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Executve Summary

The mission of the Community Foundation for Monterey Co@@&MCis to inspire philanthropy and
be a catalyst for strengthening communities throughout Monterey Courttg. primary goal of this
study is to gather information about the commuuesiinSouth Monterey CountfSMQ and to helpthe
CFMC to become a truly countywide organizatioRMC staff identified the need to deepen
relationships with and understanding 8MGCin order to achieve this. This stugyovidesinformation
about the orgaizations that serv&MCcommunities, the social and organizational networks in which
they operate, and some strengths and challenges of organizations working in these commtiaities.
collect this dataCFMC staff developed a list of 320 nonprofit, governinfaith-based, and community
organizations that serve residents 8MC All organizations on this list were sent an invitation to
participate in a survey, and many were invited to participate in a series of group convergati@ned
to as listeningsssionsheld in Gonzales, Soledad, Greenfield, King City, and San Ardo.

The study found thathtere are significant differences between many of the organizations that serve
residents ofSMC Organizations that are based outside of the area tend to betavgellestablished
nonprofits and county agencies, whileosebased inSMCtend to be smaller in terms of budget, staff,
and volunteers(ty governments, school districts, small nonprofits, and informal community groups
contribute the most to organizipand providing servicas the region and despite their smaller overall
size they tend to serve more residentsSiCthan outside organization$n terms of organizational
capacity, oganizations irsMCQended to be less confident about their ability ptan, the strength of
their programs, their ability to raise funds, and their financial management. On the other hand,
organizations based outside 8MCfelt that they needed to improvéheir board representatiomnd
fundraisingfrom SMGC as well as theiengagement wittEMCcommunities.

The organizational network data collected through this study showed ihagovernments and school
districts have the most working relationships witl8iMCcommunities and are often relied upon for
advice or support. Soe large countywide nonprofits and county agencies also have many working
relationships with respondents, and anften seen as being important organizations in several
communities During several listening sessions, leadersaofgmofit, government, faithand community
organizationemphasized the commitment and generosity of many members of their communities,
while noting that morepeopleneeded to become involved and that special effat®uld be maddo
better engage young people in community servitBese leaders also noted a serious need for more
youth leadership development, recreation, and employment opportunifiesthermore, they
suggested that #orts to address these issues, and others, would be greatly helped by an organization
that could t&e on the role of coordinating and convening people within each community to work
together more effectively.

With these results in mindhe Community Foundation for Monterey Coumycommitted to continuing
to build on the knowledge gained through thisidy and to engaging with organizations and
communities throughout Monterey County.
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Goals

The primary goal of this study is to gather information about the communiti€@uth Monterey

County(SMQ@ in orderto strengthenthe Community Foundation for Montey Countf2 @FMCyvork in

the region The mission of th€FMGs to inspire philanthropy and be a catalyst for strengthening
O2YYdzyAlASa UGUKNRdAAK2dzi az2yiSNBe /2dzyied ¢KS G§KNBS
follows:

1. Community Impacttnved in developing healthy, safe and vibrant commnities across Monterey
County

2. Philanthropic Leadershignspire and facilitate philantiopy throughout Monterey County
3. Operational Excellenc@ptimize performance andewardship for maximum impact

Akeystt 1 S3e8 GAGKAY SIFIOK 2F (KS&aS 321rfta Aa (2 AyONBIl 3
regions of the countyCFMC stafidentified the need to deepen relationships with and understandihg

South Monterey CountyThis study is designed to providddrmation aboutthe organizations that
serveSMCcommunities, the social and organizational networks in which they operatesame

strengths and challengesf organizations working in these communitid$is information, along with

continued engagement ith these @ommunities, will helghe CFMC tdoetter partner with organizations

in SMQC provide tailored organizational development support, amspire philanthropy in the region.

Background

For the purposes of this study, we defin8duth Monterey Countgegionas the communities along the
Highway 101 corridor south difie City ofSalinas (e.g. Chualar, Gonzales, Soledad, Greenfield, King City,
San Lucas, San Ardo and Bradley) and the unincorporated communities in the sqathienmof the

county (e.gJolon, Lockwood, Parkfiethd Hesperip This region includes communities outside of the
more densely populated and better served Monterey Peninsula and City of S&laetSgure lbelow).
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While there is considerable diversity amothg communities oEMG the area as a whole isral. The
population of theSMCregion is approximately 70,000, which represents about 16% of the 425,000
residents of Monterey Gmty. In terms of land are&MCencompasses approximately 1.5 million agres
which accounts for 70% of the 2.1 million acres in Monterey County (County of Mo2ig®8yp. 7).

