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Executive Summary

Thislandscape analysis was commissioned by the Quincy Area Funders Collaborative (QAFC) and conducted by
Mission + Strategy to examine the current state of nonprofit collaborationin Adams County, lllinois, and to assess the
sector'sreadiness to pursue more coordinated, sustained approaches to community impact.

This summary is designed to stand onits own and presents the full report's findings and considerations in condensed
form. Readers who want the underlying evidence, source by source, canfinditin the complete report.

About This Study

Commissioned by QAFC and conducted by Mission + Strategy between April and September2026.

Draws on five data sources: the 2024 Adams County Community Needs Assessment, an IRS Form 990 financial
review of 76 QAFC-connected nonprofits, two facilitated working sessions, 21 confidential stakeholderinterviews,
and a sector-wide Collaboration Readiness Survey (49 respondents from a distribution of 138 Executive Directors
and Board Chairs).

Designed co-creatively with QAFC, which shaped participant selection, survey and interview design, and
recruitment, to ensure the study reflected Adams County specifically rather than a generic template.

Three Mission + Strategy team members led separate components of the analysis, a structure intended to guard
against the findings of one section shaping another.

Key Findings by Source

Stakeholder Interviews (21 confidential interviews)

The ALICE population emerged as the single most significant underserved group, largely invisible to services
designed around traditional poverty thresholds.

Critical service gaps: housing, food security, mental health and trauma support, childcare, and service navigation
(Adams County has no centralized referral system).

Sectorhealthis mixed: established organizations are largely stable; smaller and newer organizations struggle with
funding and sustainability.

The volunteer workforce is in decline; one organization lost half its volunteers during COVID and neverrecovered.

Where partnership already works: United Way as convener, food security organizations collaborating organically,
and crisis response that consistently cuts through silos.
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Working Sessions (June 24 nonprofit leaders, June 25 QAFC funders)

Both groupsindependently converged on trust as the precondition for collaboration, and on capacity as
something that must exist before collaboration can happen, not something collaboration will produce.

Nonprofits emphasized informal relationship-building as how trust gets built; funders, once they heard this, were
surprised by how much weight nonprofit leaders placed onit.

Funders emphasized incremental pacing, starting with one visible win and building outward, a theme the nonprofit
sessiondid notraise.

Together, the two sessions produced this report's draft Challenge and Vision Statements.

Adams County's nonprofits and funders share a deep commitment to the
community's well-being, but act individually rather than as one coordinated system.

Needs are often met organization by organization, program by program. Closing that
gap means funders shifting fromindividual programs to shared solutions, and
nonprofits gaining the capacity collaboration requires.

Adams County is "One Quincy," where nonprofits, funders, and residents are one
unified system, focused on improving community well-being and replacing a
scarcity mindset with one of abundance.

Deep trustis the foundation, built through honesty about what is and isn't working
and a willingness to let go of assumptions that hold the sector back. Funders are
partnersin solving problems, not just a source of funding. Organizations commit to
the sector's shared challenges even when it doesn't directly serve their own mission.

Collaboration Readiness Survey

49 of 138 invited leaders responded (a 36% response rate).

Staff capacity and burnout is the dominant organizational challenge, named first by 19 of 49 respondents, nearly
double the next-ranked concern.

Housing and homelessness was named as most urgently needing collaboration (13 of 49); youth development and
education followed (10 of 49) but, unlike housing, has no matching CBC coordination structure.

The leadinginternal barriers to collaboration are staff capacity (29%) and a lack of clarity about what sustained
collaboration would look like (27%), an information gap as much as a resource one.

Readiness is not concentrated among the largest or best-resourced organizations. Mid-range organizations ($251K
to $2.99M) showed the most consistent engagement with collaboration as a concept.

Anamed "scarcity mindset," a trust deficit from organizations competing for limited funding, is one of the sharpest
differentiators between organizations with collaboration experience and those without.
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IRS Form 990 Financial Review

e The QAFC-connected nonprofit sectoris small: 66% of the 76 organizations reviewed operate under $1M in annual
revenue, and 47% operate under $250K.

 Organizations under $250K have a median revenue mix of 100% contributions and grants, with no earned income to
fallback on.

¢ Health & Human Services is the largest mission group (39% of organizations) and the most contribution-dependent
(94% median), and falls below standard liquidity benchmarks most often.

* 73% of organizations with available cash data clear the Nonprofit Finance Fund's 90-day liquidity floor; 27% do not,
including 11% in outright cash crisis (under 30 days on hand).

