and Resource-Sharing Among Nonprofit Or-
ganizations�—The qualitative portion of the study demonstrated that there is a clear 
need to raise awareness of available resources and how to access them.  One of these 
resources is clearly the ability to interact with peers through networking opportunities. 

•	 Networking Luncheons�—A regular opportunity to interact with other executive 
directors was seen by focus participants as very beneficial, a finding supported by 
the literature.  Networking luncheons were mentioned as a possible method.  The 
Parkersburg area already conducts these types of luncheons through an organiza-
tion called the Community Service Council, a rich sharing opportunity that should 
continue and even grow.  Setting up similar luncheons or even evening events in 
other areas would be beneficial as well.  

•	 Peer Mentor Network�—A peer mentoring network would be an effective tool for 
new executive directors�—new to the sector, to the mission focus area of their orga-
nization, or to the geographic region.  New nonprofit executives could be matched 
with experienced executives.  Mentoring relationships are typically beneficial to the 
newbie, who is learning a great deal about how to effectively do his or her job and 
help his or her organization, as well as to the experienced mentor, who has to re-
flect on what works well and what about his or her practice needs to be improved.  
In order for a formal peer network to be effective an individual or organization would 
need to match protégée and mentor.  The individual administering such a program 
would need a way to keep track of the organizations in the region and their execu-
tive directors in order to make matches�—which is no small task. An alternative 
might be to try to establish mentoring relationships during networking opportunities, 
such as the lunches described above.  Another alternative might be to have such a 
mentoring program fall under the auspices of a regional office (described below).  

•	 Establish a Regional Discussion Board for Nonprofit Organizations�—Another 
relatively low cost method for promoting peer interaction and dialog would be the 
establishment of a regional nonprofit discussion board.  The discussion board could 
have a main portion where all nonprofits interact, as well as interest sections based 
on organizational mission.  An effective discussion board would need a moderator.  
The role of a moderator would be monitoring the discussion, adding topics to get 
people talking, and helping to field questions about the board and how it operates.  
The moderator could be particularly mindful of posting relevant information specific 
to this region, something that seems to be currently lacking.

•	 Raising Awareness of Available Resources�—One of the issues identified in the focus 
group sessions was a lack of awareness about where to locate information.  There 
seemed to be an understanding that some organizational development resources 
were available to local nonprofits, but many did not know how to access these re-
sources or realized what agencies, groups, or organizations provided which servic-
es.  A marketing campaign to help organizations locate key resources more easily 
might be beneficial.  Funding entities could also provide a link from their websites to 
a page that contains a comprehensive list of regional resources, or include a flier in 
any mailings that they send to their grantees.  
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•	  Document Sharing and Templates�—Policy templates were noted by several focus 
group participants as being a very valuable resource, though they expressed frus-
tration at their ability to locate “good ones.”  By having these templates collected 
by an intermediary agency which has sorted through and identified the quality of 
these templates, it is more likely they will be of use to regional nonprofits.  It would 
also be potentially beneficial if these templates were grouped in some way based 
on organizational size or type.  Document sharing through a Wiki would be another 
alternative to help assist organizations seeking to develop policies and procedures.  
This would allow regional nonprofits to work with and assist each other.  Organiza-
tions would have to be made aware that such a resource exists if they are to benefit 
from it.  One possibility would be to provide links to these resources from websites 
or resources frequently used by nonprofits in the region, such as funder websites.

•	 Promote Sharing of Back Office Services�—Collaboration in the nonprofit world 
takes many different forms, one of which is shared back office services. These are 
those services necessary for the functional operation of the organization, but that 
are not necessarily tied to the organizational mission, such as benefits administra-
tion, financial management and accounting, information technology training and 
support, and more.  Sharing of office space is another possibility, allowing organiza-
tions to pool resources to pay for janitorial services or office equipment and services 
such as phone systems and copiers, such as the services currently provided by 
the Volunteer Action Center in the Parkersburg area.  Funding would be required 
to expand what the Volunteer Action Center already provides, or to find another 
intermediary organization that might be able to provide such services.  It would be 
essential to keep the cost of these services low so that they would be affordable 
to the smaller organizations, which may also require funding from outside sources 
to supplement any fee schedule.  By outsourcing basic functions to another entity, 
the organization is freer to focus their resources on programming as well as ways to 
enhance their overall organizational effectiveness.  

•	 Provide Support for Organizations Considering Mergers�—The merger of some or all 
of the function of an agency with another may seem like a logical solution to limited 
resources.  After all, the alternative is often closing shop.  However, there are a 
number of issues related to organizational culture, hierarchy, and delivery of services 
that almost immediately come to the fore when talks of a merger occur, particularly 
related to organizational culture and financial resources.  One of the reasons that 
mergers do not always succeed is that organizations move forward without being 
familiar with the complex tasks that need to be carried out in order to make the 
merger a success.  A consultant should be brought in early in the process to deter-
mine the feasibility of the merger before it proceeds, and to give both sides a clear 
understanding of what needs to be done, and what the change will look like.  A 
source of funding available to engage technical assistance regarding mergers would 
encourage organizations to consider this option as well as make them more likely to 
be successful. 

•	 Conferences�—Conferences are excellent opportunities for networking and profes-
sional development.  Funders could provide scholarship monies, as mentioned 
above, to promote attendance at existing conferences in either Ohio, West Virginia, 
or at the national level.  Another alternative would be to develop and fund a re-
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gional conference that draws nonprofit organizations from both states to promote a 
regional approach to organizational capacity building.

5.	 Enhance Technical Assistance Opportunities�—The provision of direct, hands-on 
support for various managerial challenges for the nonprofit agency can take a variety 
of forms, including consultants, student projects, interns, volunteer experts, and more.  
These forms of assistance can be individualized to the specific needs of an organization, 
rather than a more global approach that describes what an ideal organization should 
be doing. This can be helpful when an organization needs an objective point of view 
or when the agency needs a specialized area of expertise that may fall outside the skill 
set of the current staff.  There are some organizations in the area that provide techni-
cal assistance; however, it seems from both the quantitative and qualitative findings of 
this study that there is a clear need to enhance the opportunities that do currently exist.  
Of course, as with most recommendations, the first step to developing many of these 
specific recommendations is funding.

•	 Consultant Directory�—The Ohio Nonprofit Resource Network has a consultant 
directory available online.  We were unable to find detailed information about this 
consultant directory�—when it was last updated, how the consultants were vetted, 
etc.  As a result, we cannot say at this time whether the Ohio Nonprofit Resource 
Network is a current, up to date resource that could meet this need.  In addition, 
there currently does not appear to be an active consultant directory in West Virginia.  
The creation of a consultant directory specifically tailored to this region �— and one 
that specifically crosses state lines �— could be an invaluable resource.

•	 Ask an Expert�—Resource constraints may make it difficult, if not impossible, to hire 
a consultant.  Some organizational needs may also be as “simple” as being able 
to ask a question that may not require a longer term commitment to a consultant.  
Ohio University’s Regional Nonprofit Alliance is planning to develop an expert bank 
where nonprofits would call the Alliance, which would then match the question with 
an appropriate volunteer expert. These volunteer experts would be asked to com-
mit to answer approximately two questions per month.  While the experts will be 
volunteers, some funding will be necessary for the recruitment process as well as to 
provide some recognition for the volunteers.

•	 Regional Consultants�—As mentioned previously, a number of the organizations 
described in the Regional Profile offer some form of technical assistance.  However, 
the availability of this assistance is uneven, as was the knowledge of these resourc-
es among the members of the nonprofit community that participated in this study.  
A regional consultant could be hired to provide technical assistance to nonprofits in 
the region, eventually moving toward a team of consultants if the approach is suc-
cessful.  In addition to direct technical assistance to organizations, the consultant(s) 
could also provide some workshops as well. The challenge of a regional consultant 
would of course be finding funding to pay for the salary of such an individual.  A 
related concern would be finding an organization to house the consultant.  The 
participants in the qualitative portion of the study specifically requested the hiring of 
an information technology specialist to be shared across the region.  
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•	 Student Interns�—One of the types of technical assistance seen as most effective in 
the quantitative portion of the study was the use of student interns.  Many regional 
colleges or universities either encourage or overtly require students to complete 
internships or co-op experiences in which they apply the knowledge learned in the 
classroom to a real-world setting.  Despite this opportunity, many nonprofits strug-
gle to attract interns because of their inability to pay an adequate salary – if they can 
pay one at all.  In order to promote nonprofit internship opportunities, a fund to pay 
for student interns would be beneficial.  This fund could be administered by an in-
termediary agency or the institutions of higher learning themselves.  Funding would 
be useful to help nonprofits market their internship opportunities.

•	 Service-Learning Projects�—Individual or groups of students from regional colleges 
and universities have engaged in service learning projects which apply their class-
room knowledge to capacity-building projects in nonprofits.  This could be expand-
ed by developing some type of standardized process to request assistance.  Per-
haps a website with a targeted menu or list of project types can be given up front to 
help organizations identify needs that fit with both the capability levels of the student 
groups and the time frames of the academic calendar at each particular institution.  
Specific memorandums of understanding laying out what the student groups will 
be able to do within the constraints of the academic calendar are also key. Some 
funding may be beneficial in order to develop online forms to request assistance, or 
do some type of marketing campaign to regional nonprofits to make them aware of 
what service learning opportunities are available. It might also be beneficial to have 
funds available to organizations who have worked with student groups to develop 
a plan of some kind in order to help them implement a new fundraising strategy, a 
business plan, etc.  

•	 Apply for a Regional AmeriCorps VISTA�—AmeriCorps VISTA (Volunteers in Service 
to America) is a federal program that is focused on poverty alleviation through indi-
rect service.  Indirect service means that VISTAs are involved with various aspects 
of programs, planning, and organizational development.  Nonprofit organizations, 
educational institutions, or tribal or public agencies that have projects that are 
focused on poverty relief can apply for a VISTA.  An intermediary organization of 
some type could apply for an AmeriCorps VISTA that could develop programming 
to address a variety of capacity-building needs in the region.

6.	 Regional Capacity Building Office�—Many of the above recommendations would 
require some type of administrative structure to support the initiative.  These could po-
tentially take place within the context of one or more current organizations described in 
the Regional Profile section with monies from one or more funders at the local, regional, 
or national level.  Funds for these recommendations would have to include monies to 
defray the additional administrative duties added to the current functions of the or-
ganization.  This would be an addition to the other work being carried about by that 
organization, and would require that they either have the resources in terms of staff or 
volunteers to monitor and manage the program or that the organization seek funding to 
hire additional personnel.

An alternative to housing the above recommendations within one or more intermediary 
agencies would be the creation of a new office specifically devoted to capacity-building 
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initiatives in this specific region.  This is obviously a more costly option as it would re-
quire the establishment of a new office, but could be perceived as the “one stop shop” 
that seemed so desirable to study participants.  The establishment of a new office 
specifically for the region might alleviate some of the geographical constraints imposed 
by state lines.  Such an entity could easily oversee any of the above recommendations.  
Another possibility might be to combine a regional office that focuses on nonprofit 
development with a program that offers services to entrepreneurs in order to promote 
economic development in the community as well.

CONCLUSION

The nonprofit community of the Mid-Ohio Valley faces a variety of challenges as they at-
tempt to improve their organizational performance.  Given the current state of the economy, 
these challenges are likely to become more pronounced in the near future.  The findings in 
this study will hopefully provide the nonprofit community as well as those funders who oper-
ate in the region with some ideas for how best to tackle these challenges and improve the 
overall quality of services in the area in a time when they are most needed.  

We have made a number of recommendations for all stakeholders to consider when evalu-
ating this complex issue.  These recommendations are based on a mix of what we saw as 
effective practice in similar communities across the country, a review of the literature, and 
our analysis of the data.  We hope they provide a beginning point for discussing the needs 
of the nonprofit community and what can be done to assist them in improving their organi-
zational health in order to effectively meet their missions.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

NONPROFIT BACKGROUND

The nonprofit sector, or charitable sector, is a collection of organizations “dedicated to mobi-
lizing private initiative for the public good” (Salamon, 2002, p. 4).  These are typically orga-
nizations developed by passionate groups of individuals committed to a particular cause, 
whether it be supporting the arts, mentoring urban youth, or eradicating hunger.  While they 
are often long on passion for the issue that drives them, they are often short on resources.  
That makes the organizational capacity, or the ability for the organization to function at its 
maximum potential, critically important.

The sector includes organizations that are exempt from federal income taxation, under Sec-
tion 501 (c)(3) of the tax code. These organizations may receive tax-deductible contributions 
from donors, including individuals or businesses. As of 2006, there are 1,478,194 nonprofit 
organizations registered with the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), an increase of 36.2% 
since 1996 (Internal Revenue Service, 2007).  The demand for nonprofit organizations has 
increased due to their ability to address many social issues pertinent to the nation, such as 
hunger, poverty, homelessness or environmental concerns (McKinsey & Company, 2001). 
The majority of those nonprofit organizations include public charities or other nonprofit 
organizations, such as local youth recreational centers,  low-income housing projects or do-
mestic violence centers. About five percent of all registered organizations are private founda-
tions. Private foundations are considered charitable organizations; however, they specifically 
distribute funds to public charities or other nonprofit organizations and do not engage in 
direct service (The Urban Institute, 2008). For the purposes of this research project, private 
foundations have been eliminated from our subject pool since their capacity challenges 
are likely different than those nonprofit organizations that are involved in providing a direct 
service to the community.

The main focus of this study is nonprofit organizations facing a variety of organizational and 
managerial challenges.  These challenges can be referred to as organizational capacity. This 
term refers to the tools, resources, partnerships, and programs used to achieve the organi-
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zation’s mission (Light, 2004). Building capacity allows the organization to achieve its mis-
sion with a greater degree of success. The study, utilizing an instrument designed by Indiana 
University’s Center on Philanthropy, breaks organizational capacity down into seven primary 
dimensions.

DEFINING ORGANIZATIONAL CAPACITY

For nonprofit organizations, capacity building itself can hold multiple definitions due to 
the breadth and variety of nonprofits themselves. In addition, the term capacity building is 
used interchangeably with similar ones, such as organizational effectiveness or technical 
assistance (McKinsey & Company, 2001).  Grantmakers for Effective Organizations (GEO) 
encourages the use of this definition for organizational capacity building:

Organizational capacity building is the application of knowledge and expertise to 
the enhancement of those factors that contribute to organizational effectiveness. 
Capacity building focuses on an organization’s skills, systems, structures, and strat-
egies. The primary intent of organizational capacity is to enhance an organization’s 
ability to achieve its social mission. (Kibbe, 2004, p. 7).

A key element to this, and virtually all definitions in the literature, is that the organization is 
able to effectively achieve its mission.

Another way to view nonprofit capacity is through a framework 
of seven essential elements (McKinsey & Company, 2001). This 
“Capacity Framework” is structured as a pyramid including three 
important elements: aspirations, strategy, and organizational 
skills. Aspirations include the mission, vision, and goals of the 
organization. Strategy includes the set of actions and programs 
designed to fulfill the organization’s goals. Organizational skills 
include planning programs, managing resources, and build-
ing relationships (McKinsey & Company, 2001). The three base 
elements include systems and infrastructure, human resources, 

and organizational structure. Systems and infrastructure refer to planning, decision making, 
knowledge management, and administrative systems. This field also includes the orga-
nization’s physical and technological assets. Human resources refer to the organizations 
employment of the board, management, staff, and volunteers. The organizational structure 
describes the type of board governance and staff structure the organization has designed. 
Lastly, culture is an important aspect of the organization, including the shared values and 
practices that help the organization achieve its mission.

Capacity building should ensure that the vision and mission are core concepts directly 
related to the products and services of that organization. For instance, if an organization’s 
mission is to provide “cultural diversity,” they should use this as a criterion for evaluating all 
programs and events (De Vita, Fleming, & Trombly, 2001). In addition, all leadership, re-
sources, and outreach related to the organization should not only be in direct line with the 
vision and mission but also the products and services.

Organizational Capacity refers to 
the tools, resources, partnerships, 

and programs used to achieve 
the organization’s mission (Light, 

2004). Building capacity allows the 
organization to achieve its mission 
with a greater degree of success.
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DIMENSIONS OF CAPACITY

The most recent survey on nonprofit capacity needs was conducted by the School of Public 
and Environmental Affairs at Indiana University in 2004 and again in 2008-09. Our study 
used an adapted version of the instrument used by Indiana University. The instrument asks 
respondents to analyze their capacity challenges in seven dimensions which are adapted 
from the “Capacity Framework” by McKinsey & Company (2001), and the research on 
capacity building by DeVita, Fleming, and Trombly (2001). These dimensions include net-
working and advocacy capacity, resource capacity (financial), operations and governance 
capacity, human resources capacity, programs and planning capacity, marketing capacity, 
and information technology.

Networking and Advocacy 

Networking and advocacy capacity centers on the creation and maintenance of relation-
ships with key policymakers as well as constituents (Glickman & Servon, 1998).  Networking 
specifically is the interaction of all major players in a community, including the public sector, 
the private sector, funders, and other nonprofit agencies (Walker & Weinheimer, 1998).  

This dimension includes indicators such as: (1) forming/maintaining relations with other 
entities; (2) learning best practices from other organizations; (3) strengthening relationships 
with key policy makers; (4) enhancing public understanding of key policy issues; as well as 
(5) responding effectively to community expectations (Gronberg, Cheney, Leadingham, & 
Liu, 2007).  In a 2007 study conducted by Indiana University, enhancing public understand-
ing of key policy issues was considered a major challenge by 46% of survey respondents 
(Gronbjerg et al., 2007).  The rest of the indicators above only presented minor challenges to 
survey respondents.

Issues related to networking and advocacy will likely become more important given the cur-
rent economic climate. Some nonprofits today are more likely to fail as a result of an overall 
decline in private donations and a shrinking pool of all types of resources.  Past research 
has concluded that isolated organizations are more likely to fail due to a lack of shared 
resources and focus on community expectations (De Vita, Fleming, & Trombly, 2001). Non-
profits that move toward forming strategic alliances and pooling their resources are more 
likely to survive this economic downturn (Collins, 2008). 

Financial Resources 

Every organization needs financial resources to survive and thrive.  Those resources are 
often scarce in the nonprofit world.  The ability to locate and acquire resources, as well as 
the ability to be good stewards of those resources, is essential for success.  Not surprisingly, 
the 2007 study of nonprofit capacity-building challenges in Indiana found that over 85% of 
survey respondents identified financial resources as the greatest challenge they faced (Gron-
bjerg et al., 2007).

For most organizations, the best predictor of success and growth is how much the organi-
zation spends financially on fundraising (Light, 2004). Contrary to popular belief, how well 
a nonprofit reduces administrative costs is not a factor in predicting growth. Emphasiz-
ing strategic positioning, such as fundraising and mission related activities, can elicit more 
contributions than focusing on basic operations, such as managing facility space (Light, 
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2004). For instance, there are more fundraising opportunities available now using the Inter-
net. These include YouTube’s Nonprofit Program, where organizations can post videos and 
include a Google checkout link for donations. Nonprofits can utilize blogs, social networking 

sites such as Facebook or MySpace, and podcasts to promote 
their mission and to help raise funds at a low cost (Bush, 2007). 
These methods not only increase fundraising opportunities but 
also help the organization spread awareness of its mission.

Indicators related to financial resources in this study include: (1) 
managing finances or financial accounting; (2) obtaining funding 
or other financial resources; (3) writing grant proposals; (4) secur-

ing foundation or corporate grant support; (5) securing government grants or contracts; (6) 
developing a capital campaign for needed expansion; (7) undertaking special events; (8) 
expanding the donor base; and (9) building an endowment (Gronbjerg et al., 2007).

Operations and Governance 

Operations and governance involve the managerial and leadership capabilities of an organi-
zation through both its staff and its board of directors.  The operations and governance di-
mension of capacity in this study includes: (1) undertaking strategic planning for the organi-
zation; (2) improving management skills; (3) managing or improving board/staff relations; (4) 
establishing organizational culture; (5) training and/or developing the board; (6) performing 
routine tasks indirectly related to mission or goals; and (7) managing the facilities or space 
the organization uses (Gronbjerg et al., 2007).

According to the Indiana study of nonprofits, training or developing the board of directors of 
a nonprofit organization is the most significant challenge (79%) in the category of operations 
and governance (Gronbjerg et al., 2007). This is followed closely by improving management 
skills, strategic planning, establishing an organizational culture, and improving the board/
staff relations. Managing facilities or space and performing routine tasks related to the mis-
sion were described statistically as non-significant challenges (Gronbjerg et al., 2007). 

The Indiana findings support a study by Chait, Holland, & Taylor (1996), which examined 
board members and trustees and found that many of them do not receive any formal 
education when joining a new board. In addition, most board members are required to 
learn passively through observations and do not partake in active learning (Chait, Holland, & 
Taylor, 1996). Many nonprofits trust their board members to make decisions without formal 
training or orientation programs for new board members. This problem could have a ripple 
effect throughout the organization and its level of performance. 

The most obvious effects are an overreliance on the staff to make overarching policies and 
strategic planning, an inability to evaluate programs and interpret results, and a limitation 
on the board’s interest in financial resources (Chait, Holland, & Taylor, 1996). An additional 
problem is that, “Board members are primarily considered a source of knowledge – not 
individuals with a need for knowledge” (Chait, Holland, & Taylor, 1996, p. 86).  Many board 
members also believe previous experience working with nonprofits accounts for lack of 
knowledge. For instance, if your résumé shows that you have worked with a board before, 
many people think you do not need to be retrained to work with a different nonprofit even 
if its mission, vision, goals, and overall structure are different. Training the board can be an 
easy fix to other area problems within an organization.

For most organizations, the best 
predictor of success and growth 

is how much the organization 
spends financially on fundraising 

(Light, 2004).
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Generally speaking, the board’s performance is linked to the other areas of operations and 
governance such as management skills, strategic planning, and board/staff relations. Having 
set procedures and processes for the board increases their ability to oversee the organiza-
tion on three different dimensions, analytic, educational, and interpersonal (Brown, 2005). 
Brown found a significant positive relationship between organizations with larger staffs and 
overall board performance.  Research shows that organizations with the highest board per-
formance rates also had the highest budgets (Brown, 2005). Developing a high performing 
board could increase the capacity of an organization.

Human Resources 

Every organization has to focus on the recruitment, retention, and professional development 
of those individuals who work with the entity in any way.  In short, effective organizations of 
all types have to focus on how to develop their human resources.  In the case of nonprofit 
organizations, these human resources involve paid staff — including managerial and line 
staff positions — as well as volunteers — including board members.  

The human resources category for the purposes of this study includes indicators such as: 
(1) managing staff and/or volunteers; (2) recruiting/keeping qualified staff; (3) staff training; 
(4) recruiting/keeping qualified and reliable volunteers; (5) volunteer training; (6) recruiting/
keeping effective board members; and (7) board training (Gronbjerg et al., 2007). All of these 
indicators were reported as at least a minor challenge by two-thirds respondents in the Indi-
ana nonprofit capacity study (Gronbjerg et al., 2007). Seventy-eight percent of respondents 
found board training to be a minor or major challenge, including one-third of respondents 
considering it to be a major challenge. 