The area is dominated by the agricultural indusfmpuch of the leafy greenoasumed in the United
States are grown in the $@s Valley, and 36 of employmenin SMGs in agriculture yS Census

. dzNB | dzZ  wimwmwicd d HYISAWR Oy [ . ZFo6dildagl pradéctioh dzil3o & significant
industry insome communities at the sihern end of the Salinas Valley.

The demographics &MCdiffer considerablyfrom the rest of Monterey County and the State of
Californiaas a wholeFirst, the aredas a relatively young population: according to #8840 US Census
about 32% oSMCresidents are under the age of 18, compared to 27%limfMonterey County and
24% in California (US Census Bure@d 3).SMCalso has a much higher proportion of Hispanic oimloat
residents: 85% dbMCresidents are Hispanic or Latino, compared to s8¥onterey County and 38%
of California.SMCalso has anuchsmaller population of high school and college graduates, a larger
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immigrant population, lower median household income, and less retail and hospitality activity than
Monterey County as a whole (s@@ble 1below for more details).

Tablel: Comparison of Demographic and Economic Informati&MCand Monterey County

Gonzales Soledad| Greenfield King SMC  Monterey California
City County

Population 8,364 26,478 16,793 13,169 | 64,804 | 426,762 | 38,041,430
% Persons under age 18 35% 22% 36% 34% 32% 27% 24%
% Hispanic or Latino 89% 71% 91% 88% 85% 56% 38%
% Foreign born persons 39% 32% 44% 50% 41% 30% 27%
% High school or higher 52% 54% 46% 42% 49% 71% 81%
% College or higher 3% 4% 9% 6% 6% 23% 30%
Persons per household 4.04 4.09 4.69 4.57 4.35 3.14 2.91
Median household income | $52,928 | $53,140( $56,011 | $52,634| $53,678 | $59,737 | $61,632
Retail sales per capita $2,937 | $2,623 $3,349 | $11,937| $5,212 | $11,293 | $12,561
Accommodation/food $693 $483 $167 $1,379 $610 $2,805 $2,125
servces sales per capita
Note: Census data only available for cities with populations greater than .54@0@al statisticéor all of SMCmaydiffer slightly.
Source! { / Sy adza . dzNBI| dzd H n moldd Y& {aiiz2 yliiSS NB/ER // 2ddgyiiisdd év dzA O CF O

The Community Foundation for Monterey CountgMC

TheCFMC has already made significant investments in programs thatteervesidents oSMC In
2013 organizations and programs 8MQwere awarded $30,000throughii K S / @QurousQa @
competitive grantmaking programsvhich represents 1% ofthe/ C a /$3Xamillion of competitive
grantmaking This includes $274,500 granted to organizations that are bassip and $355,500 for
programs inSMCthat are managed by organizationaded outside of the regiomn total, CFMC
supported 37 organizations and programs that serve the peopk&ME

TheCFMQGs deeply interested in working more closely with organizations that serve in and with the
communities of SMC Part of this workincludes supportingapacity buildingctivitieswith its partners.
Capacity building is any activity that supports the ability of an organization to be more effective and
efficient in carrying out its work and achieving its miss®ecognizing that supporgnorganizations in a
rural area involves a different set of skills and obstacles than supporting urban organizidtg@GsMC
undertook research to better understand what other foundations have done in this Tiglke following

is a brief summary of ouesearch into challenges that rural nonprofits throughout the United States
face especially in regards to organizational capacity and capacity building.