2024 Community Needs Assessment Review

+ Poverty holds at 12% (near the state average), but the fuller picture is ALICE data: 27% of households are Asset
Limited, Income Constrained, Employed, meaning nearly 4in 10 Adams County households cannot reliably cover
basic costs.

¢ The burdenfalls hardest on single-female-headed households (74% below the ALICE threshold), adults 65 and
older (563%), andresidents under 25 (47%).

+ Fourneeds stand out as most acute: behavioral health (operating beyond capacity), childcare (a 57% deficitin
available slots, leaving 2,069 children of working parents without care), housing (1,590 new units projected needed
by 2033), and food insecurity (12.8% of the population).

» Behavioral health, housing, and poverty are the three areas with formal CBC coordination infrastructure. Aging
services, despite serving the population with the highest ALICE rate (53%), is not one of them.

Considerations for the Sector

Three core considerations emerged from this landscape analysis. They are organized from lower to higher
commitment using the Tamarack Institute's Collaboration Spectrum and are offered for community discussion and
consideration, not as predetermined commitments.

1. FundersLeadin Enhancing Trust (Communicate/Cooperate)

* Hostinginformation sessions on how decisions are made, how grant amounts are set, and who funders
answer to

+ Convening QAFC members' boards for ongoing discussions about sector needs
« Funding dedicated staff time to build capacity for collaborative work

o Targeted check-ins with the sector's most financially fragile organizations

* Multi-year grants so nonprofits can plan beyond a single budgeting cycle

« Ashared grant portal to streamline application and reporting functions

* Agree onshared funding priorities creating a coordinated landscape

* QAFC's own process, funding this study and creating space for honest nonprofit feedback, is itself a proof
point of this approach
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2. AShared Hub for Nonprofit Capacity (moving toward Coordination)

+ Embedded, ongoing support to include bookkeeping, payroll processing, fractional CFO where
nonprofits are matched with a dedicated provider

o Targeted project-based expertise to include HR, legal, marketing, program evaluation, board
governance, volunteer recruitment, fundraising where nonprofits are given an annual bank of hours to
access the services they need

¢ Potential to evolve the modelinto a nonprofit cooperative with member ownership

3. One Door for the Community (Collaborate/Integrate, longer-term)

¢ Asingle point of entry modeled on a Continuum of Care structure

» Allowsresidents to access services without needing to know which of dozens of organizations to call

Staff capacity is both the sector's top-ranked organizational challenge and its weakest readiness dimension.
Continuing to cultivate trust and focusing on building staff capacity in order to do sustained collaborative work are a
key first steps. Eight additional considerations surfaced that are important to note. These are informative to how the
community may want to proceed with this collaborative work.

¢ Activating existing rural infrastructure (libraries, schools, veterans' posts) as service access points

¢ Applying the CBC's coordination model to youth development

¢ Ashared approachto volunteerrecruitment

¢ Formalizing collaborative grant-seeking

¢ Creating space forinformal trust-building and peerlearning

¢ Smaller-group conversations organized by budget tier or mission sector

¢ Conduct asimple efficiency audit to examine internal capacity and consider leveraging technology and Al tools for
routine work

Build a shared map of the nonprofit ecosystem to help the sector define a concreate future state and roadmap for
achievingit

Immediate Next Steps

QAFC's own upcoming strategic planning process is a natural vehicle for carrying this work forward.
Several considerations are ready to move on now, at the Communicate and Cooperate level:

¢ Holdinformation sessions on how funders make decisions

e Convene QAFC members' boards on thereport's findings

¢ Build a shared community grant calendar

« Identify hub or shared-service models already operating in or near Adams County
tolearn more about sustained collaborations

Considerations that require deeper collaboration such as shared infrastructure and aligned funding priorities across
the community require more time and coordination among multiple organizations. QAFC's upcoming strategic
planning processis a place to vet these more resource intensive sustained collaborations.

See thereport for the full evidence behind these findings, including the complete Stakeholder Interview synthesis,
Working Session detail, Collaboration Readiness Survey results, IRS Form 990 Review, and 2024 Community Needs
Assessment review.

83 Collaborative Infrastructure Feasibility Report | Executive Summary




How to Read This Report

Thisreportreflects candid feedback from stakeholders across Adams County's nonprofit and funding community. When
reading feedback about your sector, it is natural to feel a pull toward defensiveness, to want to explain, qualify, or set aside a
critique. Readers are encouraged to notice that impulse and look past it for the truth in what is being said.