Research suggests that while nonprofits report board recruitment problems, populations 
of people are being neglected and under-represented on midsize nonprofit boards. These 
groups of people include ethnic and racial minorities, those over 65 and those under the age 
of 35. These findings were based on a national sample of nonprofits in the midsize budget 
range from $500,000 to $5 million (Ostrower, 2008). This research suggests that when 
recruiting board members, it is important to identify and select members who represent the 
people the nonprofit is serving. Overcoming barriers such as diversifying the board may lead 
to an increase in public confidence and more funding. Organizations that use criteria such 
as, “Willingness to give time” or “Knowledge of the organization’s mission” tend to recruit 
board members who are more actively engaged. Using friend-
ship with current board members as a recruitment criterion is 
negatively associated with levels of board activity (Ostrower, 
2008). Generally, placing an emphasis on participation and 
knowledge will yield an active and engaged board which would 
require less active training of board members.

There has been a noticeable decline in volunteering rates in the 
United States since 2003 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2008). 
Young people in their twenties were least likely to volunteer, 
whereas persons age 35 to 54 were most likely to volunteer. Those with more education 
are more likely to donate their time (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2008). About 4 in 10 college 
graduates will volunteer, which is a higher rate than high school graduates, and those with-
out a diploma. About 44.6% of volunteers started volunteering because they were asked to 
by someone in the organization (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2008). Based on these statis-

There has been a noticeable 
decline in volunteering rates in the 
United States since 2003. Young 
people in their twenties were 
least likely to volunteer, whereas 
persons age 35 to 54 were most 
likely to volunteer.
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tics, it might be beneficial to nonprofit organizations to have a volunteer recruitment program 
in order to attract volunteers who are more likely to participate with the organization.

Programs and Planning 

Programs and planning are the very heart of what occurs in a nonprofit organization.  Many 
nonprofits develop to address a particular set of community needs or challenges.  They do 
so through the delivery of a variety of programs designed to meet the needs of their target 
audience and the community at large.  

In order to deliver quality programming, an organization must plan effectively, which requires 
them to develop an organizational vision and mission.  The vision and mission of the orga-
nization state why the organization exists and are key to building capacity through effective 
planning. The vision and mission should be able to attract leaders who have the same vision 
(De Vita, Fleming, & Twombly, 2001). In order to meaningfully evaluate the performance of 
the organization, an element of effective planning, vision and mission must both be taken 
into consideration. The aspirations of the organization, such as vision, mission, and goals, 
should be constructed so as to serve as outcome measures or guidelines in evaluation of 
programs and planning in order to determine if programming should be adjusted (De Vita, 
Fleming, & Trombly, 2001; McKinsey & Company, 2001). One approach that can be taken in 
planning is a “zero-based planning” structure, where the organization starts fresh periodical-
ly and eliminates any programs that do not contribute directly to the mission (Light, 2004, p. 
149). This helps constrain unnecessary costs to the organization and refocuses on develop-
ing the organization to sustain excellence (Light, 2004). The aspirations of an organization 
should be evaluated every two to three years to ensure relevancy. 

There are five indicators under the programs and planning dimension in this study: (1) 
focusing on the vision and mission; (2) delivering high quality programs/services; (3) assess-
ing community needs; (4) attracting new members/clients; and (5) evaluating or assessing 
program outcomes or impact. Three-fourths of survey respondents in the Indiana study of 
nonprofits stated that evaluating or assessing program outcomes or impact is a minor chal-
lenge, with 30% considering it to be a major challenge (Gronbjerg et al., 2007). In addition, 
assessing community needs and attracting new members or clients is a major challenge for 
25% of respondents and a minor challenge for 66% of respondents.  Very few respondents 
stated that focusing on the mission or vision of the organization is a challenge (Gronbjerg et 
al., 2007). 

Marketing 

Nonprofit marketing is different from the for-profit sector because it focuses not on tangible 
outcomes for the consumer, but on social behavioral change that may benefit the larger 
community rather than just the individual (Dann, Harris, Mort, Fry, & Binney, 2007). In this 
sense, nonprofit marketing is more related to social marketing, in attempting to recruit mem-
bers for the organization as volunteers, staff, board members, and contributors, as well as 
to understand charitable behavior of the community.  Kotler and Anderson (2007) state that 
nonprofit marketing utilizes methods used in commercial, or for-profit marketing, in order to 
acquire resources to deliver programs as well as provide for the continued existence of the 
organization (Dann et al., 2007).  Marketing directors of nonprofits often note the difficulty 
of marketing for nonprofits because of the lack of tangible, measurable outcomes (Hal, 
2006). In addition, nonprofit marketers note the added challenge of the slow pace of deci-
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sion making involved in their sector versus the fast paced orientation of the private sector. 
Nonprofit marketing needs to be examined differently than business marketing because of 
the nonprofits social service focus as well as the need of the community for the nonprofit to 
succeed. Goals should be created to help the nonprofit measure and evaluate its marketing 
effectiveness because of the lack of tangible outcomes. 

Marketing, for the purpose of this study, includes seven indicators: (1) defining constitu-
ency groups; (2) meeting the needs/interests of current members or clients; (3) accessing 
research or information on programs/services; (4) developing targeted communications 
to community; (5) adjusting programs/services to meet changing needs; (6) communicat-
ing with members/clients; and (7) enhancing the visibility/reputation of the organization’s 
activities. All seven of these subcategories were reported to be at least a minor challenge 
by more than 60% of Indiana survey respondents (Gronbjerg et 
al., 2007). About half of the organizations reported enhancing 
the visibility and reputation of the organization and developing 
targeted communications to community to be a major challenge. 
About 25% of respondents stated that defining the organizations 
own constituency groups and adjusting programs or services to 
meet changing needs to be a major challenge (Gronbjerg et al., 
2007).

Information Technology 

Information technology has become an important component for organizational effective-
ness across all sectors in recent years.  Information technology includes the ability of the 
organization to not only identify the types of computer hardware and software that are criti-
cal to their success, but also the ability to afford to purchase or in some way acquire these 
key resources.  Acquiring these resources is only the tip of the iceberg, however. Once they 
are obtained, paid staff and/or volunteers have to be able to use them effectively, which may 
require costly training. The equipment also must be maintained if it is to be of use to the 
organization. The organization also must have the ability to make repairs when necessary, 
either in-house or by having the financial resources to hire someone to manage them.  Infor-
mation technology has also come to mean the ability of the nonprofit organization to utilize 
communication tools, such as websites, social networking sites, and more.

In a study of how small nonprofits adapt and use technology, it was found that the most 
successful organizations included technology use in their strategic plan (Silverman, Rafter, & 
Martinez, 2007).  The least successful organizations began technology use without planning 
staff training. Overall, the study found that factors that led to successful technology integra-
tion included having at least one staff member who is technologically savvy, being creative 
about the uses of technology, researching the various potential uses of any technology, allo-
cating financial resources and time for training before adopting new technologies, interest in 
adoption among the staff, and a willingness to listen to feedback from the end users of the 
technology --the clients served by the organization (Silverman, Rafter, & Martinez, 2007). 

The indicators that make up the information technology dimension in this study include:  
(1) knowing how technology helps achieve your mission or goals; (2) identifying technol-
ogy tools and resources for service delivery; (3) communicating information technology (IT) 
needs to decision-makers or funders; (4) upgrading computers to support new software; 
(5) creating, updating, and effectively using databases; (6) creating a comprehensive and 

About half of the organizations 
in the Indiana University study 
reported enhancing the visibility 
and reputation of the organization 
and developing targeted 
communications to community to 
be a major challenge.
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interactive website; (7) training staff or volunteers in software applications; and (8) getting IT 
assistance. About 50% of Indiana survey respondents stated that training staff in informa-
tion technology as a minor challenge, followed by 40% of respondents stating that website 
development was a minor challenge.  Thirty-six percent of respondents stated that website 
development was a major challenge. As suggested by experts in nonprofit marketing, the 
organization’s website should be the central hub for the organization, with many updates 
and newsfeeds (Hal, 2006). Development of a database is a major challenge reported by 
38% of respondents. 

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE

The current study asked open-ended questions regarding the top three capacity-building 
needs of an organization, as well as their top three technical assistance needs.  These two 
terms are often seen as synonymous by practitioners.  However, the literature indicates 
that technical assistance, rather than being synonymous with capacity building, is instead a 
method of building capacity (Backer, 2001; Walker & Weinheimer, 1998; Glickman & Servon, 
1998).  Technical assistance often includes assistance such as training or working with con-
sultants.  In fact, consultants often refer to their work with nonprofit organizations as provid-
ing technical assistance.  Technical assistance can be provided in any of the dimensions of 
capacity previously described.  In the current study, respondents were asked to evaluate the 
effectiveness of several forms of technical assistance, including workshops, outside consul-
tants, student interns, and loaned executives

Technical assistance is one of three types of assistance examined in this study. In addition 
to technical assistance, respondents were asked to evaluate two types of peer learning — 
learning from others or joint activities with other organizations.  An environmental scan of 
capacity building commissioned by the John S. and James L. Knight foundation noted that 
capacity building initiatives which provide opportunities for peer-to-peer networking, mentor-
ing, and sharing of resources tended to be the most effective (Backer, 2001). 

The third category of assistance included in the closed-ended evaluation of types of assis-
tance was funding.  Funding to facilitate capacity building can take a variety of forms.  For 
the purposes of this study, multi-year funding, challenge grants, low interest loans, general 
overhead funding, endowment funding, small targeted grants, and challenge grants were 
evaluated by respondents. 

STANDARDS FOR EXCELLENCE 

A question that is specific to the current version of the survey asks whether organizations 
are aware of the Standards for Excellence and whether or not the organization uses these 
Standards. In 1998, the Maryland Association of Nonprofit Organizations (Maryland Non-
profits) began the Standards for Excellence program, a code of conduct to serve as a guide 
for ethical practices and accountability for nonprofit organizations.  Since 1998 this set of 
standards has been adopted by associations of nonprofit organizations in eight separate 
states including the two states in this study — Ohio and West Virginia — as well as Colo-
rado, Louisiana, Maryland, Oklahoma, Delaware, and Pennsylvania (The National Standards 
for Excellence).

The Standards for Excellence are based on fundamental values such as “honesty, integrity, 
fairness, respect, trust, compassion, responsibility, and accountability” (The National Stan-
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dards for Excellence). From these ideals, eight “Guiding Principles” and 55 “Standards” were 
developed, which were meant to act as benchmarks by which to measure an organization’s 
adherence to responsible governance and fulfillment of its obligations to clients, donors and 
the general public (The National Standards for Excellence).

The eight guiding principles developed by The Standards for Excellence are: Mission and 
Program, Governing Body, Conflict of Interest, Human Resources, Financial and Legal, 
Openness, Fundraising, and Public Affairs and Public Policy. The Mission and Program 
component refers to the importance of a nonprofit having a clearly stated and well-defined 
organizational purpose and subsequent programs. A nonprofit’s Governing Body should be 
composed of volunteers committed to the organization who will determine and monitor the 
mission, programs, finances, and management of the institution. A regularly implemented 
policy to monitor Conflicts of Interest should be in place to prevent individuals within the 
organization from acting in their own interest above the interests 
of the organization.  Human Resource policy within the orga-
nization should emphasize the importance of its members and 
establish clear expectations, be equitable, and provide for evalu-
ation. Financial and Legal considerations should be addressed 
via the accurate documentation of financial resource allocation 
and periodic reviews to address potential liabilities and regula-
tory issues. Nonprofits should operate with a standard of open-
ness and embrace a willingness to share information about their organization with members 
of the public. Fundraising should be conducted with honesty and responsibility, and the 
resulting funds applied with consideration for the donors’ intent. Nonprofits should faithfully 
represent the Public Policy and Public Affairs interests of their communities and encourage 
its members’ participation (The National Standards for Excellence).

In order to achieve certification by the National Standards for Excellence, organizations 
have to attend initial training sessions where they receive extensive materials to familiarize 
the organization with the standards.  Then there is an application process, during which the 
organization completes an extensive self-assessment.  The application is reviewed by the 
replication partner, then a peer review team, and finally an advisory board.  Organizations 
who are certified are required to re-certify after three years. 

In Ohio, 22 organizations have achieved Standards for Excellence certification. The Ohio 
Association of Nonprofit Organizations (OANO) utilizes the eight principles of the standards, 
making the resources of the Standards for Excellence available to its members in order to 
encourage public accountability and enhance the profile of nonprofits statewide.  OANO 
does not plan to seek mandatory certification for Ohio’s nonprofits.

Currently there is only one organization listed that uses the Standards for Excellence in West 
Virginia — the West Virginia Community Development Hub.  The Hub is a recent merger 
of two organizations, one of which — the Community Development Partnership of West 
Virginia — was the original replication partner of the National Standards for Excellence.  The 
Hub is now the official replication partner, which means that it is able to deliver the training 
required for organizations to begin the certification process. 

Nonprofits should operate 
with a standard of openness 
and embrace a willingness to 
share information about their 
organization with members of the 
public.
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REGIONAL PROFILE

The geographic area targeted in this study is a segment of the overall Ap-

palachian region.  Counties in both Ohio and West Virginia were included.  

Poverty levels in the area are above national averages.  According to the 

2000 census data, Appalachian Ohio has 13.6% of its population living below the 

poverty line, while West Virginia experiences a 16.2% rate—compared to the na-

tional rate of 12.7% (Ohio University, 2009a; Ohio University, 2009b).  The median 

income level in West Virginia is $10,000 less than the national median; the Ap-

palachian Ohio median lags the national average by well over $12,000.  U.S. Cen-

sus data also indicates that 34.3% of Appalachian Ohio residents are eligible for 

foodstamps and only 12.3% of residents hold a bachelor’s degree or higher, 12.1% 

below the national average (Ohio University, 2009a).  The number of West Virginia 

residents without high school degrees is 5% higher than the national average, and 

the number of those over 24 who have at least a bachelor’s degree is roughly 10% 

below national average.

Residents of an area that has such pervasive poverty levels naturally have challenges in 
many aspects of their lives, from health care and education to unemployment and hous-
ing.  It seems only natural that such a large number of nonprofit agencies have developed 
to meet this array of human services needs, not to mention nonprofits whose organizations 
target other areas, such as the arts.  At the same time, funding for nonprofit agencies in a 
community that faces such resource challenges is difficult in the best of economic times.

Despite such obstacles, the nonprofit community sees much strength in the region.  During 
our focus group sessions, participants in both sessions described the nonprofit community 
at large as very collaborative and supportive of each other and their clients.  Participants 
also described the area as perhaps deficient in resources, but abundant in terms of hu-
man energy and focus on the various missions that drive nonprofit agencies in the region.  
Additionally, there are a number of resources — public institutions, nonprofit associations, 
funders, and educational institutions — which provide assistance to the nonprofit commu-
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nity in the region in various ways.  Identifying what resources are 
currently available may provide a better understanding of what 
current needs are, and provide more comprehensive recommen-
dations for improving the capacity building and technical assis-
tance available to regional nonprofits.  

Many of the organizations included in this section were specifi-
cally mentioned by members of our focus groups when asked 

to describe what resources for capacity building were present in the region (there was also 
mention of assistance available to some entities through their parent organizations, such 
as the American Red Cross, Girl Scouts of America, or Habitat for Humanity, but those 
resources are only available to specific organizations rather than the entire region).  Other re-
sources included below were located through extensive web research and discussions with 
funders, capacity building professionals, and follow-up conversations with participants.

EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS 

There are several post-secondary institutions in the area that provide some level of assis-
tance to local nonprofits through continuing education programming, advanced degrees, 
project based and service-learning opportunities, and internships.

Marietta College

Marietta College, located in Marietta, Ohio, is situated in Washington County, directly on the 
Ohio-West Virginia border.   Marietta College is a small liberal arts college, which primar-
ily grants undergraduate degrees.  Service to the region is one of the nine core values that 
guide Marietta College and its mission.

The faculty and students of Marietta College interact with the nonprofit community primarily 
through experiential education — service-learning projects and internships.  Some majors 
or minors require students to complete at least one internship experience prior to gradu-
ating, which may in fact take place in the nonprofit community.  In addition, the campus 
participates in two campus-wide days of service annually, projects which directly benefit the 
overall community as well as the various agencies that sponsor the individual projects.

The McDonough Center for Leadership and Business at Marietta College has a great deal 
of community involvement.  A focus on community engagement is a centerpiece of the 
leadership experience for all McDonough Scholars.  These students complete a separate 
application process to participate in the McDonough Leadership Program, which has an 
International Leadership Studies major, a minor and certificate in Leadership Studies, and a 
Teacher Leadership certificate.  Each of these degrees require students to complete any-
where from 25 to 125 hours of service prior to graduation.  

In addition, core courses within the Leadership program include service-learning components 
that require students to participate in content specific projects that benefit community partners, 
while allowing the students to apply their work in the classroom.  Finally, students completing the 
minor in Leadership Studies or the International Leadership Studies major or required to com-
plete an experiential component to graduate; this may be in the form of an internship experience.  
A small fund was established in 2006 called the Schwartz Internship Initiative, which provides a 
small stipend to students who pursue internships in nonprofit agencies.

During our focus group 
sessions, participants in both 

sessions described the nonprofit 
community at large as very 

collaborative and supportive of 
each other and their clients.  
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The Marietta College Legacy Library is also home to one of the 300 cooperating collections 
from the Foundation Center.  The Foundation Center is the nation’s largest comprehensive 
online resource with detailed grant related information.  The Marietta College Library offers 
free on-site access to this resource, as well as assistance to nonprofits in finding sources for 
funding and grant seeking.  While some of the Foundation Center’s resources are available 
for free on the Internet, the cooperating collection has more detailed and comprehensive 
search tools that an organization can use to target funders and grant opportunities.  The 
library also contains print resources from the Foundation Center as well.  Occasionally the 
Foundation Center and the Marietta College Library have partnered to offer workshops of 
interest to local nonprofits in the area of grantmaking.

Ohio University 

Ohio University is a public institution located in Athens County, Ohio, with over 250 under-
graduate programs as well as a number of graduate programs.  The campus has an Office 
of Campus-Community Engagement that promotes volunteerism and service-learning.  Ad-
ditionally, students in many degree programs are expected to complete internship programs.

The Voinovich School of Leadership and Public Affairs at Ohio University is a key program 
on campus in terms of community outreach.  It is a competitive program with rigorous 
admission requirements for undergraduate participants.  The Voinovich School has a public 
service and leadership focus area which serves the community through providing technical 
assistance and engaging in applied research.  Students engage in service-learning projects 
that assist local nonprofits.  Additionally, the school provides leadership-training programs 
for public and nonprofit managers, such as the Ohio University Executive Leadership 
Institute, the Ohio Appalachian Educators Institute, and the Ohio Certified Public Manager 
Program.

The Master of Public Administration (MPA) program offered at Ohio University also engages 
in extensive service-learning work.  MPA students are required to participate in a practicum 
experience which requires them to engage in team projects in nonprofit organizations.  Dur-
ing the 2008-09 academic year, the MPA students, led by Dr. Judith Millesen, the program 
director, worked with three local organizations on a variety of capacity-building projects.  
The MPA program is one possibility for nonprofit practitioners seeking to expand their 
professional expertise in the field while attaining an advanced degree.  In addition, there are 
plans for this MPA program to have a concentration in nonprofit management when Ohio 
University transitions to a semester system in 2012.

Ohio University has recently launched the Regional Nonprofit Alliance.  The Alliance is a 
collaborative effort of the Voinovich School of Leadership and Public Affairs and the Of-
fice of Campus-Community Engagement which was generously supported by Sugar Bush 
Foundation.  The Alliance is an interdisciplinary office designed “to enhance the capacity of 
nonprofits organizations in rural Appalachia through training and technical assistance” (Ohio 
Univeristy, 2008).  In its first year the Alliance has launched a comprehensive website that 
includes extensive resources for nonprofit organizations, best practices, information about 
local funders, data profiles of the region, a comprehensive community calendar, and infor-
mation about upcoming training opportunities throughout the region.
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Ohio Valley University

Ohio Valley University (OVU) is a private, liberal arts, four-year institution located in Wood 
County, West Virginia.  OVU is a faith-based institution affiliated with the Church of Christ.  
OVU offers a variety of degree programs for traditional undergraduate students, as well as 
continuing education coursework.

Ohio Valley has a School of Professional Studies, formerly the Institute for Adult Learn-
ing, which provides career advancement opportunities through both degree programs and 
certifications.  One of these certificate programs includes a program in Non-Profit Organi-
zation Management.  The courses are offered on an as needed basis when a critical mass 
of interested students is available.  It is an opportunity for practitioners currently working in 
nonprofit agencies to further their skills in a number of management related areas that may 
improve organizational capacity.

Washington State Community College

Washington State Community College (WSCC) is located in Washington County, Ohio.  It is 
a community college that graduates nearly 350 students annually and offers over 50 de-
grees and certificate programs to its students.

One of the certificate programs offered by WSCC that would be applicable to the nonprofit 
community is a certification in Grants Development.  This six-course, fifteen credit hour pro-
gram has been developed to meet potential future requirements of the Grant Professionals 
Certification Institute of the American Association of Grant Professionals.  The approximate 
cost of the program is $1,627.

West Virginia University at Parkersburg

West Virginia University at Parkersburg (WVU-P) is a public community college affiliated with 
the West Virginia University system located in Wood County, West Virginia.  WVU-P offers 
baccalaureate degrees, associate degrees, and has a number of continuing education pro-
grams as well.  WVU-P students are engaged in their community in various ways, including 
co-op placements or internships that may take place in nonprofit settings.

West Virginia University at Parkersburg has a Workforce and Community Education program 
that focuses on “the design and delivery of innovative solutions to enhance the performance 
levels of individuals or organizations” (West Virginia University at Parkersburg, 2008).  The 
Workforce and Community Education program delivers a variety of services for the commu-
nity, including a Small Business Development Center, and a variety of training options that 
may be of use in capacity development in nonprofit organizations as well as for-profit ones.  
Preliminary conversations about a workshop series for nonprofit agencies to be hosted by 
Workforce and Community Education in conjunction with Ohio University have taken place 
as well, so it appears that WVU-P is also an organization that has a great deal to offer in 
terms of capacity building in the region.

West Virginia University

West Virginia University (WVU) is a public university with over 185 majors available to un-
dergraduate and graduate students. WVU’s main campus is located in Morgantown. The 
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West Virginia University Division of Social Work offers a Continuing Education Certificate in 
Nonprofit Management.  The program is designed for current nonprofit executives, or those 
who wish to pursue a career in nonprofit management.  The coursework is offered through 
a workshop series.  The program is self-paced, though participants must finish within three 
years.  A total of 100 hours in seven core areas is required:  nonprofit fundamentals (10 
hours, minimum of two workshops); board of directors/governance (10 hours, minimum of 
two workshops); human resource development (15 hours, minimum of three workshops); 
resource development (15 hours, minimum of three workshops); financial management (15 
hours, minimum of three workshops); service provision (15 hours, minimum of three work-
shops); and electives (20 hours, minimum of four workshops).  A half-day capstone session 
is also required for completion.  These core areas do not have to be completed in any par-
ticular order, and a participant can receive mini-certificates as he or she finishes each area.  