Challenges of Nonprofits in Rural Areas

Thereis considerable literature discussing the challengesoopnofits in rural areas, especially around
buildingorganizational capacityGaining access to capacity building services can be challenging given
that providers of customized consulting and general capacity building are generally concentrated in
urban aeas. Rural nonprofits tend to have smaller budgets and face the aditfenlilty of relying on
telecommunications and videoconferencing to access many services (Community Resource Center,
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2010).However, nothing can replace the value of faodace commuication and many nonprofits

invest considerable time to develop relationships with other organizatipaliticians, and community
leaders to learn, share ideas, and connect with potential donors and partners (Neuhoff and Dunckelman,
2011 and Stowe and BaR005).This is especially important because local funders often do not provide
the larger, consistent funding sources that nonprofits need to be stable (Big Sky Institute, 2012).
Meanwhile,large urban funders often do not understand the challengesadded costs associated

with working in rural areas, anmostrural nonprofits lack the capacity to research and develop
competitive grant proposals that can overcome funder skepticism (Stowe and Barr, 2005 and Minnesota
Council of Nonprofits, 2007Recruiing, training, and retention of high quality staff, volunteers, and

board membersnayalso betrying for rural nonprofits.Rural nonprofits are not always able to offer

staff memberscompetitive salaries angrofessional developmerdpportunities volunteer turnover

and burnout tendo be high, and many nonprofits in national studies report that their board members
have a poor understanding of their roles and responsibilif@sally, strategic planning, partnering, and
coordinding the activities of mulple organizations tend to be challenges as well.

It should benoted that none of these challenges are unique to rural nonprafitsganizationsn urban
settings als@rapple withsome of thesdssues. However, there are differences between nonprofits in
urban and rural areas and this stusigt outto help CFMC staff tlearn more about the organizations
working in a largely rural part of Monterey County.

With these characteristics &outh Monterey Countin mind, as well as the differences between rura
and urban nonprofitsthis study sought to gather and present information about active organizations in
the area, their organizational characteristics, characteristics of the residents whom they serve, their
strengths and areas for improvement, and thefessional networks in which they work toward
achieving their missions.

Methodology
The methodology used for this study involves four steps:

1. Develop and refine a list of active organizations that serve resider@swuth Monterey County

2. Design, administerand analyze a survey of active organizations that providestdatform
decisionmaking atthe CFMC

3. Plan and conduct a series of listening sessions to better understand areas of interest identified
through the survey

4. Compile and communicathe resultsof the survey and listening sessions to a wide range of
stakeholders, including CFMC staff, board members, grantees, and philanthropic partners
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List of Active Organizations

The first step in gathering data to better understhtne nonprofit landscape i8MCwas the
development of a list of nonprofit, commun#yased, faithbased, and governmental organizats that
serve residents csMC

Criteria for list

One of the challengesf creating a 8t of organizations is thahe CFMC imterested in contactig and
learning about a wide range of organizatio@her nonprofit landscape studies (e.g. 2010 Santa Cruz
County Nonprofit Landscape Study, Marin County Nonprofit Landscape Studyh20883lied upon a

list of nonprofit organizations and their addressprovided by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS). There
are several limitations of this method of developing a Ratlying on IRS datxcludes organizations

with less than $25,000 in annual revenue because such organizations are not required Epfile 890

and therefore are not included in the list. It also does not include comminaised organizationthat,
although not incorporated, may provide significant benefits and hold important positions in their
communities.

Because of the aforementiondiinitations to exclusively using IRS date, wgsed several sources of
internal and externainformation to compile a list of active organizations. Fistaff reviewed a list of all
CFMC grant applicants from 262813 and included all organizati® who grved communities isSMC

or selfidentified as countywide organizatioriBue tothe breadth of CFMC program and priority areas,
this initial list included a variety of nonprofit, communltased, and government organizations
throughout the county. Nexstaff partnered with Monterey County-2-1 to integrate their list of
organizationgproviding services iBMQnto the existing list. Finally, HealthyCity.org (a geospatial tool
for analyzing public datayas usedo search for registered nonprofit organizatsof all typesin SMC
¢CKA& ol & | 002YLIX AAKSR o6& NBaiN\Distic whichis rougiy 1j dzSNE (2
ARSYUGAOIf (2 GKS HaalihgghyeoPproviddsBnformatin aboditin@prdits i @
organizations based on their filieg IRS Form 990, the required tax return form for-éecempt
organizationsThis search yieldea large number of organizations that included many that had not filed
a tax return in several years. In order to ensure that the list included only activeipatjans, data from
HealthyCity.orgvascrossreferenced with Guidestao verifythat the organization had a recent filing
with the IRS.