Thisreport's purpose is not to assign blame or grade
performance. Itis to identify concrete ways nonprofits and
funders can strengthen their partnership and better serve the
broader Adams County community. That goal is best served by
readers who look for common ground rather than fault, and who
extend the same generosity of interpretation to colleagues' and
partners' feedback that they would want extended to their own.
Understanding and empathy, not agreement on every point, is
what this report asks of its readers.

How This Study Was Designed

This study was not designedinisolation. The Quincy Area
Funders Collaborative was a partnerin shaping it from the
outset:

¢ Providinginput on which stakeholders toinclude
¢ Helping design the survey and interview instruments
¢ Assisting directly with participant recruitment

This collaborative design was intentional. It ensured the study's
methods were specific to Adams County, not a generic
template applied to anew community.

The same care wentinto the language of the instruments
themselves. Survey and interview questions were written to
reflect the terminology and phrasing this sectoractually uses,
with definitions provided where a term might be read differently
across organizations. These choices were notincidental. They
were necessary to produce results that are reliable and valid for
this community specifically.

How the Sections Build on One Another

The sections of thisreport were also designed to build onone
anotherratherthan stand alone:

e The 2024 Community Needs Assessment and the Form 990
financial review came first and directly informed the design
of the Collaboration Readiness Survey.

e The Needs Assessment, the 990 review, and the survey
results together theninformed the design and facilitation of
the working sessions and stakeholderinterviews.

Each phase of this project rested on the foundation the phase
beforeithad built. Thisreport's sections, however, are
presentedin the reverse of that order. Findings and
Considerations leads because it holds the conclusions most
readers will want first. Readers interested in the evidence
behind those conclusions, section by section, will find the
working sessions, survey, 990 review, and Community Needs
Assessmentin the pages that follow, in the order each phase
actually built on the last.

Thisis adense report covering alot of ground. It may make more
sense towork throughitin smaller pieces over time rather thanin
one sitting. Start by reading the Findings and Considerations
section first, then move to whichever sectioninterests you
most. If you only have a few minutes, start with the Immediate
Next Steps section within Findings and Considerations.

Findings and Considerations

The Findings and Considerations are presented first because it establishes a framework, moving from the general to the
specific before readers encounter the underlying evidence. The sections that follow provide the detailed findings for

readers who want to see how each conclusion was built.

Before turning to specific findings, one principle should guide how this report's recommendations are read. The technical
and governance structure of any collaboration, whether that means a shared services hub, a coordinating body, ora more
formal partnership, should follow from the vision and goals created by participants. Form follows function. Choosing a

structure before the sectorhas agreed onwhat it is trying to accompilish risks building infrastructure that no one asked for

and few will use.
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Challenge and Vision Statements

The Challenge and Vision Statements exist to anchor whatever collaborative work follows. When the work gets difficult, and
it will, these are the north starto return to, the reminder of why this work matters in the first place.

The draft challenge and vision statements below synthesize the recurring themes across both the nonprofit and funder
working sessions. They are offered as the starting point for conversation, the "why" that any structural recommendationin

thisreportis anchored to.

THE CHALLENGE STATEMENT

Adams County's nonprofits and funders share a deep
commitment to the community's well-being, but act
individually rather than as one coordinated system.

Needs are often met organization by organization, program
by program. Closing that gap means funders shifting from
individual programs to shared solutions, and nonprofits
gaining the capacity collaboration requires.

Considerations

These considerations are not directives forhow Adams
County's nonprofit sector should operate. They reflect what we
heard from this community, returned to the people who shared
it. Across the survey, working sessions, and stakeholder
interviews described elsewhere in this report, one thing was
consistent: thisis a sector with deep knowledge of its own
industry, constraints, and community.

Ourrole was not to bring outside answers, but to create the
space for this sectorto collectively discuss what collaboration
couldlooklike in Adams County.

This community has strong collaborative character.

Meaningful collaborationis already happening, in some cases
quietly, in others as established infrastructure. United Way of
Adams County was named repeatedly, across interviews and
working sessions, as the sector'slong-standing convener. The
Community Building Council, dating back more than two
decades, gives the sectoran existing structure, to either
leverage or serve as amodel.
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THE VISION STATEMENT

Adams County is "One Quincy," where nonprofits, funders,
and residents are one unified system, focused onimproving
community well-being and replacing a scarcity mindset with
one of abundance.

Deep trustis the foundation, built through honesty about
whatis andisn't working and a willingness to let go of
assumptions that hold the sector back. Funders are partners
in solving problems, not just a source of funding.
Organizations commit to the sector's shared challenges even
when it doesn't directly serve their own mission.