Workshops are offered by WVU’s Division of Social Work on a regular basis.  However, 
workshops held by other agencies may also be used to satisfy program requirements.  
Sometimes these workshops are pre-approved and advertised; for example, the recent 
Faces of Leadership Conference put on by the West Virginia Commission for National and 
Community Service has 66 sessions that are already approved for the certificate. Partici-
pants can also request approval prior to attending other workshops so that they may apply 
as well.  Therefore, a participant does not necessarily need to attend sessions at WVU to 
complete this certificate program.

CURRENT NONPROFIT RESOURCES 

Both Ohio and West Virginia have a wide variety of agencies and associations — all nonprof-
it entities themselves — that are charged with assisting in the development of the nonprofit 
community in some way.  What each agency offers in terms of capacity building resources 
varies, but primarily consists of training opportunities.

Appalachian Regional Commission

The Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) serves the distressed counties and areas 
within the thirteen state Appalachian region, which includes both Ohio and West Virginia.  
The ARC has focus areas that include improving the capacity of the people of Appalachia to 
compete in the global economy, and increasing job opportunities and per capita income in 
the region, target areas for many of the nonprofit agencies in the region.  The ARC provides 
funding to several hundred projects annually that support these goals.

The ARC has a category of funding that focuses on leadership development and civic 
capacity.  Eligible programs for grant funding in this area include activities that help develop 
leadership abilities among the management staff from nonprofit organizations.  In addition, 
the ARC provides technical, managerial, and marketing assistance to new businesses in the 
region, which could easily include nonprofit agencies as well.  As a result, the ARC is poten-
tially a valuable resource in capacity building initiatives in the region.

Corporation for Ohio Appalachian Development 

The Corporation for Ohio Appalachian Development (COAD) is a nonprofit organization serv-
ing rural counties in southern and eastern Ohio.  COAD is comprised of seventeen Commu-
nity Action agencies that serve a 30 county area across Ohio.  
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COAD provides an Appalachian Leadership Academy, a professional development opportu-
nity for practitioners working in nonprofit agencies in Ohio.  The program seeks to develop 
leadership capacity and an ability to think strategically about the needs of the region.  Focus 
areas include self-knowledge, human resource management, visioning, effective communi-
cation, and effective management practices, all areas that may potentially develop organi-
zational capacity.  The program consists of monthly class sessions and culminates in a two 
day retreat.  The cost is $1,200 per participant, in addition to lodging, per diem, and mileage 
expenses.  Participants can seek continuing education units through Ohio University for their 
participation.

COAD is also responsible for the delivery of capacity building training in southeastern Ohio 
that is funded through the Ohio Governor’s Office of Faith-Based and Community Initia-
tives.  The initiative is the Ohio TANF Training Program (OTTP), associated with the Tem-
porary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program. It initially included capacity-building 
trainings, technical assistance, one-on-one mentoring, and a mini-grant program statewide 
through four regional partners.  Due to state budget constraints the mini-grant program is 
not currently being funded.  Each session is free to participants, and offers networking op-
portunities and a chance to sign up for technical assistance related to the topic area.  The 
southeastern regional trainings through COAD included:  (1) Establish your Organization; (2) 
Board Development; (3) Financial Management; (4) Grant Writing; (5) Fund Development; (6) 
Outcomes Management; and (7) Human Resources and Volunteers.  These sessions served 
273 attendees from 101 nonprofits and faith-based organizations.  In addition, 25 organiza-
tions received one-on-one technical assistance.

Mission West Virginia 

Mission West Virginia is an organization that developed in the 1990s that endeavors to 
provide resources and various types of support to nonprofits and the faith-based community 
in West Virginia and eastern Kentucky.  Mission West Virginia seeks to develop collaborative 
efforts between nonprofit agencies, churches, government agencies, institutions of higher 
learning, and the for-profit sector.  Mission West Virginia has offered to be the training arm of 
the West Virginia Community Development Hub, drawing on its previous experience deliver-
ing training in a variety of areas.

Mission West Virginia contains several programs that may be of assistance to nonprofit 
agencies.  The organization currently has six separate initiatives, two of which are related to 
capacity building. 

e-Impact: The Mission West Virginia e-Impact program is a series of technology 
initiatives that attempt to help Appalachian residents attempt to bridge the digital 
divide in a number of ways, such as the development of community learning labs 
in rural communities or computer training camps for youth.  The program that may 
assist nonprofit organizations in the area is the computer sales program, which pro-
vides computers to nonprofit organizations throughout the state at affordable rates.

Wellspring: A second program described by Mission West Virginia’s website is 
the Wellspring Center, which is described as helping “grass-roots organizations 
grow through technical assistance, trainings, financial assistance, and other ca-
pacity building resources” (Mission West Virginia, Inc., 2009).  The program was 
grant funded, and is currently in hiatus awaiting funding. Mission West Virginia has 



Capacity Assessment Report  39

4REGIONAL PROFILE

applied for federal stimulus monies that may be used to restart this program in the 
future.

Ohio Association of Nonprofit Organizations

The Ohio Association of Nonprofit Organizations (OANO) is a member organization formu-
lated in the early 1990s to serve as a statewide network for nonprofits. There are currently 
over 600 members.  OANO seeks to be a source of information about public policy related 
to nonprofits, an advocate for nonprofits in the public arena, and a provider of resources 
such as training and technical assistance for nonprofits.

OANO offers a variety of trainings to the nonprofit community. Organizations do not need 
to be members to attend workshops; however, rates for member organizations are lower 
or sometimes free.  Training is available statewide, though currently all training listed on the 
OANO website takes place in the Columbus area, a potential roadblock for nonprofits in this 
study.  This may be an anomaly as the site mentions that there are 50 regional educational 
programs annually.  OANO also hosts an annual statewide conference.

OANO also has a resource library available to members only.  This library is located in Co-
lumbus, which again is a potential barrier for the nonprofit community in southeastern Ohio. 
Other member benefits include free networking receptions and a newsletter that focuses 
on public policy issues and other subjects of interest to the nonprofit community.  Members 
also have access to individual technical assistance from OANO staff.

OANO is also the provider of the voluntary certification program known as the Standards 
for Excellence, with the goal of increasing public confidence in the nonprofit sector.  Sample 
policies and procedures offered to OANO members are based on these standards, even if 
an organization is not currently pursuing certification.

Ohio Governor’s Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives

As mentioned earlier, the Ohio Governor’s Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives 
(FBCI) has been involved in capacity building efforts in the region.  This office provided the 
Ohio TANF Training Program in 2008-09, in which capacity-building training was provided to 
101 nonprofit and faith-based organizations in southeastern Ohio; technical assistance was 
provided to 25 organizations as well.

Prior to the Ohio TANF Training Program, the FBCI provided a four-year program called 
the Ohio Compassion Capital project, which focused on the provision of training, technical 
assistance, and mini-grants that would improve organizational effectiveness.  The organi-
zations selected as regional training and mentoring partners were based in Columbus (2 
organizations), Cleveland, and Cincinnati.  Though they were not based in southeastern 
Ohio, organizations in that region were able to participate. As part of that project, an exten-
sive training manual was developed covering eleven topics critical to organizational effec-
tiveness, including board development, collaborations, establishing your organization, fiscal 
management, fundraising, human resources/volunteer management, internal fiscal controls, 
outcomes management, proposal development, strategic planning, and technology.  The 
manual is available for free on the FBCI website.
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Ohio Grantmakers Forum

The Ohio Grantmakers Forum is an association of funders, including foundations and 
corporate giving programs, across the state of Ohio. It endeavors to provide a structure for 
organized philanthropy statewide.  The organization provides an opportunity for funders to 
network with one another, share and disseminate information to their peers, and discuss 
best practices.

The Ohio Grantmakers Forum does provide ongoing programs and events, as well as an 
annual conference.  For the most part these programs are targeted toward their member-
ship, the funding community.  However, on occasion the Ohio Grantmakers Forum does offer 
programming that would be applicable to the larger nonprofit community as well.  Additionally, 
this organization would be a logical and appropriate place to begin focused discussion about 
the role of the funder in developing organizational capacity in the nonprofit community.  

Ohio Nonprofit Resources

Ohio Nonprofit Resources is a free service provided by the Ohio Association of Nonprofit 
Organization.  Ohio Nonprofit Resources is a collection of online resources and a network of 
individuals and organizations that specialize in capacity building and technical assistance.

One of the primary features of the Ohio Nonprofit Resources site is a consultant directory.  
The directory currently contains 107 consultants and trainers.  An organization can search 
by specialty area, or use advanced search techniques to narrow the search to a geographic 
region or the client mission area.  In order for a consultant or trainer to be listed in the 
directory, Ohio Nonprofit Resources must have received no less than three references from 
nonprofit clients.

The Ohio Nonprofit Resources website has other resources, such as an events calendar, 
searchable sample documents, a list of links, a discussion board, and helpful articles.  Un-
fortunately, it appears that many of these resources are underutilized. There are no sample 
documents currently available.  The last discussion board posting was in 2005, and the 
sample articles are relevant, but from several years ago.  It is unclear whether or not any of 
the sites features – including the consultant directory – are being updated.

West Virginia Community Development Hub

The West Virginia Community Development Hub is a recently established organization that is 
the result of the merger of two statewide nonprofit organizations that had parallel missions, 
the Community Collaborative Inc. and the Community Development Partnership of West 
Virginia.  The focus of this organization is to be the primary source of information about 
community development statewide.  As one component of its mission, the Hub intends to 
serve as a connector between the nonprofit community and those that are focusing on eco-
nomic development.  The organization at this time is relatively small, with only three full-time 
staff members.  Therefore, it must be selective when taking on new programming to make 
certain that it does not experience mission drift.

The Hub is not a service provider or a funder, but an intermediary agency that seeks to 
gather information about community development organizations, service providers, and 
funding sources and provide a means to share that information.  The goal is to create a 
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web-based resource with resources for all to share. Currently three counties featured in this 
study are actively participating in the Hub — Pleasants, Roane, and Ritchie.

The Hub is also now the official licensed replication partner for the National Standards for 
Excellence for Nonprofit Organizations in West Virginia.  The Community Development 
Partnership had previously been the host organizations for the National Standards for Excel-
lence.  The Hub is the only organization certified by the Standards for Excellence in the state 
of West Virginia.  While the Standards for Excellence are one approach to having a compre-
hensive core of information available to nonprofits about organizational effectiveness, the 
Hub sees some challenges associated with using them — primarily cost.  There is an annual 
cost of $8,000 to the Hub to maintain its status as replication partner for the Standards.  In 
addition, in order to receive the materials necessary to pursue certification by the Standards 
for Excellence, organizations are required to attend a three-day clinic series.  The minimum 
cost of these trainings is $500 for an organization, which may be cost prohibitive for smaller 
organizations that truly need the guidance the Standards provide.

Since the West Virginia Community Development Hub is such a new organization and is not 
a direct service provider or funder, it may not seem initially as if it is a factor in the capacity-
building efforts in the region. However, in its self-described role as connector and convener 
between needs and resources, as well as through its involvement with the Standards for Ex-
cellence in Nonprofit Organizations, the Hub will be a valuable resource in promoting dialog 
on this important issue.

West Virginia Commission for National and Community Service

The West Virginia Commission for National and Community Service publishes a training 
newsletter three times per year (January, May, and September), which seeks to provide 
information about workshops available to nonprofit agencies and individuals in West Virginia.  
These training opportunities are often programmatic in nature.  However, there are some 
offerings that would assist agencies in developing their organizational capacity. For example, 
in the current newsletter there are sessions in grantwriting, crisis management, continuity of 
operations planning, and volunteer management being offered, most of which as part of an 
upcoming conference offered through the Commission.

West Virginia Grantmakers Association

The West Virginia Grantmakers Association is a professional membership organization for 
grantmakers statewide.  Similar to its sister organization in Ohio, the West Virginia Grant-
makers Association provides the foundations and corporate giving programs upon which 
many nonprofits rely for grantmaking an opportunity to have a powerful influence on the 
organizational health of its grantees.

Similar to the Ohio Grantmakers Forum, the focus of the West Virginia Grantmakers As-
sociation is on its member organizations that provide the funding, not the grantseeking 
community. While it does not provide direct programming for grantseekers, its website does 
have a series of useful links to statewide resources that may be of assistance to the individ-
ual nonprofit entities.  Additionally, as with the Ohio Grantmakers Forum, this organization is 
poised to be able to sustain dialog among the funding community about the role of founda-
tions and corporate giving programs in encouraging and supporting capacity building efforts 
in their grantees.
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Volunteer Action Center of the Mid-Ohio Valley

The Volunteer Action Center of the Mid-Ohio Valley (VAC) is an agency which assists with 
volunteer recruitment and management for the nonprofits in the Mid-Ohio Valley.  In addi-
tion to assistance with volunteers, the VAC offers occasional workshops of interest to the 
nonprofit community.  The VAC also offers an opportunity to rent office space at a very 
reasonable rate, which includes access to janitorial services, conference rooms, phones, 
conference rooms, and more.
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KEY FINDINGS

There are several key findings based on the data we have gathered.  These are 

summarized below and are developed in detail in succeeding sections:

•	 The nonprofit community in the Mid-Ohio Valley faces a wide variety of challenges.  
The average challenge score (on a scale of 0-3, with 3 being a major challenge) in 
each of the dimensions of capacity ranged from a 2.31 (financial resources) to 1.78 
(operations and governance).  Financial resources were the greatest challenge, 
followed by human resources, information technology, networking and advocacy, 
marketing, planning and programming, and lastly operations and governance.  The 
prevalence of concern about financial resources was also found in both the open-
ended portion of the instrument and in our focus groups.

•	 Interestingly, despite the fact that operations and governance appeared to be the 
least challenging in the closed-ended portion of the instrument, when asked in the 
open-ended portion of the questionnaire to list the three greatest capacity-building 
challenges facing their specific organizations concerns related to operations and 
governance ranked second only to references to finan-
cial resources.  In addition, the analysis of focus groups 
found that many respondents saw various aspects 
of board governance and development to be a major 
concern.  Issues related to information technology were 
also very prominent in the focus group sessions, but 
were the third overall area of concern in the quantitative 
portion of the study.

•	 Seven of the top ten most pervasive needs identified in 
the study all relate to financial resources, and the need 
for effective fundraising.  Obtaining funding, expanding 
the donor base, developing capital campaigns, building 
endowments, securing corporate or foundation support, 

Seven of the top ten most 
pervasive needs identified in 
the study all relate to financial 
resources and the need for 
effective fundraising.  Obtaining 
funding, expanding the donor 
base, developing capital 
campaigns, building endowments, 
securing corporate or foundation 
support, acquiring government 
grants, and writing proposals were 
all among the top ten.
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acquiring government grants, and writing proposals were all among the top ten.   
The other most pervasive challenges included enhancing visibility and reputation of 
the organization (marketing), recruiting and keeping volunteers (human resources), 
and attracting new members or clients (programs and planning).

•	 The most effective type of assistance to meet these varied challenges was seen as 
various forms of funding.  The most prominent type of assistance requested was 
multiyear funding and general overhead funding, with three-quarters of all respon-
dents seeing these as very helpful.  The two types of peer assistance combined 
for an average helpfulness of 2.04 on a 3.0 scale, while the four types of technical 
assistance combined for an average helpfulness score of 1.87 (once an outlier was 
removed).

Despite the fact that workshops and training were among the lowest ranked forms of assis-
tance, this was the most commonly discussed form of assistance in the qualitative portion 
of the study.  In particular, training related to all aspects of fundraising was seen as highly 
desirable, as was assistance with board governance and development.  The importance of 
follow-up activities in order to improve the quality of training was regularly mentioned during 
focus group sessions.
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NONPROFIT CAPACITY BUILDING:   
CHALLENGES AND ASSISTANCE

Capacity building has proven to be a complex concept that has a wide range 

of operational definitions to break down the construct into something that 

can be examined quantitatively.  For example, Kibbe (2004) uses four or-

ganizational capacities that contribute to organizational effectiveness — technical 

capacity, management capacity, resource development capacity, and leadership 

capacity. However, for the purposes of this study we are utilizing the seven dimen-

sions of capacity used in the studies of the Indiana nonprofit sector conducted by 

the School of Public and Environmental Affairs at Indiana University, as these stud-

ies used the same instrument utilized in the quantitative portion of this study.

CAPACITY-BUILDING CHALLENGES

The survey began with a series of seven questions that asked respondents to evaluate the 
extent to which specific indicators within each dimension of capacity were a major chal-
lenge, a minor challenge, or not a challenge to their organization.  These responses were 
coded in order to calculate an average challenge score for each dimension, where a 3 
indicated a major challenge, a 2 a minor challenge, and a 1 not a challenge.  If a respondent 
indicated something was not applicable, it was coded a 0 so that the challenge level of a 
particular indicator that may apply only to a small number of respondents would not appear 
to be overly inflated.

Figure 1 illustrates the average challenge score on a scale of 0-3 for each of the seven di-
mensions of capacity included in this study.  Financial resources demonstrated the greatest 
level of challenge to the organizations at a 2.31.  Human resources (1.96) and information 
technology (1.92) posed significant challenges as well, followed closely by networking and 
advocacy (1.87), marketing (1.83), planning and programs (1.82), and operations and gover-
nance (1.78).  The average challenge scores indicate that each of these dimensions pose a 
challenge for the responding organizations.
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In our analysis of each individual 
dimension below, we primarily report 
frequencies of respondents indicat-
ing whether an item was a major 
challenge, minor challenge, or not a 
challenge. A figure that breaks down 
these frequencies is included for 
each dimension.  A challenge score 
for each indicator was also calcu-
lated; the figures depicting these 
values are available in Appendix D. 
In addition to the evaluation of chal-
lenge level across each dimension in 
the closed-ended portion, a series of 
open-ended questions was included 
in the study.  Each respondent 
was asked to identify the organiza-

tion’s three greatest capacity-building challenges and its three greatest technical assistance 
needs, along with the most helpful types of assistance for each.  The analysis of these 
open-ended questions and the qualitative data gathered during the focus groups sessions 
conducted in the summer of 2008 and spring of 2009 is also utilized in our analysis of each 
of the capacity building dimensions and the type of assistance that would help organizations 
meet these challenges.

Financial Resources

Financial resources overall were found to be the greatest challenge of the seven dimen-
sions of capacity evaluated in this study.  As Figure 12 indicates (found in Appendix D), the 
average challenge scores on a scale of 0 (not a challenge) to 3 (a major challenge) for this 
dimension ranged from a 2.55 (obtaining funding) to a 1.61 (building a capital campaign).

As you can see in 
Figure 2 over half of all 
respondents saw each 
of the nine indicators 
in this dimension as at 
least a minor chal-
lenge, and over three-
quarters saw at least 
five of these as some 
form of a challenge.  
When identifying the 
top ten challenges 
across all dimensions 
based on the frequen-
cies of respondents 
indicating that it was 
a major challenge, 
the top six challenges 
were all related to 
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financial resources: obtaining funding (63.6%), securing foundation and corporate funding 
(54.9%), expanding the donor base (52.3%), building an endowment (52.1%), securing gov-
ernment grants (39%), and writing proposals (39%).  Developing a capital campaign was the 
seventh most pervasive challenge overall (37.8%). (See Appendix E for the full breakdown of 
the top ten challenges).

The greatest overall challenge in this category, and overall, is obtaining funding, with 63.6% 
seeing this as a major challenge, and 93.7% seeing it as some type of challenge.  Obtain-
ing funding is always difficult for nonprofit organizations in the best of economic times, so 
in a difficult economic climate such as we are experiencing currently it is no surprise that 
nonprofits are concerned about where they will manage to find their funding opportunities.  
Concerns about expanding the donor base, which 77.3% found to be a major or minor 
challenge, are intermingled with fears about the solvency of the donor base they already 
rely upon.  Securing foundation or corporate funds was a major concern of over half of re-
spondents, perhaps in part due to concerns about the economy as well.  Foundations and 
corporate funders typically rely on endowments to fund their grant programs, many of which 
have been hard hit in the turbulent stock market.  The size of the endowments for funders 
of all sizes have decreased, and there is further concern that funders may be more fiscally 
conservative in the coming years in order to try to rebuild their losses—all of which impact 
the financial resources of the nonprofit community.  Building their own endowments was a 
concern for 65.1% of respondents, likely due to these same issues.

Writing grant proposals is always a concern for nonprofits, so it is not surprising that over 
three-quarters of respondents found this to be a challenge of some kind.  Grants are likely 
going to be more competitive in the coming cycles due to shrinking budgets, donor contri-
butions, and endowments, so it is natural that grantwriting would continue to be a primary 
concern.

Securing government grants was a concern for 75% of participants as well, likely for these 
same reasons.  Developing capital campaigns was a major concern for 37.8%; however, 
another 35.5% selected not applicable as their response.

The areas that seemed to be of the least concern to respondents were putting on effective 
special events and managing finances.  Neither of these indicators were present among 
the top ten most pervasive challenges overall, unlike every other indicator in this dimen-
sion.  Nearly one-quarter saw putting on effective special events as a major challenge.  Only 
14.1% saw managing finances as a major concern, and another 41.8% felt it was not a 
challenge at all.  Interestingly, in our focus groups several participants noted a need for tech-
nical assistance in relation to managing finances, which seems to at least in part indicate 
that perhaps this need is understated in the quantitative data.  In particular, focus group par-
ticipants noted a need for specific accounting advice on an ongoing basis and assistance 
with auditing procedures.

The analysis of the open-ended questions confirms the results of the quantitative portion of 
the study.  Here again financial resources were the primary challenge facing respondents, 
making up 28.5% of all challenges listed.

Not surprisingly, the focus groups spent considerable time describing the challenges they 
faced in terms of financial resources.  Many lamented the conundrum that while they knew 
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organizational effectiveness was key to programmatic success and continued funding, they 
knew that any budget they might have for staff training and development or other capacity 
building endeavors would be “the first thing to go” if their budgets continue to shrink in the 
coming months.  Many discussed the challenges of grantwriting, particularly the time and ef-
fort that goes into writing proposals that often go unfunded.  There were several requests for 
additional training in this area, particularly from funders themselves so that they could truly 
understand what each was looking for.    The Regional Nonprofit Alliance administered a 
brief survey as part of their Listening Sessions in the summer of 2008.  Respondents (n=98) 
were asked to identify the fundraising strategy they would like to learn the most about; 35% 
identified selecting finding appropriate grants and successfully applying for funds, the most 
of any of the strategies suggested.

Human Resources

Human resources had the second highest average level of challenge at 1.96, well behind 
the 2.31 challenge score of financial resources.  Figure 13 (found in Appendix D) shows that 
the average challenge scores on a scale of 0 (not a challenge) to 3 (a major challenge) for 
this dimension ranged from a 1.92 (recruiting and keeping volunteers) to a 1.41 (staff train-
ing).  The remaining five indicators fell within a fairly close range from 1.87 to 1.61.  Human 
resources had the third greatest frequency in number of challenges identified in the open-
ended portion of the questionnaire at 19.3%.