In order to improve the completeness of basic information for each organizaiaficonducted

internet researcho confirm that theyare active, to find address, phone number, and email information,
and to gain a basic understanding of their programs and s@aliewcrease confidence in the
comprehensiveness diie list of organizations, community partners in Gonsalgoledad, Greenfield

and King Cityere consultedo refine the list by adding organizations thaeg initial investigation

missed, providing missing contact information, and removing inactive organizafimadly, discussions
with community members lding up to the listening sessions, as well as the listening sessions
themselves, yielded new organizations that had not been previously idenfiffed process yieldeal list

of 320organizations that were invited to participate in the survey.

South Monterey Countionprofit Landscape StuayJanuary 2014 9



Survey Insument

Research questions

What organizations prage services to residents 8MQ

What kinds of services do they provide, where do they provide them, and to whom?
Howcantheseorganizationde describedn terms of budget, staff, and volunteers?
What ae their organizational strengths amchat are theiropportunities for improvement?
What does the network of organizations lodkel withinSM

= =4 =4 4 A

Instrument

The survey instrument was designed to address the above questions in a format that would be
accessild and present the fewest obstacles to analydi® considered several platforms amtiose to
create an online survey through SurveyMonKkeeyorder to makelte survey more accessible &MC
residents who may be more comfortable reading and writing Spatfishentire survey text was
translated into Spanish by Monterey Institute of International Studies student Martina Kiriide.
survey usd skip logic to disqualify any respondents who do not ewservices to residents &MC It
contains 235 questionsdepending on the answers to several questiand took most respondents
10-15 minutes to completeFor the full text of the survey, see Appentlix

Distribution

In order to direct participants to the survey, wentboth emailmessageand postcards cotininga
specially designed hyperlinkll 32 organizations on the list were sent a postcard, while the 180
organizations for which we weiaitially able to find email addresses also received an ethedlugh the
email marketing platform Constant Contaéithough we considered mailing and receiving printed
versions of the survey, in the end the cost and additional data entry time required by this approach led
us to reject it.

As data collection progressed and we began to reach ocbtemunity members ttoughoutSMC

more organizations were identified and more contact information collected. We sent emails to newly
identified organizations, along with folloup emails to nofrespondents from earlier mailings, two

more times before closing the survey foradysis.

Response rate

When the survey was closed for analysis, 75 organizations had responded ouBabthe whom we

sent an email and/or a postcard. Thus, the overall response rate to the survey wgse23able 2

below for more detailed response minformation) There are several factors that may have limited our

ability to achieve a higher response rate. First, some of our address and email information may have

been outdated or incorrect, meaning that many potential respondents did not receiviatitation.

Second, some email services block messages sent through platforms such as Constant Contact and many
of the potential respondents hawaty or county email addresses thatay have more restrictive filters

for incoming email. Third, some of tipeople who we invited to participate may not have had easy

South Monterey Countionprofit Landscape StuayJanuary 2014 1C



access to an Internetonnected computer with which to complete the surv€purth, individuals who
are not familiar withthe CMFC and its work may have ignored the email or felt that it was tetaet

to them. Finally, organizations that do have a relationship withCFMC may not have felt comfortable
sharing candid information about their organization, especially in regards to capacity strengths and
weaknessedespite these obstacles, anlifiough we would have preferred a higher response rate to
gain a more complete picture of the organizations that are activ@M§; we feel that the responses
that we received are from a sufficientlydad cross section of the county to yield useful insigh®86 of
respondents were based BMGC while 60% of respondents were based outsidSbIC

Table2: Survey Response Rates by Organization Type

Organization Type Responses # Invited Response Rate
Nonprofit 54 194 28%
Public Agency 11 61 18%
Religious 5 34 15%
Analysis

The data gathered through the survey was exported from Survey Monkey as an Excel spreadsheet,
cleaned and coded using Google Refine, and analyzed using a combination of Excel, R Statistical
Computing Software, UCEY, and Pajek.