Participants pointed to several other forms of collaboration
already underway:

e Food security organizations collaborate organically: food
need touches nearly every population served, and carries
less stigma than other forms of assistance.

e Crisisresponse consistently pulls organizations across silos,
as with a coordinated 72-hour wellness-check effort aftera
shelter closure, and a hospital system steppinginto keep a
senior program from closing.

e Organizations have begun combining strengths to pursue
state grants neither could win alone.

e Child welfare and foster care organizations coordinate to
provide a broader spectrum of support for families, children,
and youth.

¢ Relationships with local government have been rebuilt
through sustained, sometimes difficult communication,
turning early frictioninto working partnerships.




Framework

The Tamarack Institute's Collaboration Spectrum, developed by LizWeaver, is a useful lens for thinking through what comes
next because it treats collaboration as arange of possible commitments rather than a single destination. The spectrum runs
from Compete and Co-Exist, where organizations have little or no systematic connection, through Communicate and
Cooperate, informal and often project-specific exchanges, to Coordinate, where organizations begin to intentionally align
theirwork for shared outcomes. At the farend sit Collaborate and Integrate, where partners share governance, resources,
andinthe mostintegrated cases, programs and funding.

The Collaboration Spectrum
Adapted from LizWeaver / Tamarack Institute, “The Collaboration Spectrum Revisited” (2021)

Compete Co-Exist Communicate Cooperate Coordinate Collaborate

Informal, as needed
interaction ondiscrete
projects

Systematically align
work with each other
for greater outcomes

Shared mission, goals,
decision-making, and
resources

Competitionfor
clients, resources,
partners, attention

No systematic
connection between
organizations

Inter-organization
information sharing

P

IS

«

Lower commitment
Less trust required

L4

Higher commitment
Greater trust required

Source: Weaver, L. (2021). The Collaboration Spectrum Revisited. Tamarack Institute.

No sector moves from one end of this spectrumto the other
overnight, and not every relationship in Adams County needs to
reach fullintegration to be impactful. What the spectrum offers
is away tointentionally sequence what follows: starting with
lower-commitment, lower-risk actions that incrementally build
trust and success, then advancing toward more structurally
integrated models as that foundation strengthens. The
considerations below are organizedin that order.

Consideration #1

Funders Building Trust Through Their Own Practice

The clearest and lowest-risk starting pointis the changes
funders can make. Why does this matter? Trust builds fastest
when those with more power move first.

This projectis already a proof point of thisidea. QAFC members
chose to fund this feasibility study, participate in working
session and co-design a process built to give nonprofits real
space forhonest feedback. Thatis collaborationin practice,
and brings credibility to everything on this list.

This process has also provided space for deeper conversations
among QAFC members, and as the report reaches their boards,
board members will hear directly from nonprofits in theirown
words. These are early benefits of the report that starts before
any of the actions below are formally adopted.
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Building on that starting point, funders could consider:

Hosting information sessions on how decisions are made,
how grant amounts are set, and who funders answer to.

Convening QAFC members’ boards jointly to walk through
thereport’s findings and build shared understanding of what
the sectoris asking for.

Funding dedicated staff time or backfill costs so executive
directors can participate in collaborative conversations and
projects.

Checkinon organizationsin the red and pink zones of the
liquidity heat map, the sector's most financially fragile, so
outreach and support are directed where needed most.

Making multi-year grants that support organizational
capacity, not just individual programs, so nonprofits can
plan beyond a single budget cycle.

Creating a shared grant portal so nonprofits aren'tre-
entering the same information across applications.

Streamlining reporting into a single report that satisfies all
funders.

Agreeing among themselves on shared funding priorities, so
nonprofits face one coordinated landscape rather than
separate asks.




These actions fall on the Communicate and Cooperate
segments of the collaborative spectrum, though not all to the
same degree.

Hosting information sessions and convening a joint meeting of
the funders’ boards are the clearest starting points; they require
logistical coordination. Funding dedicated staff time and
checkinginonthered and pink zone organizations on the
liquidity heat map can be done by a single funder but would
have a deeperimpact when done collectively. Multi-year grants,
creation of a shared grant portal, unified reporting, and shared
funding priorities require group alignment. Generally, this list
moves fromlower to higher commitment with the information
sessions as a potential first step.

Consideration #2

A Shared Hub for Nonprofit Capacity

Anext step, moving toward Coordinate on the spectrum, is
sharedinfrastructure. Interviewees, survey respondents, and
participants in the nonprofit working session independently
pointed to the same underlying gap; access to shared staffing
orexpertise that lets organizations increase internal capacity
without directly bearing the expense orrisk of a direct hire.