As you will see in Figure 3, each of these indicators was seen as at least a minor chal-
lenge by at least half of respondents (with the exception of staff training, which was close at 
49.1%).  The most pervasive overall challenge in this dimension was recruiting and keeping 
of volunteers, with 70.9% of respondents seeing this as at least a minor challenge.  This 
was also one of the top ten overall most pervasive challenges across all dimensions (see 
Appendix E).

The second biggest 
challenge in the human 
resources dimension 
was the recruitment 
and retention of board 
members, which was 
a major challenge for 
26.9% of respondents, 
and at least a minor 
challenge for 67.3%.  
This was followed by 
board training, which 
was at least a minor 
challenge for 61.8%.  
The management of 
human resources and 
volunteer training were 
next, considered as at 

least minor challenges 
by 60.8% and 59.1% respectively, and a major concern by only approximately one-sixth each.  
Recruiting and retaining staff was more of a major concern than the previous indicators at 
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28.1%, and a concern overall to 57.3% of respondents.  The area of least concern to respon-
dents was staff training, which was a major concern for only 11.2%.

Board training was a common thread across all focus groups held as part of this study, and 
as part of the Regional Nonprofit Alliance’s 2008 Listening Sessions.  Multiple participants 
described well intentioned board members who simply did not have the basic knowledge of 
how boards function, or what their responsibilities as board members were.  One participant 
described the rapport with his board as a “love-frustration relationship.”  

Information Technology

The third highest average challenge score was for the information technology dimension at 
1.92.  None of the individual indicators in this dimension were in the top ten overall chal-
lenges in these closed-ended responses.  Figure 14 (found in Appendix D) shows that the 
average challenge scores on a scale of 0 (not a challenge) to 3 (a major challenge) for this 
dimension fell within a very small range, from 1.83 (creating a comprehensive website) to 
1.65 (training staff in software).  

As you can see in Figure 4, the frequency counts of these dimensions were fairly similar, 
with all eight dimensions being seen as at least a minor concern for between 56.9% (getting 
information technology assistance) and website development at 65.5%.  Website develop-
ment and upgrading 
hardware were seen 
as a major concern 
for slightly more than 
one-quarter of respon-
dents.  Not surprising-
ly, these two were the 
indicators that were 
the most  challenging 
overall in the dimen-
sion, followed by data-
base development 
and use (62.4%), the 
ability to achieve the 
organizational mis-
sion or vision with 
information technol-
ogy (61.1%), finding 
information technology 
tools for service deliver and communicating information technology needs at 59.7% overall 
each, staff and volunteer training in technology (57.3%), and lastly getting information tech-
nology assistance (56.9%).

There is a perceived need for information technology resources of all kinds for nonprofits, 
but the findings here seem to indicate that at least some progress has been made.  An 
interesting note — the quantitative portion of this study was completed online for nearly all 
respondents, despite the availability of a paper-based version.  This may indicate that these 
nonprofit organizations are becomingly increasingly savvy in terms of their use of technology.
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Access to technology assistance was seen as a major concern for 21% of respondents in 
the quantitative portion of the study.  However, the focus group data does seem to indicate 
that despite an awareness of their technology needs and a general ability to use technol-
ogy effectively, there is a need for greater access to effective information technology support 
services.  One participant noted that if funding would allow, the next person hired in her 
agency would be a technology expert.  Several participants noted that while they do have 
volunteers or even board members with computer expertise, the time lag to get someone 
to come in and to do repairs — even basic ones — interfered with their ability to complete 
basic operational functions.

In addition, the open-ended responses on the survey seemed to indicate a need for greater 
levels of information technology assistance.  Fifty-nine percent of the total technical as-
sistance requests related to information technology.  Among these, there were numerous 
requests for assistance with technology support, training, and website maintenance or 
development.  

Networking and Advocacy

The fourth greatest capacity building challenge area according to our findings was net-
working and advocacy.  Figure 15 (found in Appendix D) shows that the average challenge 
scores on a scale of 0 (not a challenge) to 3 (a major challenge) for this dimension ranged 
from 1.90 (enhancing public understanding of key policy issues) to a 1.61 (leaning best 
practices from other organizations). 

As you can see in Figure 5 below, each of the indicators was considered to be at least a mi-
nor challenge to at least 59% of respondents.  Of the indicators in this dimension, enhanc-
ing public understanding of key policy issues was the greatest overall concern, with 29% of 
respondents finding it to be a major challenge, and 71.6% finding it to be at least a minor 
concern. 

Strengthening key relationships with policy makers, the next major issue in this dimension, 
was seen as a major 
concern by nearly 
20% of respondents 
and was at least a 
minor concern to 
nearly 48%, as was 
forming and maintain-
ing relationships with 
other entities.

Learning best prac-
tices from other 
organizations was at 
least a minor concern 
to 61% overall.  The 
focus group discus-
sions also indicated 
that the opportunity 
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organizations was highly desirable.  At one session a participant mentioned an organization 
known as the Community Service Council, a collection of organizations in the Parkersburg 
area that have brown bag lunch sessions centered around key topics of interest with invited 
guest speakers.  Those who were unaware of the opportunity were very excited about the 
opportunity, and those who did not live or work in that geographic area lamented their isola-
tion from such opportunities to share and network with peers.  

The final indicator, responding to community expectations, was a major concern to nearly 
16% and at least a minor concern to 59.4%.

Additionally, the instrument that was part of the Regional Nonprofit Alliance Listening ses-
sions in the summer of 2008 asked participants to identify what skill they would most like to 
learn more about; two of the top three responses, collaborating with other nonprofits and 
building effective coalitions, can be linked to the networking and advocacy dimension of 
capacity building (Regional Nonprofit Alliance, 2008)

Marketing

Marketing capacity was the fifth overall area of concern among the seven dimensions stud-
ied.  This dimension contains one of the top ten most pervasive challenges overall, enhanc-
ing the visibility or reputation of the organization, which was the seventh greatest challenge 
as determined by the number of respondents seeing this as a major challenge (see Appen-
dix E).  Figure 16 (found in Appendix D) shows that the average challenge scores on a scale 
of 0 (not a challenge) to 3 (a major challenge) for this dimension had a wide range, extending 
from a 2.14 (enhancing the visibility of organizational activities) to a 1.43 (defining constitu-
ency groups).  

Within this dimension, enhancing the visibility or reputation of the organization was seen as 
the greatest challenge, with 38.7% seeing it as a major challenge and another 40.5% seeing 
it as a minor challenge.  Developing targeted communications to the community was the 
next greatest challenge in this area, with at least 72.1% of all respondents seeing it as at 
least a minor chal-
lenge, and 26.2% of 
those viewing it as a 
major challenge.  

After these two 
indicators there is a 
significant drop-off in 
the perception of chal-
lenge, with no other 
indicator viewed as at 
least a minor chal-
lenge by more than 
59.3% (communicat-
ing with clients).  The 
remaining indicators, 
as you can see in 
Figure 6 above, were 
not seen as a major 
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challenge by more than one-sixth of respondents, and in the case of defining constituencies, 
only a major challenge to about 5%.  In fact these indicators were seen as not a challenge at 
all by at least one-third of respondents, and as much as half of all respondents in the case 
of defining constituencies.

The information from our open-ended questions in terms of technical assistance is applica-
ble here.  As we pointed out in our discussion of information technology, many respondents 
in this section mentioned a need for better websites — or even the creation of a website 
— in order to improve their marketing abilities.  The idea of effective web design as key to 
improving organizational visibility and communication with the community at large also came 
up in each of our spring focus groups.  Several participants expressed the desire for improv-
ing their online profiles.  Participants made several suggestions, from student service learn-
ing projects to the hiring of a regional information technology expert, as a way to address 
this issue.  Adequate funding for effective marketing campaigns was also noted as a major 
hurdle.

The Listening Sessions held by the Regional Nonprofit Alliance also indicated concerns 
about enhancing visibility and the development of targeted communications.   One respon-
dent stated, “I think that there is a gap related to marketing.  If I hear one more time when 
people come to my facility, ‘This is the best kept secret…’” (Regional Nonprofit Alliance, 
2008, p. 3).  Participants in both the summer 2008 Listening Sessions held by the Re-
gional Nonprofit Alliance and the spring focus groups held in direct connection to this study 
mentioned the constant challenge of getting the word out about their services.  Additionally, 
the survey distributed by the Regional Nonprofit Alliance at their Listening Sessions found 
that 42% of respondents listed public relations and marketing as one of the top three areas 
in which nonprofits in the area could benefit from additional technical assistance (Regional 
Nonprofit Alliance, 2008).

Programs and Planning 

Programs and planning was seen as the sixth most challenging of the seven dimensions, 
with an average challenge score of 1.82, only slightly behind marketing at 1.83.  Figure 17 
(found in Appendix D) shows that the average challenge scores on a scale of 0 (not a chal-
lenge) to 3 (a major challenge) for this dimension ranged from a 1.94 (attracting new mem-
bers/clients) to a 1.43 (focusing on the mission and vision).

As seen in Figure 7, each of the indicators in this dimension were seen as some form of a 
challenge by at least  60% of respondents, with the exception of focusing on the organi-
zational mission and vision.  A focus on mission and vision was a challenge to only 47.6%, 
and a major challenge to only 5.2% of that total; over half did not see it as a challenge at 
all.  The remaining indicators were considered a minor challenge by roughly 40% or more of 
respondents.

The most challenging indicators in this dimension was the ability to attract new members 
or clients, which was a major or minor challenge for 70.2% of respondents.  This was also 
tenth among the top ten overall concerns across all dimensions (see Appendix E).

Evaluating outcomes was the second overall, following closely behind at 69.1%.  Outcome 
measurement, particularly for the purpose of grant writing and reporting, was also men-
tioned as an area of concern during our focus group sessions.  Participants in multiple ses-
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sions mentioned their 
struggle to adequately 
measure outcomes — 
from understanding 
how to develop solid 
measurable outcomes 
to having the time and 
resources to actually 
evaluating and report-
ing the outcomes.  
Several felt that the 
human services orien-
tation of their agencies 
made it difficult to 
actually quantify the 
impact of their servic-
es, and were looking 
for “easy” ways to 
demonstrate to their 
boards and funders that the organization was meeting its mission.  This finding also holds 
true when examining data from the short survey given after the Nonprofit Listening Sessions 
held in the summer of 2008 by the Regional Nonprofit Alliance.  When asked to rank areas 
in which nonprofits would benefit the most from technical assistance, 43% of the sample 
indicated that outcome measurement was a top priority (Regional Nonprofit Alliance, 2008).

Assessing community needs was seen as a challenge by 62.3%.  Delivery quality programs 
was a challenge for 60.7% overall, with just over fifteen percent seeing this as a major chal-
lenge for their organization.

As mentioned above, the ability to focus on the mission and vision of the organization was 
not considered to be a challenge by over half of the respondents.  This is likely a result of  
the focus of nonprofit organizations on the programs component of this dimension, which is 
in essence why these organizations formed to begin with.  It is not surprising that this is an 
area of organizational effectiveness that many nonprofits do indeed feel comfortable with.

Operations and Governance

Operations and governance was found to have the lowest average challenge level at 1.78.  
Figure 18 (found in Appendix D) shows that the average challenge scores on a scale of 0 
(not a challenge) to 3 (a major challenge) for this dimension ranged from a 1.88 (strategic 
planning) to a 1.48 (performing tasks related to the mission).  

As you can see in Figure 8, the indicators in this dimension were found to be at least a minor 
challenge by anywhere from around 45% of respondents (for both performing routine tasks 
and managing facilities), to strategic planning at 69.4%.  There was a broad range of those 
noting major challenges in this dimension, from around 6% in performing routine tasks to a 
quarter of all responses for strategic planning.

One interesting finding in this dimension is regarding strategic planning. This was the most 
challenging indicator in this dimension, according to the closed-ended responses in the 
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quantitative portion of 
the study.  There was 
discussion in nearly 
every focus group 
about the importance 
of strategic planning.  
However, when asked 
during these focus 
group sessions if there 
was an area of capac-
ity building assistance 
that they felt was not 
needed, or that they 
had “enough” of, 
members of two of 
the focus group noted 
that they had more 
than enough training 
on strategic planning.  

The feeling was that most strategic planning workshops or conference sessions offered 
the “same old, same old.”  What they were hoping for in regards to strategic planning was 
something “new and innovative” that would help them develop an effective plan with signifi-
cant input from their staff and board.  

A second interesting finding related to this dimension is that when asked in the open-ended 
portion of the questionnaire to list the three greatest capacity building challenges facing their 
specific organizations, concerns related to operations and governance composed nearly 
one-quarter of all responses, second only to references to financial resources.  So while 
operations and governance concerns were ranked seventh overall out of the dimensions of 
capacity examined in the closed-ended portions, that ranking changed dramatically when 
organizations were asked to think about all of their organizational challenges and to identify 
their top three.  It should be noted that a fairly large number of study participants — 43.2% 
of all responses — did not provide an answer to this question. 

This finding seems to coincide with results from our focus group 
sessions.  As mentioned previously, boards were a frequent 
topic of discussion across all focus groups, including those held 
by the Regional Nonprofit Alliance.  In addition to board training 
as discussed earlier, participants discussed at length a need to 
involve their board members in strategic planning.  One group 
discussed their frustration with the development of the strategic 
plan as an exercise with no follow through by the board — it was 
simply something that “had to be done.”  One participant men-

tioned that “I’ve thought to myself-get out of my way.  If you are not behind the vision and 
the strategic plan, just get out of the way.”  An additional concern about boards was how 
to get them fully engaged — in other words, how to get board members to do more than at-
tend board meetings, which goes back to board training as well as development.  It should 
be noted that despite the frustrations with boards mentioned by participants, participants 
were effusive in their praise of their board members, even when expressing frustration.  They 
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realize the commitment that these community members have taken on to assist with their 
organizations.

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE

In addition to asking respondents to evaluate the level of challenge found in each of the 
seven dimensions of capacity, respondents were also asked to evaluate the helpfulness of 
a variety of types of assistance that can be categorized into three groups:  funding, peer 
assistance, and technical assistance.  Respondents were asked to determine whether each 
specific type of assistance would be very helpful, somewhat helpful, or not helpful in ad-
dressing their capacity building needs in any area.  Participants could also indicate that they 
did not know if a type of assistance would be helpful.  These responses were coded on a 
four-point scale where 3 indicated very helpful, 2 indicated somewhat helpful, 1 indicated 
not helpful, and 0 indicating not helpful or not applicable.

As Figure 9 indi-
cates, the six types 
of assistance that fall 
within the funding 
category were seen 
as the most helpful 
overall, followed by 
the two types of peer 
assistance and the 
four types of techni-
cal assistance, which 
were fairly close in 
average.  The funding 
category combined 
for an average of 2.10 
overall on a 3.0 scale.  
If the outlier, low-
cost loans (mean of 
1.22) is removed, the 
combined average becomes 2.44.  The mean of the peer assistance indicators was much 
lower, at 2.04.  The combined average of the types of help found in the technical assistance 
category is 1.79; if the outlier of loaned executive (1.55) is removed, the combined average 
of the technical assistance indicators rises to 1.87.

Funding

General overhead funding (2.57) and multi-year funding (2.55) were seen as the most help-
ful.  As you will see in Figure 10 below, 75% of all respondents indicated that these two 
types of assistance were very helpful.  The flexibility offered by these two types of assistance 
is likely why the respondents tended to rank them so highly.  General overhead funding 
would allow an organization the ability to address capacity building needs as they arise 
since it would have the additional monies as part of its budget.  Multi-year funding is appeal-
ing because it would allow an organization to tackle potentially complex capacity initiatives 
in stages that make sense for the organization and its staff, rather than rushing to fit the 
project in within the constraints of a typical grant cycle.
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Small targeted grants 
to address specific 
challenges (2.32) and 
endowment funding 
(2.29) followed, with 
challenge grants next 
at 2.14.  Low cost 
loans saw a major 
drop-off in perceived 
helpfulness at 1.22, 
with half of all respon-
dents seeing these 
loans as not helpful.

Just as in the first por-
tion of the study, the 
types of assistance 
for capacity building 
issues included in the 
open-ended portion of 
the questionnaire that 
were seen as most 
beneficial to respon-

dents related to funding, which made up 44.3% of all responses. This seems logical, given 
that financial resources appear to be the greatest challenge to organizations.  

Peer Assistance

The two types of peer assistance were closer to the types of funding at the lower end of the 
range, with one-third of respondents finding these types of peer assistance as very helpful.  
Opportunities to interact and learn from peers (2.14) had the same helpfulness score as the 
challenge grants in the funding category. The second type of peer learning, joint activities 

with other organiza-
tions had a helpful-
ness score of 2.0, 
similar to the highest 
average in the techni-
cal assistance cate-
gory—student interns 
(2.1).  Nearly one-third 
of participants saw 
student interns as 
very helpful.  Focus 
group sessions also 
frequently mentioned 
the desire to interact 
more with peers as 
a way to learn and 
grow.  In particular 
the idea of informal 
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meetings without agendas where executive directors could discuss issues and challenges 
would be appealing, something akin to what is happening in the Parkersburg area currently 
with the Community Service Council.  Another type of peer assistance that was mentioned 
in our focus groups was mentoring; newer executive directors spoke of a desire to have an 
experienced peer that they could turn to for assistance.  Online discussion boards were also 
mentioned as a way to perhaps promote dialog, particularly for those organizations in more 
rural areas.    

Formal Collaborations and Informal Networks: The study also included questions 
regarding informal and formal collaborations.  Approximately 30% of participants indicated 
that they were involved in one or more formal collaborations, which was defined as legal, 
fiscal, administrative, or programmatic exchanges with other organizations.  Another 19% 
indicated that they were involved in these formal collaborations as well as informal networks, 
which were defined as cooperation, coordination, and working together with other agencies.  
Nearly 27% indicated that they were involved only in these informal relationships.  One-quar-
ter of participants were not involved in any way with other organizations.

When asked how these collaborations impacted their agencies, there were varying percep-
tions as to their helpfulness (see Figure 11 above).  A vast majority (81.4%) felt that formal 
collaborations and informal networks made it easier to enhance their visibility and reputation.  
A large percentage, 68.2%, felt that it also made meeting the needs of their membership 
easier.  Over half felt that these relationships made obtaining funding easier as well.  Over 
one-third felt that recruiting and retaining board members (33.3%) and volunteers (39.8%) 
was easier as well.  Thirty percent felt that it was also easier to recruit and keep staff.  How-
ever, in all areas regarding recruitment and retention, over half saw that these relationships 
had no impact.  Overall these formal collaborations and informal relationships were seen 
as making it harder to achieve any of these organizational capacities in less than 10% of 
responses.

Technical Assistance 

The third category of assistance was technical assistance, which may consist of improving 
the skills of staff, volunteers, or board members through workshops or some type of train-
ing.  Technical assistance can also include direct assistance from an “expert” in a particular 
area, such as outside consultants or loaned executives.  It may also come in the form of 
assistance from students, such as through internships.  

All forms of technical assistance, with the exception of student 
interns (ranked sixth overall), ranked below any type of fund-
ing or peer assistance.  Student interns received a helpfulness 
ranking of 2.01, nearly identical to joint activities with other 
organizations.  Over one-third of all respondents saw interns 
as being very helpful.  This was an interesting finding given that 
participants in multiple focus groups expressed concerns about 
working with college student groups and even interns as they 
tend to “start a project, get it going, and then disappear”.  The concern was that student 
groups often have to be finished with a project within an academic semester, and not all of 
the capacity building projects within an organization will fit in that type of timeline.  Student 
interns were perceived as a better option than student groups because their internships 
sometimes crossed semesters.

All forms of technical assistance, 
with the exception of student 
interns (ranked sixth overall), 
ranked below any type of funding 
or peer assistance.
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Workshops and training, seen as perhaps the most common type of capacity building assis-
tance in any of these three categories, was rated a 1.86 on our three-point scale.  Despite 
the perceived availability of training, only 27.7% of respondents found this to be very helpful.  
Outside consultants received a helpfulness score of 1.75, with a little over one-fourth of 
respondents finding them very helpful, but another one-fourth seeing them as not helpful.  
The lowest ranking was given to loaned executives, which were seen as at least somewhat 
helpful by just over half of respondents.

Despite the fact that workshops were one of the lower ranked forms of assistance quantita-
tive portion of the study, focus group participants often mentioned workshops as the type of 
assistance that they thought would be helpful in certain areas, particularly in terms of board 
development and training.  What was mentioned on a number of occasions was that while 
workshops can be helpful, what is lacking is the follow through when they return to their 
organizations.  One participant stated: “I arrive at the workshop eager to learn. I take pages 
of notes and am stimulated by all of the great ideas I am hearing.  And then I go back to my 
office, look at the 100 emails and voicemails that came in while I was at training, and my 
notes go on the backburner — no matter how good my intentions are.”  A key component 
to the effectiveness of professional development is follow-up when one returns to his or her 
organization.  The focus group attendees seemed to indicate that some type of follow-up 
dialog after their workshops might improve the effectiveness of the training, as well as con-
vince them to participate in more training and development.

Another participant mentioned that in terms of board development, “if training is the solution 
(to board-related challenges), the board needs to be convinced that they need the training 
first, which is a major hurdle.”  Several noted that when board training and development op-
portunities were provided, it was often expected that staff attend the session and bring the 
information  back to the board, rather than board members attending themselves.

Finally, the levels of the workshops were mentioned as an issue to be addressed.  Many 
workshops “try to be all things to all people,” meaning that it tried to offer something to all 
participants from those with a great deal of knowledge and experience to those who have 
very little.  The result often is that no one leaves feeling quite satisfied with the workshop.  

STANDARDS FOR EXCELLENCE

We asked respondents to our study about their familiarity with the National Standards for 
Excellence program.  This program is active in both Ohio and West Virginia, which have 
authorized replication agencies (the Ohio Association for Nonprofits and the West Virginia 
Community Development Hub respectively) that can offer the training, support, and certifica-
tion process required for organizations that want to pursue the use of the Standards.  The 
National Standards for Excellence are intended to serve as a guide to nonprofit organiza-
tions for ethical and effective practice in the field.

Despite the fact that there are Standards for Excellence programs in both states, only 
23.6% of respondents (n=34) were familiar with the Standards.  Of these 34 organizations, 
17 utilized the Standards for Excellence program and materials in some way; 15 did not.  
It would seem that the Standards for Excellence are not being utilized fully by this pool of 
respondents.  Concerns about the financial cost of Standards certification, particularly for 
small, grassroots organizations, were articulated in our focus group sessions, as well as in 
conversations with various entities and individuals involved with capacity building in the re-
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gion.  The organizational time commitment needed to pursue certification was also seen as 
a major barrier to pursuing the Standards, even though there was a general acknowledge-
ment that the resources provided by the program are excellent.
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BARRIERS TO CAPACITY BUILDING

As part of our focus group sessions, we asked participants to talk about 

what they saw as barriers to effective capacity building for their own or-

ganizations or the region as a whole.  The first, and most common, barrier 

mentioned was, of course, funding in its various forms.  In the current economic 

climate, programming has become even more essential as the number of clients 

served by many nonprofits is on the rise, while financial resources are shrinking.  