Listening Sessions

In order to provide additional supporting details, and to begin to develop stronger relationships with

community members iSMGE ¢S O2y RdzZOGSR FAGBS af AaGSyAy3a aSaaiz,
Greenfield, Kingi€y, and San Ard@SeeTable 3) We developed lists of potential participants from each

city based on our overall organizational list and discussions with members of each community and

reached out to 180 individuals from each city. Despite the busy scheslof the inviteesnany were

able to attend each meeting.

Table3: Listening Session Cities, Dates, Locations, and Number of Attendees

City Date | Location # of Attendees
Greenfield November 5, 2013 La Plaza Bakery 17
King City November 5, 2013 Salinas Valley Fairgrounds 6
San Ardo November 5, 2013 San Ardo Branch Library 10
Gonzales November 17, 2013 Gonzales City Council Chambers 12
Soledad November 17, 2013 South County YMCA 8

At each session, CFMC Vice Presidé@rant and Programs Julie Drezner was the principal facilitator.

5NBT ySNI LINEPGARSR I ONASFT RSAONRLIIAZ2Y 2F [/ Cal Q& YA
SMCstudy and listening sessions. She then facilitated a discussion around a few iksy ttog
O2YYdzyAleQa 3INBFGSad adNBy3adKaz K2¢g GKS O2YYdzyrade
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challenges that the community faces. After this discussion, Research Assistant Josh Warburg shared
preliminary results from th&MCsurvey and solited feedback on the list of organizations working in

each community. Finally e@ter for Nonprofit Excellence (CNHBirector Kaki Rusmore (in Greenfield,

King City and San Ardo) or Program Officer Susie Polnaszek (Gonzales and Soledad) briefly descussed th
CNEandthe consulting, capacity building, and networking services that it ofRadicipants in the

session were later emailed a digital copy of greliminarysurvey results and list of organizations for

their community.

Results

Organizational Chacteristics

¢CKAA aSOlA2y &dzYYFINAT Sa (KS NBadzA# Ga 27 ljdzSadAizya
including the type of organizations, types of services offered, how long they have been active, the

annual budget, how many fdlime staf and volunteers they have, and how madlyCresidents they

serve annuallyfor the following chartsSMCorganizations are those whose headquarters are located in

SMGC while nonSMCorganizations have headquarters outside of the region.

Figure2: Types of Organizations

Outside SVSMC

In SVSMC

Overall

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Private  MFaith-based ™ Community-based ™ Public Agency M Nonprofit

Overall, 72% of respondents were from nonprofit organizations, 15% from public agencies, 5% from
community-based organizations and 7% from faliased organizations. There was a considerable
difference in the kindsf organizations present iSBMCn comparison to those outside &C 91% of
non-SMCrespondents were nonprofits while only 43%SWCrespondents were nonprofits. Also, only
7% of noRSMCrespondents were public agencies, in contrast to 27%MErespandents.
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Figure3: Services Types

Outside SVSMC

In SVSMC

Overall

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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¥ Environment and Animal-Related M Religion-related
H Health B Human Services
H Other  Public Benefit

Among alSMCorganizations, there is a higher percentage of public benefit, religgtated, and
education organizations than neBMCrespondents. This is likely due to the fact that city gowegnts,
churches, and schoogerve their local communitiegnd therefore few of these kinds of organizations
from outside ofSMCwere invited to participate. On the other hand, n&MCrespondents were more
likely to identify themselves as human servi¢é4%) or health (20%) organizations, indicating that these
community needs are being met &nsignificant waypy nonSMCorganizations.

Figure4: Years that Organization has Been Active

100% 1
90% -
80% -
70%
60%
50% -
40%
30% -
20% -
10% A

0% -

®10 years or more
B 5-9 years

B 0-4 years

Overall In SVSMC Outside SVSMC

There were also significant differencegliie ages of organizations surveyed. 84% of-80MC
organizations were 10 years or older, compared to only 538MEorganizationsSMCorganizations
were more likely to be B years old (27% vs 7%) o4 §ears old (20% vs 9%).
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Figure5: Organizational Budgets
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B No response

Overall In SVSMC Qutside SVSMC

SMCorganizations tend to have smaller budgets than 1&WCorganizations93% of norSMC
organizations have a budget of greater than $100,000, compared to only 43M@ifrganizations.