Ahub could address both ongoing and targeted organizational
needs:

¢ Embedded and ongoing support where the same person or
firm handles recurring work for an organization on a fixed
schedule:

© Accounting, bookkeeping, monthly financial statements,
payroll, etc.

© Fractional or shared CFO

¢ Targeted, project driven expertise:
© HRsupport
© Legal support
© Marketing, branding, and crisis communication support

© Program evaluation, data management, and KPI
development

© Board governance support
© Volunteerrecruitment support

© Fundraising consulting.
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This targeted expertise could be accessed via time-limited,
project-based engagements or through aretainer-based
model where nonprofits have access to a monthly bank of
expert hours. This model lets organizations retain their
independence while sharing the cost of expertise that may
otherwise be out of reach.

One possible structure, offered here as a starting point rather
than a fixed model:

¢ Physical space: Adams County has excess space capacity
that could house the hub without new construction. Housing
it within a trusted structure, such as United Way or a
community foundation, would give it credibility at the start.

e Costmodel: Funders would fund the hub's setup and
ongoing operations, as well as each nonprofit's initial bank
of hours, with cost-sharing (membership fees, a sliding scale
or similar) introduced later as the model matures.

¢ Access model: For episodic work, each nonprofit receives
an annual bank of hours to draw against keeping access
predicable and fair. Additional hours could be purchased at
adiscountedrate. Forembedded support, nonprofits are
matched with an appropriate provider and pays a
negotiated contractual rate for services.

e Governance: Acommittee of nonprofits and funders
prioritizes which services to launch and oversees operations
of the hub

¢ Provider model: Firms and consultants apply tobecome a
vetted member of the hub.

e Staffing: A single coordinator manages the hub and starts
with a confidential intake conversation with each nonprofit
to connect themto theright resource.

As the model matures, it could evolve into a nonprofit
cooperative, where participating organizations become
member-owners with a formal stake in how the hubis run, rather
than clients of a funder-seeded program, the kind of.




Consideration #3

Longer-Term Project with a One Door for the Community
Both nonprofit leaders and funders independently raised the
difficulty families face navigating a fragmented service
landscape; a "one-stop shop" would let residents find and
access services without needing to know which of dozens of
organizations to call. This depends on the trust built through the
earlier steps andis likely a multi-year undertaking rather than a
near-term goal. It could be modeled aftera Continuum of Care
structure, with a separate oversight board to safeguard shared
data, coordinate the intake system, and confirmresident needs
are actually being met. Such a solutionrepresents the deepest
and most highly-integrated end of the Collaborative Spectrum.

Building the Capacity to Collaborate

Staff capacity was a top-ranked organizational challenge and
the single weakest readiness dimension across every budget
tierinthe survey data.

No amount of funder trust or shared infrastructure will translate
into sustained collaborationif the people expectedto doitdo
not have the time to collaborate. Addressing this directly could
take several forms:

¢ Afunded collaboration coordinator, housed within the
shared hub, who absorbs the scheduling and logistics of
collaborative work so participating staff are not adding it to
an already full plate;

¢ Readiness grants distinct from program funding, sized to let
an organization backfill a role or bring on part-time help
before taking on a new collaborative commitment; or

¢ Afractional-staffing model, already proposed for financial
leadership through a shared CFO, extended to other
functions like grant writing or communications where no
single small organization can justify a full-time hire.

Having capacity to collaborate is itself one of the most direct
investments funders and the sector can make.

Additional Considerations

While the three considerations above reflect the most
consistentthemesin the data, there are additional ideas that
emerged from the analysis that are worthy of noting.

1. Rural Service Access Through Existing Infrastructure

Several stakeholderinterviews pointed to physical
infrastructure already in rural Adams County but unused for
nonprofit service delivery: public libraries, schools (on
weekends), American Legion and VFW posts, and churches.
Activating these as access points would require agreements
and light coordination, not new construction.

¢ |dentify two or three willing rural sites (a library, a school, a
post) for a pilot service day.
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¢ Pairwith organizations already doing mobile or outreach-
based delivery.

¢ Treat this as anear-term Communicate/Cooperate step:
lower-cost and faster to implement than the shared hub,
and a direct answer to the rural service desert theme raised
throughout the interviews.

2.Youth Development: Applying the Housing Sector's
Coordination Model

Housing and homelessness has coordinated response
infrastructure matchingits urgency. Youth development does
not, despite the Collaboration Readiness Survey ranking it the
second most urgent sector for collaboration (10 of 49
respondents), behind only housing and homelessness. Building
comparable coordination here extends a model this sector has
already proven works.