The inevitable budget cuts often start with travel and training, which are essential 

to capacity building efforts in an organization.  Participants noted that even when 

they were able to attend training, finding the financial resources to implement 

some of the organizational changes needed to improve their effectiveness was 

difficult, if not impossible.  Additionally, there is a concern about how a focus on 

organizational improvement would translate onto the IRS 990 forms.  Since donors 

are often concerned about how much of their dollars is spent on programming ver-

sus organizational costs, participants worried that spending on capacity building 

might “hurt them” on their 990s.

Time was the second most prevalent barrier mentioned in the sessions.  Finding the time to 
attend training, vett consultants, or locate resources to improve capacity was seen as sec-
ondary to “seeing to our bread and butter,” or programming.  Even if the groundwork is laid 
for the capacity-building effort, the question is: Who in the organization is going to spend 
the time to implement and follow-up, and where does that time come from?  One partici-
pant stated “Every time you do capacity building or any kind of growth or whatever, the 
questions are: Who’s going to do it and who’s going to fund it?  And we all have stretched 
our hours to the limit as it is…who works a 40-hour work week?”  In other words, who is 
going to add these capacity building efforts to their already full plate — and does that mean 
that some programming tasks are not attended to?

A similar concern was prioritization of capacity building, by line staff, the executive director, 
and the board. While everyone seems to know and be able to articulate that capacity build-



62

ing is important, where it fits in terms of organizational priorities is often a point of contention 
among these different groups.  Participants noted a need for a clear discussion of priorities 
among these groups before engaging in any capacity building work if the effort is to survive.  
One participant mentioned “The problem is that it is a priority now, with this executive direc-
tor and this board.  But when there is a change in leadership, priorities shift, and then what 
happens to these new initiatives?  They fall by the wayside and the staff begins to see it as a 
matter of time before the next quick fix will be thrust upon them.”

Another major barrier was knowing how, when, and where to find resources that can aid in 
capacity building.  Many felt that the resources are out there, but were not quite sure where 
to find them.  Others felt that there was almost “too much,” making it difficult to know where 
to start.  Online resources were seen as very valuable, but that those resources were often 
scattered across sites that the respondents did not necessarily know about.  Finding the 
time to locate these resources, as mentioned above, made it difficult to actually utilize them.

Geography was mentioned as a barrier as well. This study focuses on counties in both 
Ohio and West Virginia, many of which are separated by a large river.  The river seemed to 
represent both a physical barrier and a psychological one as well; participants mentioned 
that even though they live in such close proximity to another state, they often do not think 
about looking “over there” for resources.  Most importantly, it seemed like organizations, 
particularly those that serve populations in both states, wanted to see some type of central-
ized place where they could see what was happening, what organizations were working on 
what, where training was being offered, etc.  Another aspect of geography that was seen as 
a barrier was access to resources for those very rural organizations.  For some, assistance 
such as workshops was problematic because they almost always involved lengthy car rides 
to attend.  Even for those located in larger cities, such as Athens, Marietta, or Parkersburg, 
mentioned that many training sessions, consultants, and other resources were available 
in urban areas such as Charleston, Cincinnati, Cleveland, or Columbus—all of which are 
several hours away.
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PERSPECTIVES OF THE FUNDING COMMUNITY

As previously mentioned, one of the focus groups conducted in the spring 

of 2009 was with some local funders who serve the eleven county area 

encompassing this study. These funders have a wide array of focus areas 

that they fund, and represent both private foundations and community foundations.  

These funders were asked to consider a variety of issues, such as their perspec-

tives on capacity building, their observations on what has worked with capacity 

building among their grantees, and what types of capacity building efforts they 

might be interested in funding.

The funders saw capacity as an organization’s ability to effectively deliver their services and 
meet both their mission and vision.  The group saw some of the major capacity challenges 
for the region (in no particular order) to be board development, planning for sustainability, 
human resources, information technology, and leadership development.  Several noted 
that capacity needs for the smaller, grassroots organizations were sometimes different, and 
much more elemental — such as how to keep financial records, budget, or obtain new 
revenue streams.  A need for the development of adaptive capacity was seen as particularly 
important given the current economic climate and the likelihood of shrinking endowments-
and therefore funds available.  In particular they felt that capacity building should be an 
ongoing attempt at improving effectiveness, rather than a last-ditch effort at bailing out an 
entity in trouble.  

There was more of an interest in funding initiatives that help an organization move forward 
as opposed to continue to operate at a basic level — or even to simply survive.  Though 
agreeing it is difficult, the group felt that more organizations should be considering more 
in-depth collaborations, or even possibly merging with other entities with similar missions 
rather than continuing to struggle on their own.  This is not unusual; in fact, the topic of 
mergers or strategic collaborations has been a focus of a great deal of attention in the 
nonprofit community, particularly given the economic climate.  Initiatives that explore shared 
back office operations were specifically mentioned as appealing to this group.  
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An area that funders could work on to assist their grantees identified during discussion was 
about grant guidelines and reporting.  This is something that Kibbe (2004) also mentions as 
essential for funders who are interested in developing capacity in the organizations that they 
work with.  Both the participants and Kibbe agree that funders should periodically examine 
their grant criteria to make sure that it is reasonable in scope, and that all of the information 

requested is necessary.  The same recommendation holds true 
for reporting requirements, which the group felt should focus 
more on demonstration of progress and measurable outcomes.  
Currently in West Virginia there is discussion of the formation of 
a common grant application by at least two groups, with one 
of the local funders, the Ross Foundation, being very actively 
involved in that process.  A common application may in fact lend 
itself to streamlining the grants process for organizations, and 
free up resources for other programmatic or capacity related 
tasks.

The participants shared that organizations they had observed that had been successful 
in developing their organizational effectiveness engaged in capacity building as a tool for 
growth, as opposed to a band-aid to fix a major problem.  They often also used a variety 
of assessment tools to look deeply to identify what their specific needs might be.  Kibbe 
(2004) identified flexibility as a key to success for funders looking to help their grantees build 
capacity.  Organizational assessment tools can help an organization that might feel like it 
has one issue see that the problem runs deeper, or that its needs are greater in other areas.  
These assessment tools are fairly common place among the capacity building organizations 
that were examined in our best practices site visits.

Finally, the group discussed the funding of one-time events versus developed programs or 
activities that could lead to measurable results.  While they acknowledged value in activities 
such as board retreats or workshops, participants noted (as did the attendees at the focus 
groups for nonprofit organizations) that follow-up was essential for these to be truly effective 
in impacting organizational capacity.

The participants shared that 
organizations they had observed 

that had been successful in 
developing their organizational 

effectiveness engaged in capacity 
building as a tool for growth, as 

opposed to a band-aid to fix a 
major problem.
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The purpose of this study is to help capture the state of nonprofit capacity in 

the targeted geographic area, identify what resources are available to non-

profits, and to make recommendations for improving capacity-building ef-

forts.   These recommendations are based on the data collected in our quantitative 

phase, the focus groups, as well as the best practice site visits.  The recommen-

dations are also based on our review of the relevant literature.  They are offered 

without preference or judgment as to the “best” solution, primarily because efforts 

to improve organizational effectiveness are not really a “one size fits all” endeavor.  

A comprehensive approach utilizing a variety of tools is necessary to make signifi-

cant strides in improved organizational effectiveness in the region.

The recommendations are intended for the nonprofit community that we studied, as well 
as the funders in the region.  Not surprisingly, many of these recommendations will require 
funding to become a reality, which of course means that the funding community can play 
a vital role in attacking this issue.  As noted above, one of the key barriers to engaging in 
capacity building is a lack of resources, so having the local funders on board with initiatives 
will encourage the nonprofit entities in the area to engage as well.  The funding community 
nationally has become increasingly engaged in capacity-building work.  In the 1990s alone, 
technical assistance grants increased by 180% (Light, Pathways to Nonpfrofit Excellence, 
2002).  Kibbe (2004) also noted that the Foundation Center has seen a significant rise in 
funding for organizational capacity-building efforts.  Therefore, it is critical that the funders in 
the region be engaged in any large-scale efforts to build nonprofit capacity.

Recommendations are made in no particular order.  

FUNDING ASSISTANCE

It will come as no surprise that funding would be a primary recommendation based on both 
the quantitative and qualitative findings of this study.  Nearly half of all requests for assis-
tance in our open-ended questions referenced some type of funding.  
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Multi-year and General Overhead Funding

Multi-year funding and general overhead funding were identified as the most helpful of any 
form of assistance suggested in the study.  These types of funding approaches to capacity 
building provide the organizations with a great deal of flexibility in meeting their organiza-
tional challenges.  The need to complete a capacity-building project within a typical one-
year grant cycle might compel an organization to rush the process rather than taking its time 
and delving into the true root causes of organizational strengths and weaknesses.  Many 

capacity-building projects are more long-term in nature, and are 
best addressed if they are not rushed.  As a result, multi-year 
funding for organizational development projects would allow 
the organization to truly spend the time necessary to implement 
organizational change in a manner that bests suits it.  General 
overhead funding would allow for an organization to protect or 
enhance training and development budgets and other line-items 

that are related to organizational improvement, areas that are typically first on the chopping 
block in times of budget crises.  Both multi-year and general overhead funding would allow 
organizations to adapt their capacity-building agendas to meet changing organizational and 
environmental needs.

Multi-year funding could also promote organizational development when given for program-
matic grants as well.  The receipt of a multi-year award provides an organization with stabil-
ity, and allows them to utilize scarce resources to focus on not only programmatic tasks, but 
also on improving organizational effectiveness in a variety of ways—rather than beginning 
the hunt for a new grant (or writing a renewal) almost as soon as they receive their award.

Many funders typically do not award these types of funding to grant organizations for a 
variety of reasons.  However, the data clearly indicate that the nonprofit entities they work 
so closely with feel strongly that these types of assistance are most beneficial to them in 
engaging in organizational improvement efforts, so it may be time to consider adopting one 
or both of these approaches for organizations seeking capacity building funds.

Develop a Specific Funding Category for Capacity-Building Projects

Most funders make explicit in their grant applications and materials what type of projects 
they are interested in.  Funders interested in becoming involved in this movement to improve 
organizational capacity could add a grant category that includes capacity building among 
their list of grant interests.  For example, the Claude Worthington Benedum Foundation, a 
funder serving West Virginia and Southwestern Pennsylvania, has a grant category called 
Community Development, which lists among its specific areas of interest programs that 
“improve the effectiveness and accountability of nonprofit and public programs” (Claude 
Worthington Benedum Foundation, 2009).

The study indicated that small targeted grants and challenge grants were perceived to be 
very helpful.  Either approach could be used effectively, depending on what would work best 
and align with the mission and vision of the funding entity.  This would require a modification 
to the grant application, and perhaps a different approach in the grant process.

During the best practices site visits, we talked with several organizations that have a grant 
process for small targeted grants for capacity building.  The maximum grant award most 

Multi-year funding and general 
overhead funding were identified 

as the most helpful of any form of 
assistance suggested in the study.
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cases was $5,000, a relatively small amount in comparison with 
many programmatic grants (the Forbes Fund offers Management 
Assistance Grants that typically range from $8,000-12,000).  
Another commonality was the required completion of an orga-
nizational assessment tool of some kind to be completed and 
submitted with the funding request.  Some also required the 
completion of the same assessment tool at the end of the proj-
ect in order to document any growth that had occurred.  Again, 
the complexity of these organizational assessment tools varied 
among the organizations who utilized them. We did not find a single common tool used by 
more than one organization.

Capacity-Building Pooled Fund

A capacity-building pooled fund would be a collection of resources from multiple funders in 
the area.  Each participating funding entity would be responsible for contributing a minimum 
amount of money to the pooled fund annually.  To be successful, there would need to be a 
multi-year commitment from participating funding entities to get the initiative off the ground; 
after that, participants would contribute a minimum amount annually to keep the pool run-
ning.

The Nonprofit Alliance (NPA) at Kellogg Community College administers a pooled fund 
that is a potential model for this type of program.  The fund contains both scholarships for 
individuals within an organization to attend training, as well as small grants to build capac-
ity.  The organization began as an information and referral network, and has evolved into a 
management support organization officially recognized as one of six state-wide entities that 
provide this type of assistance by the Michigan Nonprofit Association. In addition to admin-
istering their pooled fund, the NPA also participates in the Michigan NOW! program.  

The monies that drive the pooled fund come from local funders.  Each organization is asked 
to contribute at least $10,000 annually; however, some funders contribute significantly more.  
These monies are used for the grant program and its administration by the NPA.  Propos-
als are accepted on a rolling basis.  Currently, the selection committee meets monthly to 
consider requests (this approach is being reconsidered, and will likely shift to a bi-monthly 
review process).  This committee is made up of representatives from each funding agency 
that contributes to the pooled fund.

After completing an organizational assessment, interested organizations fill out a grant applica-
tion and meet with a consultant from NPA to ensure that their request is aligned with what the 
organization truly needs.  The capacity-building work might be completed by NPA directly, or 
may be contracted out to an approved consultant (NPA also hosts a comprehensive con-
sultant directory).  This sequence of an outside organizational assessment prior to awarding 
funding for specific capacity building requests is a practice also followed by the BEST Project 
of Genessee County Michigan, widely considered as a model program nationally.

The NPA noted one benefit of this approach has been improved relationships and commu-
nication among the area funders.  They noted no concern from the nonprofits themselves 
about sharing potential organizational weaknesses with funders.

Funders interested in becoming 
involved in this movement to 
improve organizational capacity 
could add a grant category that 
includes capacity building among 
their list of grant interests.  
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A capacity pooled fund has several potential benefits for this region.  First of all, it would 
provide a source of funding for organizations seeking to improve their organizational effec-
tiveness.  It would also serve as a clear signal to the nonprofits in the region that the funders 
see organizational development as a key priority for the community, which may compel 
some nonprofits to embrace capacity-building initiatives.  A compulsory organizational as-
sessment can provide participants with a good idea of what areas the organization needs to 
be working on and can give funders a sense of the level of commitment to capacity building 
within the organization prior to awarding funds.  Perhaps most importantly, the existence of 
a pool of money exclusively for capacity building that comes from multiple funders would 
allow organizations to pursue monies to improve effectiveness without feeling like they are 
endangering their programmatic requests by continuing to “tap the same well” by going 
repeatedly to the same individual funder for requests.

Two major challenges to establishing a pooled fund exist.  The first, and most obvious, is the 
need to establish a sufficient pool of resources to drive the fund. The second is also critical 
— identifying an entity that can manage the fund.  The Regional Profile section of this report 
describes a variety of agencies that might, with the provision of funding for the administra-
tive costs, have a mission or programmatic focus that would make the administration of 
such a fund logical.  Another option might be a community foundation, as its organizational 
structure may lend itself to the administration of funds such as these.  An important consid-
eration for either of these options would be the need to make sure that the host organization 
has a geographic focus that allows it to serve both Ohio and West Virginia organizations.  A 
third option might be the establishment of a regional nonprofit capacity building office (de-
scribed fully later in this section).

Seek Federal or State Funding for Capacity-Building Programming 

There are funds available at the federal level, and to a lesser extent the state level, to provide 
capacity-building programming to specific audiences or geographic regions.  For example, 
there is currently a call for proposals for the Strengthening Communities Fund through the 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services in conjunction with the White House Office 
on Faith-based and Neighborhood Partnerships. The monies in the Strengthening Com-
munities Fund are available as a result of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act.  
Several agencies in Ohio and West Virginia are rumored to be planning to submit a grant 
proposal for this funding, which was due on July 7, 2009.  One component of the program 
is a two-year award of up to $1 million to an intermediary agency that will use the funding to 
support capacity initiatives in both secular and faith-based nonprofit entities.  

An essential component for this recommendation to be feasible would be finding an entity 
to apply for the grant money, serve as its fiscal agent, and administer the program.  The 
Regional Profile portion of this report describes a wide variety of agencies that have capacity 
building as one of their functions.  It is possible that one of them could serve as an interme-
diary, such as the agencies described in the model programs below (and some may even 
be applying for the current federal funding).  The other alternative would be the creation of a 
regional office whose mission is capacity building; such an office could administer a program 
such as this as one of its programmatic functions (see below for a full explanation of this 
recommendation).

There are three specific examples of this type of program that can be examined in order to 
design a program that would best meet the needs of this area.  The Corporation for Ohio 
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Appalachian Development (COAD) provides a local model.  In addition, two of the organiza-
tions observed during the best practices site visits took advantage of such grant funding to 
provide services to their target audiences.  This region could adopt any of these models, or 
a version that takes elements of each.  

Corporation for Ohio Appalachian Development:  As previously mentioned, the Corpo-
ration for Ohio Appalachian Development (COAD) delivered capacity-building training, tech-
nical assistance, and administered mini-grants in southeastern Ohio as part of a program 
funded by the Ohio Governor’s Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives.  Though the 
mini-grant program was cancelled due to budget cuts, the training and technical assistance 
portions were implemented to organizations receiving Ohio Temporary Assistance to Needy 
Families (TANF) funds.  This is certainly something that could be replicated if there are fund-
ing streams available at the state or national level.  One limitation was that these opportuni-
ties were only available to Ohio nonprofits; if there were to be a program that crossed state 
lines it would likely have to be a federal program.  It would also be helpful if such program-
ming were opened up to organizations that were not receiving TANF funding.  All three ele-
ments — training, one-on-one technical assistance, and a mini-grant program — would be 
ideal if the program were to be replicated.

The Michigan NOW! Program: The Michigan NOW! program is a capacity-building op-
portunity for smaller Michigan nonprofit organizations.  The NOW program is administered 
by the Michigan Nonprofit Association (MNA), a statewide organization that serves the 
needs of nonprofit agencies.  The funding for NOW comes from the federal Compassion 
Capital Fund.  The MNA recognizes six official management support organizations statewide 
(of which they are one) that provide a variety of types of assistance, including individualized 
technical assistance, consulting, and a variety of trainings.  MNA has developed an exten-
sive set of guidelines for organizations to help guide them to greater effectiveness, account-
ability, and transparency called Principles and Practices.  The Principles and Practices guide 
the curriculum offered through their trainings, as well as the comprehensive organizational 
assessment that they utilize with the entities they assist.  NOW is just one portion of the 
capacity building initiatives undertaken by the MNA.

NOW is a federally funded program that has an application process.  Recipients receive 
nearly $200 in free training as they enter the program. This may include workshops or webi-
nars delivered by one of the six recognized management support organizations statewide.  
The curriculum for these training opportunities is standardized to improve consistency.  
Some organizations stop at that point.  If the organization wishes to continue with capac-
ity building initiatives, the next step is a technical assistance phase in which organizations 
can apply for up to 25 hours of individualized, site based coaching with an experienced 
consultant.  At this point the organization has to complete an organizational assessment 
and an application.  The organizational assessment was developed by the MNA and is 
based on their Principles and Practices.  This organizational assessment is used as a guide 
in developing a plan to meet their organizational needs.  Organizations meet with someone 
to review the organizational assessment and make sure they have prioritized their needs 
appropriately.  If accepted, the organization receives approximately 25 hours of consulting.  
Participants are required to attend a program orientation and a minimum of one training ses-
sion offered through MNA or one of the other management support organizations.
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At this point organizations can choose to continue on and apply for an Opportunity Grant 
of up to $5,000.  The types of assistance that can be requested through these grants are 
varied; however, the requests must match the priorities identified during the technical as-
sistance phase.  The most common requests are for the development of plans-technology 
plans, strategic plans, business plans, etc.  Consultants and training are other typically 
requested types of assistance.  Any consulting services are delivered through the six state-
wide management support organizations that in turn may subcontract these services out 
to vetted consultants.  These consultants must agree to a rate dictated by the federal grant 
that is typically below the average fee garnered in the field.

Capacity Building Institute-University of Central Florida: The Capacity Building Insti-
tute is a part of Center for Public and Nonprofit Management (CPNM) at the University of 
Central Florida.  The CPNM engages in applied, community-based research, as well as the 
development of capacity building programming.  Such programming is delivered through 
CPNM’s Capacity Building Institute.  

The Capacity Building Institute currently has a program, called FACTS II, which is a cohort of 
small nonprofit agencies that serve minority populations dealing with HIV/AIDS.  The fund-
ing comes from a grant through the Health Department, which was responsible for selecting 
the agencies.  FACTS II is a multi-year cohort model that provides the agencies with varied 
types of capacity building assistance. First, the organizations meet regularly for various types 
of capacity building training; each session includes an opportunity to share with their cohort, 
providing the organizations with a networking opportunity as well.  In addition to training and 
networking, each organization receives individualized technical assistance through research 
analysts as well as faculty and staff from the University of Central Florida (UCF). The re-
search analysts are graduate students (at both the master’s and doctoral levels) who are 
assigned to these agencies to provided individualized capacity building support; UCF faculty 
serve as resources for the students as they work with their assigned agency.  As graduate 
assistants, the research analysts often receive 75% tuition assistance — one of the costs of 
such an approach to capacity building.  Research analysts are assigned to the agency for 
the duration of the FACTS II program, so they work across multiple semesters. Deliverables 
are agreed upon between the agency, research analysts, and faculty and include a variety 
of things, such as annual reports, budgets, or strategic plans.  Students meet monthly with 
UCF faculty or staff (primarily Dr. Kapucu, Director of the CPNM, or Mary-Elena Augustin, 
program coordinator).

The site visit coincided with one of the final FACTS II cohort meetings, which was quite 
emotional.  After their networking and sharing time, the agencies were presented with cop-
ies of their annual reports, developed by the research analysts and printed through grant 
funding. For most it was the first time they had developed such a report. The agencies were 
extremely grateful to their graduate students — and the students were proud and saddened 
that their journey was nearly over.  It was evident that both the agencies and the students 
directly benefited from this relationship.

DEMONSTRATE SUPPORT FOR THE CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT  
INITIATIVES OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS 

Funders hold tremendous sway over their current and potential grantees, who are always 
looking for ways to make themselves attractive, and therefore worthy of funding.  With such 
influence, the funding community has the ability to convey the importance of focusing on 
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organizational development in a variety of ways, many of which may cost very little in terms 
of money or time.

Modified Grant Application Process 

Funders interested in encouraging their grantees to engage in 
organizational capacity building can modify their grant applica-
tions to reflect the importance of these types of initiatives.  This 
could apply to both programmatic grant requests, as well as 
to those that request assistance with specific capacity building 
activities.  By simply asking a potential grant recipient to describe 
what activities the individual or organization is undertaking to 
build organizational capacity, the funder is sending a clear signal 
that they are interested in working with organizations that are 
taking steps to grow and improve.  This could be as simple as a checklist, or as involved as 
a narrative description.

Common Grant Application

Many organizational resources are often devoted to grant seeking and proposal develop-
ment.  This is a critical and worthwhile endeavor, but if this process were simplified it could 
potentially preserve these organizational resources to be used to engage in capacity building 
efforts.

One way to simplify the grants process for nonprofit entities would be to develop a common 
grant application to be used across the region.  Organizations would then have only one 
application to complete in order to potentially receive monies from regional funders.  This 
would be highly beneficial if the above suggestion — a modified grant application that asks 
organizations to describe their organizational development efforts — were to be adopted.