Figure6: Full-Time Employees

100% 1
90% -
80% 1 ¥ 50 or more
70%
H24t049
60% -
50% 1 H10to 24
40% - B5t09
30% 1 Hlto4d
20% "o
10% -
0% -
Overall In SVSMC Qutside SVSMC

SMCorganizations were much more likely to have no paid staff: 37% reported Ainfellequivalent
employees (FTEs) compared to 4% of-8MEMSC organizations. While there is a comparable
proportion of larger organizations (those witl) or more FTESyMChas many more organizations with
four or fewer FTEs.
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Figure7: Volunteers
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Non-SMCorganizations tend to manage more volunteers. 43%MfCorganizations manage 14
volunteers, whereas 44% of n«BMCorgarizations manage 50 or more volunteers.

Figure8: Number ofSMCResidents Served
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Despite being smaller in siZ8BMCorganizations tend to serve mo@MCresidents than organizations
that are based outside of the region. 47%SMCorganizations serve 500 or more residents, whereas
only 38% of norsMCorganizations serve 500 or more and 22% serve less than 25 residents.

Client Characteristics

tKAa aSOlAzy ONARSTie RSaONROSa a2YS itakohsdéredni SNA a G A
SMGC including ethnicity andocioeconomic group
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Figure9: Percent of Organizations that Report Serving Each Ethnicity

African-American/Black
Asian-American

Caucasian/White

Hispanic/Latino 96%
Indigenous Mexican
(e.g. Mixtec, Triqui, Zapotec)
Native American
Pacific Islander
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

96% of respondents report serving Latino resideats] 77% report serving white residents

FigurelO: Percent of Organizations that Report Serving Each Income Group

Outside SVSMC
98%

In SVSMC
97%

Overall

97%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

W Upperincome M Middle Income  ®Low Income

SMCorganizations tend to serve people with a wider range of income levels, with 97% of organizations
serving low income residents, 93% of organizatisgrying middle income residents, and 63% of
organizations serving upper income residents. In contrast; $liCorganizations tend to focus more
heavily on low income residents, with 98% of organizations serving lower income residents, but only
40% servingniddle income and 20%erving upper income residents.
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Organizational Capacity

tKAa aSOlAzy LINBaSyida (KS NBalLkRyaSa G2 ljdSairzya
important areas. It also discusses challenges that organizations face innmétafilnd development,
community engagement, staffing, ather areas

Figurell: Vision and Planning
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SMCorganizations were more likely to report that their vision and planning needed improvement
whereasnon-SMCorganizatiorstended to be more confident in their ability to define their vision and
plan.

Figurel2: Organizational Leadership
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Both SMCand nonSMCorganizations felt that their leadship was fairly strong, with 48 of both
groups reportng that their leadership is strong, ~35% reporting OK, and ~15% reporting that it needs
strengthening
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Figurel3: Programs and Services
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SMCorganizations felt less confident about the strength of their programs and servicesy taim OK
more often than strong. In contrast, neéBMCorganizations overwhelmingly 1%)rated their programs
as strong

Figurel4: Evaluation and Learning
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About 50% of both groups reported that their evaluatiorddearning pactices were OK. 28 ofSMC
organizations reported that they needed stgthening in this area, while 80 of nonRSMCorganizations
reported that this was a strong area for them.
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Figurel5: Fund Development Overall
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Both groups borganizations reported that fund development is an area in which they need to improve.
Less than 10% of either group said that their fund development was strong, ghthmoreSMC
organizations (7%)than nonSMCorganizations (5%) said that it neededrengthening.

Figurel6: Fund Development fronsMC
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Both groups were very similar in their reporting of their ability to rdiisels fromSMCcommunities.
80-90% said that this was an aréi@at needs strengthening and ¥3said tht it was OK. N6MC
organizations said that was an area of strength, whil@8of nonSMCorganizations said it was strong.
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Figurel7: Board Development
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SMCorganizations were more likely to say that their board developmesd WK, while more ne8MC
organizations rated their board development strong or as needing strengthening.

Figurel8: Board Membership fronBMC
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Many nonSMCorganizations expressed a need to increase the numbéoard membersrbm SMC
73% said that this was an areaatineeds strengthening, while 19% rated it OK and o#dyr&ted it
strong.SMCorganizations were stronger, but still acknowledged room for improvement.
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Figurel9: Financial Management
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IMCorganizations were much more likely to report that their financial management was OK or in need
of strengthening, whereas most neéBMCorganizations reported that their financial management was
strong.