Work is already forming: collaborative work on child welfare and
foster care is underway, organizedin a similar spirit to the
Community Building Council's dedicated Housing, Poverty, and
Behavioral Health solution teams. That standing-structure
model, organizing around a specific population's needs rather
thanleaving coordination to chance, is a workable template for
youth development.

¢ Ayouth development solution team, structured like the
CBC's existing teams, would give the sector the
coordination survey respondents said is missing.

¢ Thisdoesn'trequire new invention, just applying a structure
the community has already validated to a population the
data shows is under-coordinated relative toits urgency.

3. A Shared Approach to Volunteer Recruitment

Volunteer decline surfaced repeatedly as a capacity issue
distinct from paid staffing; one organizationlost half its
volunteer base during COVID and neverrecovered. A cross-
organization strategy, shared recruitment campaigns, a
common matching platform, orjoint outreach to younger
adults, would address a need no single organization has the
marketing reach to solve alone.

e Startwith a sharedrecruitment campaigntimedto asingle
season or event, rather than building a permanent platform.

e Useittotest appetite for deeper coordination; volunteer-
sharingis alow-risk way to build the muscle for higher-
commitment collaboration later.

¢ Asthe shared hub matures, it could take on volunteer-
matchingitself, giving the sector's volunteer strategy a
permanent home rather than requiring separate
infrastructure.




4.Formalizing Collaborative Grant-Seeking

Interviewees described organizations informally combining
strengths to meet state grant requirements neither could
satisfy alone, collaboration already happening
opportunistically.

Naming this as a practice worth building on deliberately would
turnitinto something repeatable, but the sequence matters:
the goalisn'tto chase available funding and assemble partners
afterthe fact, it's to identify the projects this sectorwants to
pursue, then find or structure funding to support them.

e QAFCisanatural convener for this work. Members are
already collaborating on shared projects, this feasibility
study among them, and are positioned to help organizations
identify shared priorities first, then find or structure funding
that fits, rather than starting from what dollars happen to be
available.

¢ This pairs well with the funder practices in ConsiderationT,
since it depends on funders being willing to fund the
projects the sector defines, notjust one that happens to fit
an existing grant's requirements.

5. Space to Build Trust: Informal Connection and Peer Learning

Trust surfaced as the precondition for collaborationin both
working sessions, though the two groups named different ways
to buildit. Nonprofit leaders were explicit that trust comes from
unstructured time outside formal meetings, "one pitcher of
margaritas at atime," as one participant putit. Funders didn’t
name it however, whenit came up, they were reportedly
surprised by how much weight nonprofitleaders placed onit.
Structured programming alone won't build trust; it requires
deliberately protected, unscheduled time together.

Thisisn't only a nonprofit-to-nonprofit need. Funders and
nonprofits currently know each other mainly through formal
channels, and both groups' vision statements point toward
something more relational, directly echoing the funders' own
theme of "regular, recurring space and time for cross-sector
networking and connection.”

Peermentoringis arelated but more structured. Newer
executive directors describedisolation and imposter syndrome
ininterviews, with no peer network to turn to; experienced
leaders have knowledge with no formal channel to reach them.

e Createrecurring, low-agenda gathering time for nonprofit
leaders, not tied to a project or deliverable.

e Create aparallel cross-sector gathering, funders and
nonprofitleaders together, informal and unstructured.

e Pairnew executive directors with experienced peersina
structured mentoring relationship.

¢ Aconsultant could facilitate, giving it enough structure to be
sustained and repeatable without becoming the kind of
formal, agenda-driven meeting participants said getsinthe
way.
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¢ Treat thisas Communicate-to-Cooperate level work: low-
cost, low-risk, and it builds the trust later, higher-
commitment steps depend on.

6. Smaller-Group Conversations by Budget Size or Mission
Sector

The two working sessions convened broad, mixed groups by
role, nonprofitleadersin one, funders in the other, rather than by
size or mission. Alogical next step is smaller, more targeted
conversations where organizations with similar constraints can
talk specifically about what collaboration could look like for
organizations like them.

e Group by budget tier first. The Collaboration Readiness
Survey foundreal differencesinreadiness by scale: the
$250K to $2.99M tier engaged most consistently, while the
smallest and largest organizations face distinct barriers. This
lets each tiername what collaboration requires givenits own
capacity, rather than deferring to the loudest voicesina
mixed room.

e Group by mission sectoras a second lens, particularly Health
& Human Services, the largest and most contribution-
dependent mission group in the 990 Review cohort, where
the case forshared servicesis likely strongest.

e Funders can convene and lightly facilitate directly, a smaller,
more specific version of the working sessions already
piloted here, not a new initiative.