The idea of a common grant application has been a topic of discussion among some 
funders in West Virginia.  Tres Ross of the Ross Foundation has been developing an online 
application that pulls information from IRS 990 data.  Organizations would update this infor-
mation and develop the proposals online.  Organizations could request monies from multiple 
funders, and in turn the funders can easily see who else is working with potential grantees.

Organizational Assessments

As previously mentioned, one regular theme noted in nearly all of the organizations we 
talked with during our best practices site visits was the use of an organizational as-
sessment tool.  Such tools are commonly required when organizations request funds for 
capacity-building efforts.  In fact, nearly every organization we met with had some version of 
an organizational assessment used with the agencies it assisted.  

These organizational assessments vary significantly in complexity level, detail, and time 
involved\.  Perhaps the most involved organizational assessment process is found in the 
BEST project.  In the assessment phase of the project, organizations use outside consul-
tants and go through a four month assessment process that includes document reviews, 
interviews with the board and staff, and a quantitative survey.

Funders interested in encouraging 
their grantees to engage in 
organizational capacity building 
can modify their grant applications 
to reflect the importance of these 
types of initiatives.
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Two uses of organizational assessments are possible.  First, funders could consider encour-
aging or requiring prospective grantees to complete such a tool even when they are seeking 
programmatic grants.  This would convey that the funder is looking for more than just pro-
grammatic outcomes; they want to work with organizations that are healthy and concerned 
with their own development.

Secondly, as mentioned earlier, if either a capacity-building pooled fund or a specific grant 
category for capacity-building grants from individual funders is adopted, organizational as-
sessments should be a component of any such recommendation.  In this case, completing 
an organizational assessment is a necessary first step toward applying for funding to imple-
ment a project.  This can help funders make better decisions about which capacity-building 
projects to fund, and will ensure that the organization has examined all of its challenges 
before selecting a project to work on.  In this case, some funding may be necessary for out-
side consultants to either administer the organizational assessment or to review the results 
compiled by the agency itself.

A number of these tools already exist and could be readily adapted. They vary greatly in their 
detail and time requirement needed to complete.  If local funders do decide to encourage the 
use of such a tool, they should seek to develop, adapt, or adopt an existing tool jointly so that 
an organization that is applying to multiple organizations only has to complete this once.  

EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES FOR NONPROFIT LEADERS

Training and development is one form of assistance to address the varying needs of non-
profit entities.  As mentioned previously, study participants in various phases mentioned that 
the key to the success of training is follow-up.  Follow-up can take many forms, including 

peer coaching, visits from consultants or other “experts,” and 
additional workshop sessions to collaboratively discuss imple-
mentation.  It is highly recommended that any workshop ses-
sions that may develop as a result of these recommendations 
also include some plan for follow-up in order to enhance effec-
tiveness.

It should be noted that there are currently a variety of educa-
tional opportunities for nonprofit leaders in the area available 

through institutions of higher learning.  These opportunities should be widely encouraged for 
nonprofit professionals in the region who plan to remain in the sector to advance themselves 
professionally in addition to help their organization.  See the Regional Profile section for 
more information about these various programs.

Offer Varied Types of Workshops to Nonprofit Organizations 

There are a variety of needs across the region that could be addressed through effective 
workshops.  It could be argued that training should be offered in each of the seven dimen-
sions of capacity we examined, and as resources permit that should be an overall goal.  
While each dimension is not mentioned specifically below, nonprofits could certainly ben-
efit from workshops that address nearly any of these dimensions and their corresponding 
indicators.  The two areas specifically mentioned — various components of fundraising and 
board governance — were the most frequent type of assistance requested in the quantita-
tive and qualitative portions of the study, respectively. Other frequent requests for training 
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found in our study included grantwriting, outcomes measurement, and marketing to poten-
tial clients, volunteers, and donors.  These are topic areas that should also be considered if 
at all possible.

These workshops would need to be relatively low-cost to the attendees in order to be at-
tractive, so their overall cost might need to be underwritten by a funding entity of some kind.  
Local resources can be utilized to provide these workshops. The Regional Nonprofit Alliance 
from Ohio University has the capability of offering training in several key areas, such as fund-
raising, governance, strategic planning, business planning, and evaluation.  In addition, there 
are a number of nonprofit professionals in the area that have a wealth of expertise that can 
be tapped; they may simply need the assistance of someone with a training background to 
develop an effective curriculum.

In order to ensure that the principles and practices covered in these workshops are fully 
implemented, it would be helpful to fund follow-up activities in order to maintain momentum 
after training and to ensure that implementation has occurred.  This could take the form of 
site visits from the workshop providers, a follow-up networking session such as a luncheon 
to promote discussion among participants, or formal peer coaching.

Fundraising Workshops:  Seven of the top ten most pervasive needs identified in the 
study all relate to financial resources, and the need for effective fundraising.  Obtaining fund-
ing, expanding the donor base, developing capital campaigns, building endowments, secur-
ing corporate or foundation support, acquiring government grants, and writing proposals 
are all key skills for nonprofit entities.  Therefore, offering a series of workshops specifically 
targeting fundraising skills would be beneficial. 

As previously mentioned, the Regional Nonprofit Alliance at Ohio University offers resources 
in fundraising.  Dr. Judith Millisen, the director, was a nonprofit fundraising professional prior 
to entering higher education.  Individual funders have given workshops regarding grantwrit-
ing; some of these individuals could be tapped to provide grantwriting workshops as well.  
In addition to these local resources, the Bayer Center at Robert Morris University offers 
fundraising training for nonprofits.  The Bayer Center, located in Pittsburgh, could serve as a 
host organization, or it could be contracted to come to this region to provide services.

Another possibility would be the Fund Raising School, an arm of the Center on Philanthropy 
at Indiana University.  The Fund Raising School offers programming in various locations, 
such as Indianapolis, Orlando, and San Francisco.  The Fund Raising School also can offer 
its full complement of courses on-site in other locations, such as the Mid-Ohio Valley.  They 
offer a variety of topics including an overview of the principles and practices of fundrais-
ing, proposal writing, planned giving, developing annual sustainability, managing capital 
campaigns, board involvement in fundraising, and more.  Someone attending four of the 
six courses offered can earn a certificate in fundraising from the Fund Raising School.  The 
cost of bringing a course on-site varies for each course, with a range of roughly $12,000 to 
$18,000 for a group of 40 participants (or $300-450 per participant).

The Foundation Center would be another invaluable training resource for the area.  As 
previously mentioned, Marietta College has a Foundation Center cooperating collection.  
The College has partnered with the Foundation Center previously to provide training.  Most 
offerings are related to financial resources and grantmaking in particular.  Hosting additional 
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Foundation Center training sessions could be beneficial for organizations seeking to improve 
their ability to locate, apply for, and manage grants.

Board Governance Workshops: Focus group participants 
frequently mentioned the need for board training and develop-
ment as critical to effective organizational development.  Conse-
quently, a low-cost workshop series that focuses on governance 
could be very powerful in assisting nonprofits in the region. The 
key to success with board governance workshops would be the 
ability to engage board members as well as staff in the training 
efforts.

The Regional Nonprofit Alliance at Ohio University is again a logical resource in this area. 
Dr. Millisen has done extensive governance related research, and has previously developed 
training materials for Board Source.

Scholarships

One barrier to attending training in its various forms—workshops, college coursework, con-
ferences, etc. — is cost.  Nonprofit organizations struggling in this economy often minimize 
or eliminate their training and development budget line items.  If organizational resources do 
exist, they may be minimal and reserved only for managerial staff.  Nonprofit employees at 
times find themselves paying for their own professional development.

Individual funders could offer scholarships to nonprofit organizations or individuals.  An alter-
native would be to have a pool of scholarship resources that comes from multiple funders.  
This is a model used by the Nonprofit Alliance at Kellogg Community College, which admin-
isters a scholarship fund along with its capacity building pooled fund.  These scholarships 
should be open to varied types of professional development activities to encourage non-
profit professionals from various mission areas and administrative levels to apply.

Scholarships should require an application and a follow-up report that details information 
about implementation.  By requiring a report the funder is helping to reinforce that follow-up is 
critical for successful implementation of the information received in various forms of training.

Nonprofit Workshop Series: The  Voinovich School at Ohio University and West Virginia 
University at Parkersburg’s Community and Workforce Education program have engaged 
in discussions about offering a nonprofit workshop series as part of a continuing education 
program for the region.  The proposed course listing can be found in Appendix C of this 
report.  The workshops would be a mix of traditional instructional methodologies with op-
portunities for interaction and discussion by attendees.

One approach to the promotion of such a workshop series would be to use a cohort model, 
such as the one used by the Capacity Building Institute at the University of Central Florida 
(the FACTS II program), or the Best Project of Genesee County, Michigan.  By having a 
group of nonprofit leaders attend these courses together, there is an opportunity for learning 
not only from the course instructors, but also through the tremendous networking oppor-
tunities with peer organizations.  A cohort approach may have the advantage of applying 
positive group pressure on managers and organization to continually move forward with 
their organizational capacity building.  

Focus group participants 
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To launch such a workshop series it would be most effective to have some funding entity 
(or a combination of several funders) underwrite the cost for the first cohort.  The success 
of that cohort could be used to publicize subsequent workshop series, convincing agencies 
that the training is worth the investment.  If a scholarship system for nonprofit profession-
als, such as suggested above, existed this could also be a source of funding for individuals 
seeking to broaden their skills and improve their organizations.  

Digital Training: One of the major barriers to engaging in training and development for 
nonprofit professionals is time.  To take the time to attend even a one-day workshop means 
falling farther behind in the day-to-day tasks of the organization.  As a result, in the words 
of one of our focus group participants, “the description of the workshop really has to be 
compelling for me to be willing to give up time that I already don’t have in my day”.  To 
compound this, organizations in this particular region often have to travel to attend work-
shop sessions.  Many workshops and other resources are available in Columbus, Cincinnati, 
Cleveland, Charleston, Huntington, etc., all of which are typically at least a two-hour drive.  
Even when training is offered in population centers found in this area, such as Athens, Mari-
etta, or Parkersburg, smaller rural agencies that truly need the assistance find geography to 
be a major barrier.

Advances in technology may provide some digital alternatives to traditional face-to-face 
training that requires participants to travel long distances, such as webinars or DVDs.  
Focus group participants had mixed feelings about the use of technology as a delivery 
method for training. Many pointed out the savings in time and money by avoiding travel.  
Others described the greater accessibility to topics they would otherwise not be exposed to.  
Conversely, several participants were concerned that online formats are too isolated and did 
not provide opportunities for interaction and networking that they enjoyed about attending 
training.

Webinars:  Webinars are an online delivery method for training.  It is a popular misconcep-
tion that since webinars are not a face-to-face training format that they are static, lecture 
only sessions with minimal interactions.  Lecture is often a part of content delivery, but that 
need only comprise one part of the course.  The course instructor often utilizes a Power-
Point presentation to help participants follow along.  Many webinars also allow for partici-
pants to interject to ask questions, share their experiences, and dialog with their classmates 
through varied platforms, such as Microsoft Live Meeting.  Sessions can also be archived 
and later viewed for review or by individuals who were unable to “attend” the session.

Webinars allow  organizations to participate in training sessions even from great distances.  
This can give them an opportunity to learn from experts and interact with peers from both 
near and far.  This could be very attractive to the more rural organizations in the Mid-Ohio 
Valley.  This can reduce the perceived loss of resources — both travel time and money as-
sociated with attending a workshop.  That is not to say that webinars are without their chal-
lenges.  They are web-based, so participating organizations need to have high-speed In-
ternet access in order to participate effectively.  Webinars require technical expertise on the 
part of the organization offering the training, as well as some expertise from the participant 
in order to connect and fully participate.  Despite these barriers, this approach has  become 
more prominent for training and development across sectors.  The Michigan Nonprofit Asso-
ciation has turned to using webinars for the NOW program training and has found them to 
be very successful. They have had organizations ask to participate from across Michigan, as 
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well as out of state — even organizations that are not mandated 
to take the courses.

In order for Webinars to become a more prevalent delivery 
method for training an investment may need to be made in 
software platforms to develop the programs.  Some training of 
trainers might be necessary in order to ensure that the method-
ology is being used to its full potential, and does not devolve into 

online lectures.  Trainers may also need to learn the troubleshooting basics in order to assist 
program participants.  Some of this might fall under the prevue of a regional information 
technology specialist if one did exist (see recommendation below).

DVDs:  The Listening Sessions held by the Regional Nonprofit Alliance in the late summer of 
2008 indicated a need for specific types of training, particularly in board development.  At the 
same time, participants noted the difficulty of finding common time for training, particularly 
when you are trying to get the board to participate as well.  From this an idea for DVD training 
packets was developed.  The Regional Nonprofit Alliance is currently developing a packet on 
board governance, and may have the capability of producing more as resources permit.

The DVD portion would be a filmed lecture, led by faculty from Ohio University’s Voinovich 
School.  While not an interactive format, these DVDs do provide an organization with a great 
deal of flexibility in using the training in a way that best suits the organization (and its board).  
The training packet would also include a series of handouts — readings, best practices 
information, assessments, and more — that would help the organization process and utilize 
the information shared in the presentation.  The DVD packet would be available to borrow 
from the Regional Nonprofit Alliance, as well as other key locations, such as from some local 
funders.

Funding would be necessary for the production of the DVDs and the reproduction of the 
relevant materials, as well as postage if packets were to be mailed directly to organizations.  
Another alternative would be to keep the lecture and materials online to make them more 
accessible.  Streaming video online is at times not as reliable as a DVD, but that challenge 
may be offset by the ability to reach a wider audience.  At this time an online option is not 
a viable one due to limitations on server space.  A dedicated server would be necessary to 
move in this direction.  

FACILITATE EFFECTIVE NETWORKING AND RESOURCE-SHARING 
AMONG NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS

Perhaps an obvious way to improve organizational effectiveness for nonprofits in the region 
is to simply raise awareness of the available resources that nonprofits do have in the area.  
The focus groups participants frequently mentioned that there was “a lot going on” in terms 
of area resources, but that it was difficult to keep track of who was doing what, and where 
resources could be located—particularly for those organizations that cross state borders.  
In part, we hope that the Regional Profile section will help identify sources of assistance 
for nonprofit organizations.  However, a deliberate focus on raising awareness of available 
resources and how to access them is certainly a need.

The ability to network with other nonprofit peers is noted as critically important in the litera-
ture, which was confirmed by the findings of this study.  Enhancing opportunities to network 
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with peers and organizations facing similar challenges can help you feel as if you are not 
alone, and can provide some varied solutions to the challenges faced in the sector.

Networking Luncheons

One of the benefits of attending our focus group sessions for participants was a chance, if 
only a brief one, to interact with others.  Many times throughout our sessions we found that 
when a particular challenge was mentioned, another participant would chime in and share 
what they had done in a similar situation, or provide the name of a resource (a person, an 
organization, a book, etc.) that would be helpful.  Such interactions can and should be more 
deliberate and more frequent.

A regular opportunity to interact with other executive directors was seen by participants as 
potentially very beneficial.  Networking luncheons were mentioned as a possible method.  
The Parkersburg area already conducts these types of luncheons through an organization 
called the Community Service Council.  This technique is also being used effectively by the 
Michigan Nonprofit Organization.

The Community Service Council meets monthly.  These are brown-bag sessions which 
often have guest speakers on relevant topics in attendance.  The agenda remains relatively 
informal.  After speaking with several people who either currently participate or who have in 
the past, it is apparent that this is a rich sharing opportunity that should continue and even 
grow.  Setting up similar luncheons in other areas would be beneficial as well.  

An obvious issue is how to involve agencies from distant corners of the rural counties in this 
region to participate.  This is undoubtedly a concern.  One alternative might be to have net-
working dinners, or perhaps “happy hours.”  An evening event might be better attended by 
those having to travel farther.  Another alternative might be to have less frequent — perhaps 
quarterly — meetings in order to encourage rural attendance.

Peer Mentoring Network

Another type of peer assistance could be the development of a peer mentoring network.  
This would be particularly productive for new executive directors — new to the sector, to the 
mission focus area of their organization, or to the geographic region.  New nonprofit execu-
tives could be matched with experienced executives.  This is similar to the new teacher 
induction model that is prevalent in the education sector, which could serve as a model for 
such a program.  Mentoring relationships among educators are typically beneficial to the 
newbie, who is learning a great deal about how to effectively do their job and help their or-
ganization, as well as to the experienced mentor, who has to reflect on what works well and 
what about their practice needs to be improved.  Both sides can learn from one another.

The Indiana Nonprofit Resource Network (INRN) experimented with a peer mentoring 
program last year.  Many elements of their program could be adapted to develop a similar 
program in this area.  Mentors and protégées were matched by city size and mission area 
whenever possible.  The protégée was required to set a minimum of one goal to work on 
for the year.  The pair was encouraged to have at least 2 phone meetings during the course 
of the mentoring relationships.  The INRN encouraged mentors to ask probing questions as 
opposed to just telling their protégées what to do or how to fix something.  This is an ele-
ment of peer coaching, a model used in education.  
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One necessary element for a formal peer network to be effective would be an individual or 
organization to match protégée and mentor.  The INRN also recommended sending remind-
ers to both parties to make sure that the mentoring relationship does not fall by the wayside, 
something that may easily occur with busy nonprofit executives.  Monthly tips on topics of 
discussion can serve as gentle reminders that the pair should be in contact.  The individual 
administering such a program would need a way to keep track of the organizations in the 
region and their executive directors in order to make matches, which is no small task. The 
INRN is an arm of the United Way, so it has some centralized data on the organizations and 
their executive directors.  Since no such overarching agency exists in this region, there is not 
currently a comprehensive list of agencies and executive directors to work from, which may 
make this a difficult task.  An alternative might be to try to establish mentoring relationships 
during networking opportunities, such as the lunches described above.  Another alterna-
tive might be to have such a mentoring program fall under the auspices of a regional office 
(described below).  

Establish a Regional Discussion Board for Nonprofit Organizations 

Another relatively low-cost method for promoting peer interaction and dialog would be the 
establishment of a regional nonprofit discussion board.  Discussion boards can be set up 
to where a participant can receive an email message each time there is a posting on the 
discussion board, or he or she can receive a digest format which sends one email per day 
with all of the discussion embedded.  In either case, participants can read the posts at their 
leisure and choose to respond to any posts they wish.

Such a discussion board could have a main portion where all nonprofits interact, as well as 
interest sections based on organizational mission.  For example, a topic regarding filing 990 
forms might be relevant to all organizations on the board and could be posted in the main dis-
cussion area.  There might be a separate section of the board that targets youth serving agen-
cies where someone might post information about new requirements for background checks.

An effective discussion board would need a moderator.  The role of a moderator would be to 
monitoring the discussion, adding topics to get people talking, and helping to field questions 
about the board and how it operates.  The moderator could be particularly mindful of posting 
relevant information specific to this region, something that seems to be currently lacking.

If such a discussion board existed, it could become a way to connect people and set up 
mentoring relationships.  As mentioned in the previous recommendation, one of the chal-
lenges of a peer mentoring network is how to get people connected.  If people are interact-
ing with one another via the discussion board, some of these mentoring relationships may 
develop naturally if no formal network exists.

The major challenge with a discussion board would be how to get the word out that such 
a board exists. If organizations are unaware that a resource, such as a discussion board, is 
available then its chances to impact organizational effectiveness are minimal at best.  

Raise Awareness of Regional Resources

One of the issues identified in the focus group sessions was a lack of awareness about 
where to locate information and resources.  There seemed to be an understanding that 
some organizational development resources were available to local nonprofits, but many 
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organizations did not know how to access these resources or understood what agencies, 
groups, or organizations provided which services.  In writing this report, the researchers 
sought to include a description of all capacity building activities in the area in the Regional 
Profile portion, which was at times difficult, seeming to confirm the concern voiced during 
the focus groups. 

For example, the Regional Nonprofit Alliance, a program devel-
oped by the Voinovich School at Ohio University and sponsored 
by the Sugarbush Foundation, has been mentioned several 
times in this report as a regional resource regarding nonprofit 
capacity building.  The Regional Nonprofit Alliance is a fairly new 
program that offers a wide variety of online resources regard-
ing best practices for organizational effectiveness, some tem-
plates and sample documents, basic information regarding various organizational needs, 
and frequently asked questions.  The Regional Nonprofit Alliance also provides workshops 
on some topic areas, and provides technical assistance on a limited basis due to resource 
availability.  The Alliance also has a print based resource library that can be utilized by orga-
nizations.  However, when talking with organizations at various points during the study many 
were unaware of the rich array of resources offered by the Alliance.  This is also true of many 
of the other valuable resources described in the Regional Profile portion of this report.

As mentioned in the previous recommendation, no matter how well developed any resource 
may be, it is only effective if organizations are aware of it and use it.  As a result, the creation 
of a single document or web-based resource that collectively lists and describes all available 
resources to local nonprofits interested in capacity building would be tremendously ben-
eficial.  Once created, this document would need to be widely distributed to the nonprofit 
community in some way, such as a mass mailing, in order to be useful.  A marketing cam-
paign in which these resources were advertised might also be beneficial.  Funding entities 
could also provide a link from their websites to a page that contains a comprehensive list of 
regional resources, or include a flier in any mailings that they send to their grantees.  

Document Sharing and Templates

Policy templates were noted by several focus group participants as being a very valuable 
resource, though they expressed frustration at being able to locate “good ones.”  These 
templates can assist an organization as they develop policies to govern different opera-
tional procedures, such as human resources.  Some resources, such as the Standards for 
Excellence program, outline what these policies should cover, but the organization must 
adapt a document to fit their organization.  For example, the Standards states that a hu-
man resources policy that outlines working conditions, vacation and sick leave guidelines, 
employee benefits, evaluation, grievances, confidentiality, and more.  The organization must 
then develop a document that covers these various issues.  The wording of such a docu-
ment can be difficult for some organizations, particularly smaller grassroots operations.  In 
many cases these templates exist in abundance online.  The difficulty lies in sorting through 
the large number of resources available online to know what is good.  By having these tem-
plates collected by an intermediary agency that has sorted through and identified the quality 
of these templates, it is more likely they will be of use to regional nonprofits.  It would also be 
potentially beneficial if these templates were grouped in some way based on organizational 
size or type.

One of the issues identified in the 
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The Regional Nonprofit Alliance discussed above does have some templates available in 
certain topic areas, such as evaluation.  An expansion of the templates available on this site, 
or through one of the other intermediary agencies discussed, could be very valuable.  

Document sharing would be another alternative to help assist organizations seeking to de-
velop policies and procedures.  A Wiki could be developed that would allow any participat-
ing member of the site to upload documents that can be utilized by others.  Ohio Nonprofit 
Resources created such a resource on its website, although it does not appear to have 
been widely utilized.   Two challenges exist to the success of such an approach.  First, there 
needs to be a number of resources available to organizations, which means there would 
need to be a focused effort to get organizations that do have such policies to share them.  
This is a challenge because organizations that already have these resources are often not 
out searching for these resources, so they would need to be prompted or encouraged to 
post information.  An individual or organization could get the ball rolling by posting or linking 
to some of these types of documents where they already exist on the web, much like what 
the Regional Nonprofit Alliance has done in some areas.  The second challenge is also a 
marketing one.  Organizations would have to be made aware that such a resource exists if 
they are to benefit from it.  One possibility would be to provide links to these resources from 
websites or resources frequently used by nonprofits in the region, such as funder websites.