Figure20: Community Engagment
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There were a variety of responses to the question of community engagement. Ogaiéll,
organizations felt that community engagement veightlystronger than did nosSMCorganizations,
although 286 ofSMCorganizations still reported that it neled strengthening.
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Figure21: Technology and Infrastructure
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Most organizations in both groups reported that their technology and infrastructure was either OK or
needed strengthening, although this area was slightly stronger anmomSMCorganizations.

In addition to rating themselves on these aspects of organizational capacity, respondents were invited to
respond to the following two questions:

If your organization could improve one area of your ability to raise funds orueyetnat would it be?

1 35% ofallrespondents said that they would like to improve their ability to raise funds from, and
better engage with, individuals in their community. This typically took the form of better
outreach, stronger donor database manageryeand better conversion of supportensto
donors.12% ofall respondents said that they would like to improve their ability to identify
appropriate grant opportunities and prepare competitive grant proposatber responses
included increasing funds fno major gifts and corporate donors, getting the board of directors
more involved in fundraising, and better managing donor relationships.

If you could improve one aspect of your organization, apart from fund development, what would make
the most differene in helping you to advance your mission?

1 27% of respondents said that they would improve their ability to engage with their community.
This included raising awareness of the services they offer, who is eligible to receive them, and
communicating result® the community. 21% of respondents said that the ability to hire more
staff and/or manage more volunteers would help them to achieve their mission. Other
responses included improving technology, building and/or maintaining infrastructure, dedicating
resaurces to board developmenbetter networking with other organizations, and expanding
the reach of existing programs.

South Monterey Countionprofit Landscape StuayJanuary 2014 22



Organizational Networks

Organizations surveyed were asked to provide three types of information regarding their networks:

1. Individuals or aganizations withirsMCthat they work with on a regular basis (up to 10)

2. Individuals or organizations on whom they rely for advice or support (up to 10)

3. The most important organizations that provide services to$iMCresidents that they serve (up
to 5)

Work Network

Respondents to the survey were asked to list up to ten organizations or individuals with whom they
g2N] 2y | NENGZ hNI@GI2ZNA & ¢ anApPehdinj).deabledibkl@wshowsithe

number of times that each organization was rtiened as a work partner by respondents. As the figure
shows, cities and school districts tend to have the most working relationships with respondents. The
only exceptions to this are Mee Memarial Hospital (a large and important actor among health psovider
in SM@, CHISPA (a countywide affordable housing and human services organization), and Fort Hunter
Liggett (a large military installation).

Table4: Work Network, Worked With Most

Soledad School Disttic 17
Gonzales School District 15
City of Gonzales 13
King City School District 11
Mee Memorial Hospital 9
CHISPA 8
Fort Hunter Liggett 8
Greenfield School District 7
City of Soledad 7
City of Greenfield 6

Figure22 visualizes the network of woitkg relationships itsMC This network has beesimplified by
removing organizations or individuals wivere only connected to the network with emworking
relationship, and shows organizations based inSi#Cand outsideSMCn blue and red, respectively
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Figure22: Simplified Work Network (blue nodes are BMGC red nodes are Outsid8MG

This visualization, along with statistical analyses, indicate that organizati@\éQ@are no more or less
likely to form working relatiorfsps with other organizations iBMCthan they are with organizations
outside ofSMC This means thatmganizations irsMCoften form working relationships with
organizations from outside of the area, and organizations in the northern part of MontereytyCioum
working relationships witlsMCorganizations to deliver servicdseaders in both kinds of organizations
must manage relationships with others who are relatively far away from each other in order to deliver
services to residents in the region.

Advice Network

Respondents to theurvey were asked to list up to ten organizations or individuals on whom they rely
F2NJ I ROA OSAdvceh) SHidalIING NIE &S SAppenid 3 Bigur2 $3hows theAdvige
Network with the nodes sized by how oftam organization wesmentioned as a source of adwior
support.Table Sists the organizations thatere mentionedmost often as a source of adeior

support
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