7. Internal Capacity Audit

Staff capacity and bandwidth was the most frequently cited
internal barrier to collaboration among survey respondents.
Collaboration requires organizations to invest time they often
do not have. Considerimplementing a simple efficiency audit.
Determine if it makes sense to leverage technology tools such
as Al forroutine work.

¢ Examine where time goes. A simple internal efficiency audit
can help staff identify tasks to keep, expand, reduce, or
stop, and whetherreduced tasks could be dropped,
handed off, or simplified. A one-page self-audit worksheet
is a good starting point.

e Explore technology, including Al. Routine administrative
work such asreporting, scheduling, drafting, and data entry
may be candidates for automation or Al-assisted tools,
freeing staff time for mission work.

e Consider capacity options beyond hiring. Before adding
staff, organizations may benefit from asking whether
capacity could come from simplifying processes, not doing
certain tasks, orimplementing a technology solution. Hiring
may still be the right answer. The questionis whetheritis the
only one.




e Access support to do this work. Organizations may need
facilitation, templates, ortechnical assistance to conduct

aninternal review. Funders could consider supporting this as

a capacity-buildinginvestment.
8. Build a Nonprofit Ecosystem Map and Road Map

Develop avisual map of the mission areas and scale of
nonprofits along with how the funding flows. Together, these
layers would show where resources and effort are
concentrated, where gaps exist, and where organizations are
working near each otherin ways that could support
collaboration. The map is of the current state.

¢ The next stepis translating the One Quincy visioninto a
concrete picture of the future: what the ecosystem would
look like, how organizations and funders would work
together differently, and what would change forresidents.

¢ Withboth picturesinplace, the sector could develop a
roadmap with milestones and shared responsibilities for
moving from one to the other.

Immediate Next Steps

QAFC's own upcoming strategic planning process s a natural
vehicle for carrying this work forward, giving the group a
structured place to decide how it wants to act on these
considerations.

Several of the considerations above are ready to move on now,
without waiting for full group alignment.

Framed along the collaboration spectrum, these sit at the
Communicate and Cooperate sections:

¢ Holdinformation sessions so nonprofits and other
stakeholders understand how funders make decisions and
what constraints they operate under.

e Convene QAFC members' boards to walk through the
report's findings and build shared understanding of what the
sectoris asking for.

¢ Build a shared community grant calendar so nonprofits can
plan applications across multiple funders' cyclesratherthan
tracking each on theirown.

e |dentify hub or shared-service models already operating in
ornear Adams County that QAFC and nonprofit leaders
could visit or study, rather than designing a model from
scratch.

The considerations that move toward Coordinate and beyond,
such as shared infrastructure and aligned funding priorities,
carry more investment and depend on more thaninternal
alignment within each funder. They also depend on genuine
interest from nonprofits and a funder commitment to investin
nonprofit capacity, so staff have the time to participate in these
collaborations.

QAFC's strategic planning process is a hatural place to work
through which of these considerationsit's prepared toinvestin,
The survey data already points to real readiness across the
sector; what remainsis confirming that readiness holds for
these specific considerations, which is worth surfacing directly
with nonprofit leaders before committing further.

Project Research: Stakeholder Interviews

This section synthesizes findings from 21 confidential stakeholderinterviews conducted between June and July 2026 as part
of the Quincy Area Funders Collaborative feasibility study. Findings are organized around five themes:

1. Sector Health and Capacity examines the current state of the nonprofit sector, its

leadership, and the constraints it faces.

2. Unmet Community Needs identifies who is being underserved and why certain

populations remaininvisible to existing services.

3. Collaboration Opportunities and Barriers explores what partnership looks like
today, where it succeeds, and what prevents it from going further.

4. Conditions for Success captures what stakeholders said it would take for sustained,

effective collaboration.

5. Recommended Priorities distills the most consistent action areas identified across

allinterviews.

All participants were assured of confidentiality. This report does not attribute specific statements to individuals. Findings
are presented as synthesized themes and insights drawn across all interviews. The complete interview guide is foundin

Appendix1.
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Sector Health & Capacity

The nonprofit sectorin Quincy and Adams County is
characterized by engaged, mission-driven leadership but faces
significant capacity and sustainability constraints.