Promote Sharing of Back Office Services

A current topic of interest in the literature regarding capacity building is the various ways that 
nonprofits can work together and develop strategic collaborations.  Collaboration in the non-
profit world takes many different forms, from information sharing to joint programming all the 
way to formal mergers.  Nonprofit collaboration can be defined as actions taken by nonprofit 
organizations to address challenges through joint effort, combined resources, and collective 
decision-making, with shared ownership of the end result (Guo & Muhittin, 2005).  These 
collaborations can be formal or informal.  One collaborative approach might be to promote 
the sharing of back office services.  Back office services are those services necessary for 
the functional operation of the organization, but are not necessarily tied to the organizational 
mission.  These services include human resources tasks such as benefits administration and 

payroll, financial management and accounting, information tech-
nology training and support, and more.  Sharing of office space 
is another possibility, allowing organizations to pool resources to 
pay for janitorial services or office equipment and services such 
as phone systems and copiers.

The provision of back office services through a centralized 
resource at fixed, low costs could be very beneficial, particularly 

to smaller, grassroots nonprofits in this region.  These are organizations that often have very 
small staffs (if any) and limited resources.  By outsourcing basic functions to another entity, the 
organization is freer to focus its resources on programming as well as on ways to enhance 
its overall organizational effectiveness.  The Volunteer Action Center offers access to janitorial 
services, phones, conference rooms, and more at a discount rate to organizations in the Mid-
Ohio Valley.  This is a step toward the provision of such back office services.  Funding would 
be required to expand what the Volunteer Action Center already provides, or to find another 
intermediary organization that might be able to provide such services.  It would be essential to 
keep the cost of these services low so that they would be affordable to the smaller organiza-
tions, which may also require funding from outside sources to supplement any fee schedule.

A current topic of interest in the 
literature regarding capacity 

building is the various ways that 
nonprofits can work together and 
develop strategic collaborations.  
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Another benefit of promoting opportunities to share back office services might be greater 
dialog among the nonprofit organizations. The entities who share back office services do not 
necessarily need to have similar missions; as a result, they are organizations that may not 
otherwise interact.  Despite the fact that their missions may differ, there may be some simi-
larities, such as in the population they serve, that would lend themselves well to other types 
of formal collaboration that could be beneficial to both entities. 

In addition to savings associated with streamlining administrative tasks, sharing back office 
operations provides potential savings in other ways.  An entity representing several orga-
nizations can improve their purchasing power, for example.  That is increasingly important 
when negotiating health and dental benefits (Wallace, 2009).  There is also less of a need to 
seek outside assistance for some organizational tasks since the concentration of services 
means that there may be a broader representation of expertise available.  Finally, outsourc-
ing some of these back office tasks can alleviate issues with turnover.

Traditionally, funders have been reluctant to provide grants to cover operating costs of orga-
nizations.  As noted earlier, assistance with general overhead costs was seen as extremely 
helpful by 75% of study participants.  Some funders might find it to be more acceptable to 
fund shared services for groups of nonprofits as opposed to single entities.  One example of 
this approach is the Z. Smith Reynolds Foundation (located in North Carolina). The founda-
tion supported the hiring of fundraising fellows and related training as well as a shared donor 
database for a group of six water conservation entities.  This foundation also hired a shared 
fundraising consultant for organizations with domestic-violence related missions (Cohen, 
2009).

Other areas are also beginning to explore the sharing of back office services.  The greater 
Washington D.C. area recently launched BOB, or Back Office in a Box through the Center 
for Nonprofit Advancement.  BOB is a collection of administrative services available at rea-
sonable costs.  BOB has started with financial management and accounting services, called 
BOB Finance.  

In Minneapolis, an organization known as MACC CommonWealth Services developed to 
provide back office operational support for five area organizations.  CommonWealth Ser-
vices relocated administrative employees from each individual organization into one entity 
so that each organization could draw on the expertise of a larger overall staff of twenty.  In 
its first year the MACC CommonWealth not only improved the organizational effectiveness 
of the individual entities, but also saved the five participating organizations nearly $200,000.  
Five more organizations have since joined.

A comprehensive program such as the MACC CommonWealth provides tremendous ben-
efits, but does have significant upfront costs, such as what one would see with the start up 
of a business.  There are also challenges associated with organizational culture if the back 
office operations are being conducted by a joint team comprised of the individual agencies 
that are now working together.  Stan Birnham, President of the CommonWealth, feels that 
the benefits for the individual organizations far outweigh these potential obstacles (Wallace, 
2009).
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Provide Support for Organizations Considering Mergers

Strategic restructuring.  Consolidation.  Mergers.  There are many terms used to describe a 
fairly “simple” concept — to encourage agencies to join together in logical ways to reduce 
costs while maintaining or improving service quality for their clientele.  The discussion of 

strategic restructuring has become even more pronounced 
in the current economic climate in which many agencies are 
struggling to keep afloat and are competing for not only finite 
resources, but declining ones.  Entities with similar missions find 
themselves competing fiercely not just for financial resources 
such as grants and donors, as well as clients, media coverage, 
and volunteers.   Mergers are also desirable for their ability to 
improve the quality of services, expand services, or to reach out 
to a larger client base.

While there are no concrete figures regarding the number of nonprofit mergers, anecdotal 
evidence seems to indicate that the number is on the rise (Banay, 2007).   David La Piana 
of La Piana Associates, one of the foremost consulting firms on merger, noted a dramatic in-
crease in requests for service.  In January 2009 alone La Piana received 40 inquiries regard-
ing merger projects; it had 160 total in 2008, and they currently have twice as many active 
merger projects as they have in the past (Delevingne, 2009).  The Lodestar Foundation has 
an award called the Collaboration Prize, which is open to organizations exploring varied 
types of collaborations, including mergers.  Lodestar received 644 nominations from across 
the nation, half of which were related to joint programming, with mergers and administrative 
collaborations each comprising 20% of all nominees (Takagi).  

The merger of some or all of the functions of an agency with another may seem like a logical 
solution to limited resources.  After all, the alternative is often closing shop.  However, there 
are a number of issues related to organizational culture, hierarchy, and delivery of services 
that almost immediately come to the fore when talks of a merger occur.  Who is the right 
partner for our organization?  Who will the executive director be — the executive director of 
Agency A, or Agency B?  Where the two agencies offered similar programming, which one 
stays, and which one goes?  Do we have buy-in from our board and line staff?  There are 
also myriad legal and financial issues to consider that may be beyond the scope of current 
staff.  

One of the reasons that mergers do not always succeed is that organizations move forward 
without being familiar with the complex tasks that need to be carried out in order to make 
the merger a success.  A consultant should be brought in early in the process to determine 
the feasibility of the merger before it proceeds, and to give both sides a clear understand-
ing of what needs to be done, and what the change will look like.  La Piana notes that many 
organizations that approach his firm regarding mergers end up developing other types of 
partnerships as opposed to a formal merger, such as joint fundraising projects, sharing of 
back office costs or office space, or collaborating on some aspects of programming (De-
levingne, 2009).  A consultant would help organizations contemplating formal mergers fully 
explore all of these alternatives and select the best approach.  

A consultant is also important in order to administer the merger itself.  The Lodestar Foun-
dation’s Nicole Wallace noted a lesson learned from a failed merger project — the lack of a 
third party to oversee the actual collaboration, which left the burden of implementation falling 
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primarily on one of the partners (Takagi).  A consultant would also be able to act as that third 
party overseeing the implementation of the merger, giving it better odds for success.  The 
consultant can also serve as a neutral party in helping navigate the complex maze of organi-
zational culture, helping all parties find commonalities in order to build a single unified entity.  
As Bill Strathmann of the Network for Good commented, “Mergers are done for money 
reasons; they fail for people reasons” (Ottenhoff, 2009, p. 1).      

Of course, if strategic restructuring projects ranging from coordinating on some programs all 
the way up through formal mergers are to succeed, a source of funding needs to be avail-
able to organizations interested in pursuing these opportunities.  Funding would be crucial in 
order to facilitate the hiring of consultants as well as to pay for the legal and financial tasks 
necessary to implement the merger itself.  In addition to provid-
ing the financial resources to facilitate a merger, a funder can be 
critical to the success of a merger.  O’Brien mentions that a third 
party, such as a charitable foundation, can encourage the spirit 
of “trust and cooperation” that is so critical to the success of any 
merger (O’Brien, 2009, p. 1). 

One factor that can assist in a successful merger is a third party, 
often a charitable foundation, which can help foster trust and co-
operation – and provide bridge funding – during the negotiations 
and “due diligence” phase, as two nonprofits are warily gearing 
up to merge.

Conferences

Conferences are excellent opportunities for nonprofit leaders to network with one another, 
learn about best practices in organizational effectiveness, hear about key trends and legisla-
tion impacting the sector, or receive training on various topics related to their organizational 
mission.  Conference opportunities do exist in both West Virginia and Ohio for nonprofit 
organizations.  For example, the West Virginia Commission for National and Community 
Service put on the Faces of Leadership conference in July of 2009, which provided a variety 
of programmatic and organizational effectiveness related training opportunities.

Funders could provide scholarship monies, as mentioned, to promote attendance at these 
conferences in either Ohio, West Virginia, or at the national level.  Another alternative would 
be to develop and fund a regional conference that draws nonprofit organizations from both 
states.  If there is to be a regional approach to organizational capacity building in the non-
profit sector, it is necessary to promote opportunities to interact across state lines, which 
does not seem to happen frequently.

ENHANCE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE OPPORTUNITIES

Technical assistance in this context is the provision of direct, hands-on support for various 
managerial challenges for the nonprofit agency. It can take a variety of forms, including con-
sultants, student projects, interns, volunteer experts, and more.  The instrument used in this 
study categorized workshops and training as a form of technical assistance. For the pur-
poses of recommendations, references to training have been included in a separate heading 
regarding educational opportunities seen above.  One of the benefits of technical assistance 
in these forms is that it can be individualized to the specific needs of an organization, rather 
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than a more global approach that describes what an ideal organization should be doing. It 
can take into account the vast array of factors that shape the way a nonprofit approaches 
its attempts to improve organizational effectiveness.  Technical assistance entails bringing in 
outside expertise in its various forms, which can be helpful when an organization needs an 
objective point of view or when the agency needs a specialized area of expertise that may 
fall outside of the skill set of the current staff.

As described in the Regional Profile, there are some organiza-
tions in the area that provide technical assistance to nonprofits.  
However, it seems from both the quantitative and qualitative 
findings of this study that there is a clear need to enhance the 
opportunities that do currently exist.  Of course, as with most 
recommendations, the first step to developing many of these 
specific recommendations is funding.

Consultant Directory

Several of the best practices sites visited utilize a consultant directory.  Though the ap-
proach to this consultant directory varied in each location, nearly each location did indeed 
have such a tool.  As mentioned in the Regional Profile, the Ohio Nonprofit Resource Net-
work has a consultant directory available online.  We were unable to find detailed informa-
tion about this consultant directory—when it was last updated, how the consultants were 
vetted, etc.  As a result, we cannot say at this time whether the Ohio Nonprofit Resource 
Network is a current, up to date resource that could meet this need.  In addition, there cur-
rently does not appear to be an active consultant directory in West Virginia.  The creation of 
a consultant directory specifically tailored to this region — and one that specifically crosses 
state lines — could be an invaluable resource.

 Consultant directories provide a list of individuals and organizations that deliver a variety 
of capacity-building services to nonprofit agencies.  Most directories have multiple search 
techniques, including searching by geographic region served, by specialty area (such as 
fundraising or strategic planning), or by organizational missions (whether they have worked 
with arts and culture organizations, youth serving agencies, etc.).  It would be ideal if an 
agency could search by one, two, or all three of these parameters.

The key difference in the approach taken to consultant directories seems to be whether 
or not a screening, or vetting, process is used.  The Michigan Nonprofit Alliance hosts a 
directory, referred to as a yellow pages (available at http://www.mnaonline.org/yp_search.
asp), in which consultants can pay to be listed, but the directory clearly lists that there is no 
screening of consultants.  In essence it is like a traditional yellow pages section of a phone 
book.  The Michigan Nonprofit Alliance does carefully screen any consultants that it works 
with directly in their programs (such as the Michigan NOW! program) and has an applica-
tion process for those consultants.  It also provides resources to help agencies learn how to 
screen consultants that they may work with.

The Nonprofit Solutions Center takes a different approach and provides some screening of 
the consultants listed in their database. This organization is a component of the Solutions 
Center at Indiana University Purdue University Indianapolis.  The Nonprofit Solutions Center 
hosts a comprehensive consultant database with twenty areas of specialization (available 
at http://www.nonprofitsolutions.iupui.edu).  Consultants are screened — and listed — as 
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individuals, not as the agency they work for (if any), so that when a nonprofit is screening 
potential consultants they are seeing information about a specific individual they will work 
directly with rather than just an organization.  Consultants who wish to be a part of the 
directory must submit recommendations from at least two organizations they have worked 
with for each area of specialization they would like to be listed under.  The Nonprofit Solu-
tions Center contacts the organizations that provided the recommendation.  At this time, a 
consultant is not listed until all areas of specialization he or she has requested have cleared; 
in other words, until the Nonprofit Solutions Center has received and talked with at least two 
organizations per specialty area.  

The Center is considering making specializations public as they become cleared in order to 
accelerate the process.  Each consultant has to agree to adhere to the ethical standards 
of the national association that guides consultants.  The Center provides information about 
how to select a consultant and suggests conducting interviews.  Each time an agency 
conducts a search it must acknowledge a disclaimer that states that search results do not 
serve as a recommendation, and that it is the organization’s ultimate responsibility to select 
a consultant that best suits its needs.  The bottom line is that the search results are an entry 
point, and that any organization should interview multiple consultants to find the one best 
suited for the organization and the project.

Ask an Expert

Consultants are an effective form of technical assistance for many capacity-building projects 
in nonprofit organizations.  However, there are times where a consultant may not be the best 
option.  Resource constraints may make it difficult, if not impossible, to hire a consultant.  

Some organizational needs may also be as “simple” as being able to ask a question that 
may not require a longer term commitment to a consultant.  The Listening Sessions held 
by Ohio University found that many participants saw access to professionals with nonprofit 
experience (lawyers, accountants, marketing, human resources, and information technology) 
as an unmet need in the region.

Ohio University’s Regional Nonprofit Alliance is planning to develop an expert bank that would 
be available to nonprofit organizations.  Nonprofit organizations would call the Regional Non-
profit Alliance, which would then match the question with an appropriate volunteer expert. 
These volunteer experts would be asked to commit to answer approximately two questions 
per month.  While the experts would be volunteers, some funding would be necessary for the 
recruitment process as well as to provide some recognition for the volunteers.

Regional Consultants

As mentioned previously, a number of the organizations described in the Regional Profile 
offer some form of technical assistance.  For example, the Ohio Association of Nonprofit 
Organizations provides free technical assistance to its members.  However, the availability 
of this assistance is uneven, as was the knowledge of these resources among the members 
of the nonprofit community that participated in this study.  Where to go for assistance is at 
times most problematic for any agency that reaches across state borders.

A regional consultant could be hired to provide technical assistance to nonprofits in the 
region.  Of course a cadre of consultants with varying areas of expertise would be the ideal, 
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but that might be something that needs to be worked up to if a single consultant was well 
utilized.  In addition to direct technical assistance to organizations, the consultant(s) could 
also provide some workshops as well.  The consultant(s) could also provide some of that 
valuable follow-up after training sessions that study participants felt was critical to full imple-
mentation of organizational changes that promote effectiveness.

The focus group sessions discussed the appeal of this type of approach.  Most thought it 
could be very beneficial.  They also discussed a desire for shared regional experts specifi-
cally in the area of information technology.  While we recommend starting with a single paid 
consultant, information technology experts are typically very specialized.  Therefore an infor-
mation technology specialist would not provide the all around expertise necessary if hiring a 
single regional consultant, but might be more desirable.  

The challenge of a regional consultant would of course be finding funding to pay for the 
salary of such an individual.  A related concern would be finding an organization to house 
the consultant.  One option might be a Regional Nonprofit Capacity Building Office (see final 
recommendation).  The use of a regional consultant could be open to all regional nonprofits, 
or could be done through an application process, such as the one used by the Michigan 
Nonprofit Alliance and its federally funded Michigan NOW! program.

Student Interns

One of the types of technical assistance seen as most effective in the quantitative portion 
of the study was the use of student interns.  As noted in the Regional Profile section of this 
report, there are several institutions of higher learning in the region.  Many of these colleges 
or university either encourage or overtly require students to complete internships or co-op 
experiences in which they apply the knowledge learned in the classroom to a real-world set-
ting.  Depending on their major, the student interns may have a variety of experiences which 
they may bring to an organization that may assist in its attempts to improve organizational 
effectiveness.  These internships can take place in most cases in any sector — public, for-
profit, or nonprofit.

One challenge nonprofit organizations face is how to attract 
interns.  Students tend to be attracted to internship opportuni-
ties that provide some sort of salary.  The nonprofit entities most 
in need of this type of assistance are also often the ones who 
can least afford to pay a salary, even a nominal one.  A second 
major challenge is how to make students aware of the internship 
opportunities that exist.

Colleges and universities typically have a career center to assist 
students in finding internships as well as permanent employment 
after graduation.  Nonprofit entities need to utilize these career 
centers to market their internships.  Nonprofits can also reach 

out to professors in specific programs and ask them to recommend students or to pass  
information along to their students.

Nonprofits that are designated as federal work study approved sites can also leverage their 
work study allotments to attract student workers.  Federal work study is a form of student 
aid in which the student is paid an hourly wage in return for work — which could be used 
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to pay student interns.  An internship differs from simply having a student worker in that an 
internship has some form of academic component and expectations.  In other words, the 
student is expected to do more than make copies or answer phone calls.  Using federal 
work study funds to help pay for interns can provide a higher level of assistance with organi-
zational challenges.  Information about how to become a designated federal work study site 
can be obtained from each institution’s student employment office.

In addition to federal work study, a general fund could be made available to help organiza-
tions pay for interns.  This could be a pooled fund that several funders contribute to, or it 
could be a category of assistance provided by individual funders.  A pooled fund would 
require an entity to administer such a program.  This could perhaps be done through a com-
munity foundation, or a regional office (see final recommendation).  

Another alternative would be to provide the money directly to specific institutions of higher 
learning to administer through an application process of their own, leaving the administrative 
tasks for such a program to an already established entity that typically deal with scholar-
ships and other academic competitions.  For example, the McDonough Center for Leader-
ship and Business at Marietta College has a small fund, the Schwartz Internship Initiative, to 
provide financial support for students pursuing internships in nonprofit organizations. This 
was an area of interest for the McDonough Center’s former dean, Dr. Steve Schwartz.  The 
fund was collected in honor of his memory.  Students complete an application in order to 
receive the subsidy which looks at academic standing, the goals and purposes of the intern-
ship, and more.  This fund will last a few years before the funds are exhausted.  The estab-
lishment of an endowed fund might prevent this. 

Service-Learning Projects

The use of students to assist nonprofit organizational growth may extend beyond student 
interns to include individual or groups of students working on a project that relates to the 
goals and outcomes of a particular course, a pedagogical approach known as service-
learning.  Service-learning requires students to apply key concepts from their coursework 
in a real-world setting and participate in reflection to evaluate those experiences.  

There are some current service-learning opportunities for college students in the region in 
our nonprofits.  Students who are part of the McDonough Leadership Program at Marietta 
College engage in two to three service-learning projects during their undergraduate career; 
however, many of these are related to impacting the programmatic side of the nonprofits as 
opposed to directly targeting organizational effectiveness.  There are varied other courses in 
the McDonough program, as well as within other departments at Marietta College, that offer 
other service-learning opportunities that may relate to capacity issues, such as marketing, 
writing business plans, etc.  These types of projects are often taking place within capstone 
courses, taken by students as they complete a degree with the intent of providing a culmi-
nating, real world experience for the students.

In addition, the students in the Master of Public Administration program at Ohio University 
participate in practicum experiences in which they participate in service-learning projects.  
During the 2008-09 academic year, Ohio University worked with the Parkersburg Com-
munity Foundation on a pilot program to engage in capacity-building projects in three area 
organizations. At this time it appears that the program will continue in the next academic 
year as well, with some minor modifications.  
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The University of Central Florida’s Master of Nonprofit Management program has used a 
similar approach for a long time.  Class projects apply concepts in volunteer management, 
strategic planning, grant writing, board development, program evaluation, fiscal manage-
ment, public relations, and more, which can be used to provide capacity building assistance 
to real-world organizations.  Typically one or more of the students in the group has some 
involvement as either a paid staff or as a volunteer with the target organization.

Since service-learning opportunities already exist in the region, the key to this recommenda-
tion is how to improve these endeavors.  Service-learning projects such as these potentially 
have rich benefits for the student in terms of experience, as well as for the organization, 
which receives assistance at little cost, which is what they typically can afford.  Despite 
these rewards, there are some potential challenges.  For the nonprofits, they must first know 
how to find student groups to work with.  This can often be difficult since the institutions of 
higher learning are large organizations in themselves, and knowing exactly who to contact 
can be difficult.  Secondly, most service learning projects must take place according to 
the academic calendar, which is not always on par with what the organization needs.  The 
students must come in, assess the situation, consult with the client, and develop a deliver-

able that is acceptable to the organization and their professor all 
within an academic quarter or semester. That leaves little time 
for implementation of the deliverable in many cases, which is 
then left to the organization.  Some organizations have engaged 
in these projects and then have felt that they were left with things 
unfinished as they searched for the personnel and/or financial 
resources to adequately implement the project.

In order to improve the quality of service-learning opportuni-
ties, we must find a way to better market these to nonprofits so 
that they know how to take advantage of these opportunities.  
Institutions of higher learning may need to provide a clear “point 
person” to contact for organizations interested in working with 
student groups.  This person should be the starting point for all 

requests, regardless of academic department.  He or she should have information regarding 
which programs or departments have service-learning projects that might fit with requests 
from nonprofit agencies, and who requests should be routed to after initial contact.  This 
could take place via telephone, or through an online form.

In order to fully prepare both sides, it might be helpful to develop a standard memorandum 
of understanding to be reviewed by organizations prior to requesting assistance that would 
lay out precisely what the student groups are able to do and what deliverable(s) can be 
expected.  At the very least a specific, targeted menu or list of project types can be given up 
front to help organizations identify needs that fit with both the capability levels of the student 
groups and the time frames of the academic calendar.  These could be provided online so 
that organizations enter the project with a full and complete understanding of what they are 
getting.

It might also be logical to pair this recommendation with the previous suggestion, student 
interns.  An intern could follow a service-learning project and become responsible for over-
seeing the implementation of the product created by his or her peers after the group has 
disbanded.
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Some funding may be beneficial in order to develop online forms to request assistance, or 
do some type of marketing campaign to regional nonprofits to make them aware of what 
service learning opportunities are available. It might also be beneficial to have funds available 
to organizations that have worked with student groups to develop a plan of some kind in 
order to help them implement a new fundraising strategy, a business plan, etc.  This could 
be done within current funding guidelines perhaps, or could be a component of a capacity 
building pooled fund as described earlier.

Apply for a Regional AmeriCorps VISTA 

AmeriCorps VISTA (Volunteers in Service to America) is a federal program that is focused 
on poverty alleviation.  Nonprofit organizations, educational institutions, or tribal or public 
agencies that have projects that are focused on poverty relief can apply for a VISTA.  As 
AmeriCorps members, VISTAs are paid a living stipend of roughly $10,000 per year.  They 
also receive health benefits and an end of service education award.  

VISTAs are AmeriCorps members.  The key difference is that VISTAs provide indirect 
service, while AmeriCorps members are involved in direct service to communities.  Indirect 
service means that VISTAs are involved with various aspects of programs, planning, and 
organizational development with the overall goal of helping institutions attack poverty.  In 
fact, capacity building is listed as one of the core principles of the VISTA program.  An inter-
mediary organization of some type could apply for an AmeriCorps VISTA who could develop 
programming to address a variety of capacity building needs in the region.

Intermediary Agencies: AmeriCorps VISTAs are currently active in both states.  Ohio 
currently has 270 AmeriCorps VISTAs operating across 31 projects.  West Virginia has 134 
VISTAs working on 9 different projects.  However, these VISTAs for the most part are work-
ing with single organizations or projects.  One approach would be to encourage nonprofit 
agencies to apply for their own VISTAs, who would provide a great deal of technical assis-
tance.  The application process is lengthy and perceived as difficult, which may dissuade 
some from attempting to apply for this federal resource.  An alternative would be to have an 
intermediary agency (again, several possibilities may be found in the Regional Profile sec-
tion) apply for an AmeriCorps VISTA who could then work with multiple agencies to improve 
their capacity.  While the VISTA member must focus on capacity building work that impacts 
poverty related programs, if they are developing resources, expanding community partner-
ships, and coordinating training it may impact the entire nonprofit community in the region.  
The key would be letting agencies know that these resources are available for their use.

Indiana’s Office of Faith Based and Community Initiatives has utilized AmeriCorps VISTA 
members in this way.  The Office coordinates the AmeriCorps state programs, including the 
VISTAs.  It has placed VISTAs in nonprofit agencies with poverty related programming to de-
velop capacity. It has also utilized VISTAs in its own office to develop training and resources 
for the nonprofit community as a whole to utilize.  For example, a series of seven pamphlets 
entitled the Non-profit Resource Toolkit was developed by an AmeriCorps VISTA member. 
These pamphlets are now available online and through the Office of Faith Based and Com-
munity Initiatives.  They cover various topics related to organizational effectiveness, such as 
forming nonprofits, boards and governance, financial management, resource development, 
grant writing, and program development.
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Ohio Campus Compact: An alternative to housing an AmeriCorps VISTA in an intermedi-
ary agency would be to work with Ohio Campus Compact.  Ohio Campus Compact (OCC) 
has one of the larger AmeriCorps VISTA programs in Ohio.  OCC places AmeriCorps VISTAs 
on college campuses across the state.  VISTA members on these campuses focus on 
developing the ability of the college campus to work with the community on various activi-
ties related to poverty alleviation.  In addition to the benefits of service through the federal 
AmeriCorps VISTA program, campuses that receive VISTAs through the OCC program must 
provide room and board as well as office space for the VISTA.  

One potential benefit of this approach would be that the VISTA could be the point person for 
student service learning projects that develop capacity for nonprofits, or assist in coordinat-
ing a student intern program (both recommendations listed above).  Another potential ben-
efit to this approach might be the possibility of this being a regional resource as opposed to 
one that is bound by state lines.  Though the OCC program serves Ohio campuses, student 
volunteers and service projects are not necessarily confined to Ohio (Ohio University’s pilot 
capacity building program with MPA students this year assigned students to organizations 
which were all based in West Virginia, for example).  The key would be that the VISTA would 
have to regularly involve the college students in capacity building work in order to serve the 
needs of both the higher education institution that is sponsoring the VISTA, as well as the 
nonprofit community.

There are two potential obstacles to utilizing OCC’s program as an intermediary.  The first 
is that OCC receives a limited number of VISTA positions to place on campuses of their 
member institutions. They already utilize a competitive application process in order to select 
which campuses will receive a VISTA.  There would have to be a clearly developed connec-
tion made in this application process between the work of the VISTA and the college stu-
dents in order for it to be viable.  Also, these campuses often already have a VISTA working 
on other projects.  While it is possible for a campus to receive more than one VISTA, it may 
be a challenge to convince the administration of the educational institution that a second 
VISTA might be necessary.  The second obstacle is related—host campuses must provide 
room and board as well as office space and office resources (such as copying, computer 
access, etc.) for their VISTAs.  In other words, there are expenses associated with hous-
ing a VISTA.  These campuses may need to seek outside funding to cover these expenses, 
particularly if these VISTAs are functioning in an intermediary role and are out working with 
varied community agencies.

CREATE A REGIONAL CAPACITY-BUILDING OFFICE

Many of the above recommendations would require some type of administrative structure to 
support the initiative.  These could potentially take place within the context of one or more 
current organizations.  For example, when the Ohio Governor’s Office of Faith-Based and 
Community Initiatives received grant monies to promote capacity building efforts in the state, 
they contracted with four regional agencies (one being the Corporation for Ohio Appalachian 
Development) in order to deliver the technical assistance, conduct workshops, and  admin-
ister their mini-grant program.  A similar model might be feasible where some of the above 
recommendations could be overseen by existing organizations described in the Regional 
Profile section with monies from one or more funders at the local, regional, or national level.  
Funds for these recommendations would have to include monies to defray the additional 
administrative duties added to the current functions of the organization.  This would be an 
addition to the other work being carried out by the organization, and would require that the 
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organization either have the resources in terms of staff or volunteers to monitor and manage 
the program or that the organization seek funding to hire additional personnel.  There are in 
fact several organizations discussed previously that have the know-how and perhaps even 
desire to do some of these things, but lack the resources to take on significant portions of 
the recommendations.

Another model would be the creation of a regional capacity building office.  This office may 
have an affiliation of some kind with an existing entity, but would exist solely for the purpose 
of managing and implementing capacity building programming.  This model would be similar 
to the Nonprofit Alliance at Kellogg Community College.  The Nonprofit Alliance (NPA) was 
started in 1994 to provide management support services for the nonprofit community in 
Calhoun County, Michigan. It was a merger of the technical assistance arms of three larger 
organizations-the United Way of Greater Battle Creek, the Battle Creek Community Foun-
dation, and Kellogg Community College.  A single entity to provide technical assistance, 
consulting, consultant vetting, organizational assessments, training, and much more was 
developed.  In addition to providing direct technical assistance, consulting, and training, the 
NPA also administers the local capacity pooled fund described previously.  The NPA has 
three full-time staff members, including its executive director.  Kellogg Community College 
serves as the fiscal entity for the organization, provides office space, and handles some of 
the human resources functions for NPA employees.  The College President is very support-
ive of the program and is actively involved in the community. However, the NPA is a com-
munity based, external program and receives its operating funds from services provided, 
membership dues, and contributions from a variety of supporting partners, such as the 
Kellogg Foundation, the Battle Creek Community Foundation, the Miller Foundation, and the 
United Way of Greater Battle Creek.  At this point the vast majority of the operating budget 
still comes from the supporting partners rather than fees for service or membership dues.

A regional office could provide the organizational structure to make many of the above rec-
ommendations a reality.  This would naturally be one of the more costly recommendations, 
and would require an extensive commitment by the funders in the area in order to get such 
a program off the ground.  However, the benefits would be extensive.  A regional office such 
as this could be the “one-stop shop” that so many study participants said would be valu-
able.  Many said that they wished they could just “pick up the phone and ask.”  While many 
organizations serving the region do have a wide variety of resources readily available online, 
few have the staffing capability to have someone devoted exclusively to fielding such inqui-
ries and provide one-on-one technical assistance.  In addition to fielding individual ques-
tions, this office could serve a variety of functions, such as providing region-wide training, 
deliver specialized training for a subset of the nonprofit community or specific organizations, 
administer a pooled fund (if one existed), develop and maintain an online resource guide 
and links to best practices in all aspects of organizational effectiveness, provide back office 
support services at a low cost to organizations, facilitate organizational assessments, house 
region-wide consultants in information technology or financial management, and assist in 
the placement of student interns or service learning groups; in short, deliver the majority of 
the above recommendations.  

The NPA is a membership organization, though they do work with all nonprofits.  Member-
ship provides benefits, such as up to eight hours annually of free technical assistance, as 
well as discounts on NPA sponsored training.  This could be modeled in this area, though 
committing to another membership organization may be a disincentive to some individuals 
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or organizations, who are often members of a number of organizations themselves.  At this 
time West Virginia has no state-wide nonprofit association, so membership may be more 
appealing to organizations located there.

Another possibility that might prove to be more cost effective would be to combine as-
sistance to nonprofit organizations through a regional office with entrepreneurship devel-
opment.  Economic development is a critical need in all of the communities studied, so 
programming that enhances entrepreneurial activity would be very beneficial. Since many 
of the needs related to organizational effectiveness for nonprofits are also issue areas in the 
for-profit sector — such as human resources, strategic planning, budgeting — it would be 
a logical fit to have a joint office that could address the capacity needs of nonprofits and 
the entrepreneurial challenges of small for-profits.  Differences between the two sectors and 
their organizational needs certainly exist, but the similarities are such that such an office 
could be very beneficial and more feasible.

To make such an office a reality, it would be logical and appropriate to look beyond local 
funders.  Approaching organizations that fund projects nation-wide would likely be neces-
sary.  The Kellogg Foundation has a history of supporting capacity building initiatives; in fact, 
it is one of the supporting partners for the Nonprofit Alliance mentioned as a model pro-
gram.  This is, naturally, a lofty suggestion, but one that has rich potential.
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CONCLUSION 

The study found that the primary challenge facing nonprofits in the region is 

funding, particularly in how to obtain resources.   The types of assistance 

requested also revolved around funding and financial resources.  

There is a large variety of potential approaches to addressing the nonprofit organizational 
capacity needs of the Mid-Ohio Valley.  There are two common elements among all of these 
recommendations. The first is a need to find an individual or agency that has the willingness, 
resources, and organizational mission to administer the recommendation.  The second, and 
related, element is the need to fund the recommendations themselves.  Very few, unfor-
tunately, do not require some sort of resource commitment.  These resources may come 
from the funding community in the region.  We would also highly recommend that interested 
parties from all sides of this issue — funders, nonprofits, consultants, management support 
organizations, researchers and academic institutions, and nonprofit associations — be con-
vened to discuss the solutions and develop ideas for how best to fund them.  Such a group 
may even be able to pursue resources on a national level to support the region and its hope 
to support its nonprofit community.

A final important consideration for the success of any of the above recommendations is 
marketing.  The Regional Profile portion of the report demonstrates that there are resources 
available that may not be fully utilized.  The challenge becomes making sure that the organi-
zations who need assistance know where to turn to in order to find it.



94



Capacity Assessment Report  95

11APPENDIX A

APPENDIX A 
SAMPLE AND SURVEY PROCEDURES

The study examined targeted at public charities and nonprofit agencies throughout an 
eleven county region covering portions of southeastern Ohio (Athens, Meigs, and Washing-
ton counties) and west central West Virginia (Calhoun, Jackson, Pleasants, Ritchie, Roane, 
Tyler, Wirt, and Wood counties).  These counties were selected because they represent the 
geographic area served by the Sisters of St. Joseph Charitable Fund, the financial sponsors 
of the project.

The study took place in three phases.  During the quantitative phase, we collected survey 
data from a large number of organizations within our targeted geographic area.  The second 
phase consisted of a more qualitative approach using focus groups.  In the final phase the 
primary researcher engaged in a series of site visits to other localities engaging in significant 
capacity building efforts in order to examine appropriate recommendations for growth.    

QUANTITATIVE PHASE

This first phase of the project began in the summer of 2008 with the assembly of our original 
population of target organizations. The instrument, entitled Nonprofit Capacity Assessment, 
was utilized with permission by Dr. Kirsten Gronberg of The Center on Philanthropy at Indi-
ana University. The Center of Philanthropy at Indiana University conducted a similar study in 
2004 (report published in 2007) and is currently embarking on a study of capacity among 
arts related organizations in the area using this instrument. The Nonprofit Capacity Assess-
ment has a target completion time of twenty minutes and includes four different sections.

Participants

The original research population included all 1,519 nonprofit 501(c)(3) organizations in these 
counties who had submitted 990 forms to the IRS.  The removal of duplicate organizations 
and those no longer in existence brought the potential pool down to 1,149 agencies.  Due 
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to the large number of organizations, it was decided to utilize a stratified random sample 
rather than the entire population of 501(c)(3) organizations included in the original pool.  
As a result, twelve categories of organizations were eliminated from the pool of potential 
respondents.  Those twelve categories included alumni associations, booster organizations, 
churches, educational institutions, foundations, Greek organizations and collegiate honor 
societies, hospitals, parent/teacher organizations, scholarship funds, sports leagues, trusts 
funds, and volunteer fire departments.  These eliminations allowed the study to focus on 
examining nonprofit organizations that generally provide programming services and also 
have an operating base of employees, volunteers, and workspace. The result was a strati-
fied sample of 567 organizations in the eleven counties. 

Organizations were sorted by their mission and types of programs they reported. These or-
ganizations were coded using the National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (NTEE) Classifica-
tion System. Our survey respondents included 30 Arts, Culture, & Humanities organizations, 
10 Educational organizations, 5 Environmental organizations, 2 Animal Related organiza-
tions, 4 Health Care organizations, 9 Mental Health & Crisis Intervention organizations, 
12 Youth Development organizations, 29 Human Services organizations, 10 Community 
Improvement & Capacity Building organizations, 4 Philanthropy, Voluntarism, & Grant Mak-
ing organizations, 1 Public & Societal Benefit organization, 1 Mutual & Membership Benefit 
organization, 5 Diseases, Disorders & Medical Disciplines organizations, 1 Crime & Legal 

Related organization, 2 Employment related organizations, 3 Food, Agriculture & Nutrition 
organization, 4 Housing & Shelter organizations, and 3 Recreation & Sports organizations. 
The above mentioned organizations do not include those who did not report a mission or 
types of programs offered. Majority of the organizations were Arts, Culture & Humanities 
related or Human Services related organizations.

Figure 12-Organizational Types
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Procedure

The survey was administered in both a web-based format through Survey Monkey and a 
paper based format.  After an extensive update of contact information from the 990 forms, 
e-mail invitations to participate in the online survey were sent to all those who had valid 
e-mail addresses. Two reminder e-mails were sent as a follow-up, spaced approximately 3 
weeks apart. Paper copies of the instrument were mailed to all organizations that did not re-
spond to the e-mail requests or for which we could not locate a valid e-mail addresses and/
or website. At least one phone call reminder was made to encourage all non-responders to 
participate. Lastly, we sent another round of paper copies of the survey to anyone who had 
not yet participated in the study.  

In order to improve our overall response rate in the quantitative portion, three incentives 
were offered.   Participants will receive a digital copy of the final report.  In addition, orga-
nizations were encouraged to request an individualized report comparing their responses 
to the overall sample.  Two respondents were randomly selected to receive their choice of 
a 1-year subscription to either the Chronicle of Philanthropy or the GrantStation Insider (an 
$89 value).  In addition to these incentives, participants were assured full confidentiality and 
were assured that the McDonough Center for Leadership and Business at Marietta College 
had sole responsibility for the survey, and that no one outside of the research team would 
have access to any responses or raw data, and that participating organizations would never 
be identified by name.

Overall, all organizations targeted for this study were contacted at least twice for the pur-
pose of this study; any organization for which we had an e-mail address was contacted 
no less than 3 times.  In addition, after collecting all of our responses, we found that many 
organizations had left significant portions of 2 of our open-ended questions blank. Each 
organization that left those questions blank was contacted at least once via phone or e-mail 
to allow a member to add any additional information.  

A total of 176 organizations participated in the quantitative phase of the study, for a re-
sponse rate of 31%.  Of these, 146 respondents utilized the web-based format, while only 
30 paper-based responses were returned out of a total of 400 paper copies distributed. 

FOCUS GROUPS

Three separate focus groups were conducted in the second phase of the project.  One 
focus group was directed at local funders.  The remaining two targeted nonprofit and chari-
table organizations in the region. 

Funders Focus Group 

The first was a meeting of several of the funders that operate in the region.  This focus group 
took place at Marietta College in February, 2009.  In total, representatives from 6 funding 
agencies attended.  In addition,2 representatives from Ohio University’s newly launched 
Regional Nonprofit Alliance attended, as well as 2 representatives from Marietta College. 

This focus group sought to determine what common understandings the group had about 
what capacity building is, and to find out what type of capacity building projects the rep-
resented organizations had funded.  Other key questions examined what the funders had 
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observed about effective efforts to build organizational capacity among agencies they have 
worked with-and what had been ineffective.

Organization Focus Groups 

The second and third focus groups were designed to delve deeper into issues raised during the 
quantitative portion of the study.  All organizations that received the instrument were invited to at-
tend one of three sessions, regardless of whether or not they had completed the questionnaire.

Ohio University conducted a series of listening sessions, or focus groups, in the area as part 
of the start up of their new Regional Nonprofit Alliance.  Similar questions about capacity 
building and types of assistance were asked in those listening sessions.  As a result, it was 
determined that rather than attempt to reconvene the same organizations to ask similar 
questions, the focus group data collected by Ohio University would be compiled with focus 
groups held in the spring of 2009 in West Virginia.  Two of the three sessions were held; 
the third was cancelled due to low attendance.  The session at West Virginia University at 
Parkersburg had seven attendees out of nine registered participants.  The session held in 
Harrisville, West Virginia, had four total participants.

The participants were asked to talk again about what they felt the most pressing capacity 
building needs in the region were-whether or not it was relevant to their specific organiza-
tion.  They were also asked to discuss what specific types of assistance they would like to 
see offered, regardless of whether it would directly benefit their agency or not.  The agencies 
were also asked about their perceptions of the adequacy and quality of the capacity building 
“industry” in the region.

Participants at the focus groups were offered a modest $25 stipend to reward their partici-
pation. Each focus group lasted for 90 minutes.

Best Practices Site Visits

A critical element of the study is to develop a list of potential recommendations that will at-
tempt to enhance capacity building efforts in the region.  Several communities were targeted 
as potential models.  A total of four visits were arranged, including the Lansing and Battle 
Creek areas in Michigan; Indianapolis, Indiana; Orlando, Florida; and Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.  

In each location several organizations were visited, for an overall total of 14 separate inter-
views. These organizations included funders supporting capacity building efforts, manage-
ment support organizations who engage in the delivery of capacity building services, and 
organizations that have effectively employed capacity building strategies to improve their 
organizational health.
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APPENDIX B 
NONPROFIT LEADERSHIP WORKSHOP SERIES

The workshop series described below was developed as a proposal after a series of meet-
ings between members of the Voinovich School at Ohio University and West Virginia Univer-
sity at Parkersburg’s Community and Workforce Education program.

This series of workshops focuses on the practical skills and tools necessary for effective 
nonprofit leadership. Each course will be taught by an experienced professional and will 
combine traditional instruction with interactive discussion and /or exercises. For participants 
interested in learning more, an opportunity will be provided to ask agency-specific questions 
and recommendations will be made for books and other resources for continued study.

Week 1: Leadership, Governance and Board Management

Strong nonprofit leaders use a variety of skills to affect positive change within organizations 
and communities. This introductory session will begin with an examination of the range of 
skills necessary for nonprofit leadership and conclude with a more focused discussion on 
the effective selection, development and involvement of board members.

Week 2: Strategic Planning

An effective strategic plan focuses an organization’s energy on key goals while leaving room 
to respond to new opportunities or concerns as they arise. This workshop will provide 
participants with tools to identify appropriate strategic goals and reorient staff, volunteers, 
and board members to work towards their successful achievement.  Rather than creating 
a detailed plan that sits on the shelf, this model results in a concise guide for day-to-day 
decision-making that can be utilized by all members of the organization.

Week 3: Financial Statements, Budgeting and Control Systems

Although traditionally more focused on mission-fulfillment than on the financial “bottom 
line,” nonprofit leaders are increasingly expected to skillfully manage their organization’s 
financial resources. This session provides participants with the skills necessary to analyze 
basic financial statements, manage the budgeting process and establish the financial control 
systems necessary to guard against misuse of funds. 

Week 4: Nonprofits and the Law

Most laws are designed to protect individual rights and personal safety. In addition to an 
overview of relevant nonprofit law, this workshop will provide participants with guidance on 
how to develop protocols that protect employees, clients, and the organization from situa-
tions that could result in personal harm as well as costly legal action.  

Week 5: Volunteer Recruitment, Management and Recognition

Although organizations need help and people want to volunteer, making the connection 
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between the two is not always easy. This session will provide practical tips for engaging the 
interest of potential volunteers, providing them with the training they need without over-
whelming existing staff, and making them feel valued enough that they keep coming back 
year after year.

Additional courses that could be added or substituted for those listed above in-
clude:

Advocacy and Lobbying

Nonprofit leaders often have a unique perspective on social issues and can provide a critical 
role in political decision-making. However, many wonder about their ability to actually make 
a difference or fear they will endanger their organization by breaking the rules regarding 
nonprofit lobbying. This workshop provides clear guidelines regarding what nonprofit leaders 
can and can’t do to influence the political process and discusses a variety of advocacy tools 
appropriate for a range of organizations regardless of size, budget or mission. 

Measuring and Communicating Community Impact

Nonprofit organizations are increasingly being asked by funders to measure their community 
impact. In addition to providing a basic grounding in outcome measurement, this session 
will explore strategies for using this information to educate employees, clients, legislators 
and the general public about what is going well (and not so well) in our efforts to make a dif-
ference in our local community.

Conflict Resolution and Negotiations

Conflict is a part of life, and every nonprofit leader is forced to deal with it at times – employ-
ees have personality conflicts, agencies have turf disputes, funders request programmatic 
changes midstream. This workshop offers participants proven strategies for analyzing and 
working through these conflicts as well as an opportunity to practice new conflict resolution 
and negotiation skills in a risk-free environment.
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APPENDIX C 
AVERAGE CHALLENGE LEVELS PER  
DIMENSION

The figures below show the breakdown of challenge scores for each individual indicator in all 
seven dimensions.

Figure 13-Financial Resources:  Average Challenge Scores
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Figure 14-Human Resources:  Average Challenge Scores

Figure 15-Information Technology:  Average Challenge Score
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Figure 18- Programs and Planning:  Average Challenge Scores

Figure 19-Operations and Governance:  Average Challenge Scores
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Figure 16-Networking and Advocacy:  Average Challenge Scores

Figure 17-Marketing:  Average Challenge Scores
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APPENDIX D 
MOST PERVASIVE OVERALL CHALLENGES

The figure below includes the top ten most pervasive capacity building challenges across all 
seven dimensions included in the closed-ended portion of the study.  The top ten was iden-
tified based on the percentage of respondents who saw the indicator as a major concern.
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Figure 20-Top 10 Most Pervasive Capacity Building Challenges
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