Sector Health is Mixed

Some organizations are thriving; others are struggling. The
needs of organizations vary greatly based on size and brand
reputation. Forinstance, long-term community anchor
organizations are largely doing okay and are able to weather
storms, but smaller, emerging organizations, even if mission
commitmentis strong, are perceived as struggling with funding
and sustainability. Asset building (real estate ownership,
endowed positions, diversified revenue streams) distinguishes
healthier organizations from those in survival mode. Over the
past five years, the number of nonprofits and the volume of
funding requests have grown significantly, particularly in human
services. One funderreported that grant applications have
doubledina decade, with dollarrequests quadrupling, while
available funding has remained fairly flat. Newer organizations
are doing exciting work but raise concerns about whether
growthis outpacing organizational substance and staff
capacity.

Leadership Quality is the Sector's Greatest Strength

Multiple leaders have long family histories in the community,
strong civic values, and entrepreneurial approaches to solving
problems. However, succession planningis not yetintentional.
Significant executive turnover has occurred inrecent years, with
new leaders thrustinto CEO and executive directorroles before
they feel fully prepared. Multiple stakeholders described
imposter syndrome andisolationin early leadership, and the
lack of peer networks for new nonprofit leaders.

Capacity is the Limiting Factor

Acrossinterviews, people capacity emerged as a primary
constraint. Specific challengesinclude: difficulty recruiting and
retaining quality staff, professional services (HR, finance, legal,
technology) that are cost-prohibitive, limited training and
developmentresources, and outdated technology systems.
The salary and benefits gap between nonprofit and private-
sectorwork s significant enough that multiple stakeholders
described nonprofit employment as a sacrifice. Organizations
are competing forhuman capital, including volunteers and
board members.
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Volunteer Workforce in Decline

Multiple stakeholders identified volunteerrecruitment as a
criticaland worsening challenge. Several interviewees referred
to fewer economic opportunities (few big businesses,
executives, corporate HQs) as a contributing factor. One
organization reported losing 50% of its volunteer workforce
during COVID and has neverrecovered. There was a desire for
more conversation around civic engagement and reigniting the
spirit of volunteerism that has beenimportant in the community.

Funding Sustainability Remains Fragile

State contracts dominate revenue but are unpredictable
(delayed reimbursements of 3+ months, rate caps, pressure on
margins). Foundation grants are time-limited. The same four or
five philanthropic families are approached by nearly every
organization. Capital campaigns have surged post-COVID,
creating additional pressure on afinite donor base. There are
questions about more sustainable planning for major capital
needs.

Asignificant generational wealth transferis underway, and if the
next generation does not live locally, philanthropic dollars could
leave the community. Nonprofits focused on day-to-day
survival are not having conversations about legacy giving or
building “rainy-day” funds.

Board Governance Quality Varies

Strong boards are characterized by clear strategy, engaged
members with relevant expertise, and succession planning.
Board memberrecruitmentisitself a scarce resource: the same
professionals are asked repeatedly, and many are already
oversubscribed. Younger board members require more
education onwhat it means to be effective.




Unmet Community Needs

While a small number of interviewees reported that they could
notidentify “invisible” or “underserved populations,” most were
able to quickly and clearly identify unmet needs.

¢ The ALICE Population: The Largest Underserved Group: The
ALICE (Asset-Limited, Income-Constrained, Employed)
population emerged as the single most significant
underserved group. Multiple stakeholders across all
categories (funders, nonprofit leaders, civic leaders)
identified ALICE as underserved by the current nonprofit
system. Multiple leaders expressed surprise at how many of
the people they serve are employed. Services are not
designed for this population, and ALICE families do not seek
help because of stigma and policy penalties. Many of those
interviewed were engaged with the United Way of Adams
County, which has recently identified the ALICE population
as atarget service population.

¢ Ruralresidents: Geographically isolated, culturally resistant
to outside help, with limited nonprofit access. Mobile
services (food pantries, libraries, museum programs) are
promising but not yet at scale. Note: the majority of
interviewees do not live in rural communities. Only one cited
living outside Quincy, in rural Adams County. While some
leaders had experience providing service delivery in the rural
counties, additional input fromrural residents and leaders
would provide a deeperunderstanding of the communities.

¢ People experiencing homelessness and comorbid mental
illness and drug use: Homelessness is critical and growing,
with a strong comorbidity with mentalillness and drug use.
While everyone is aware of the growing populations, several
interviewees described a need foramore coordinated,
systematic approach to anissue not justimpacting those
unhoused, but the quality of life and safety of the
community.

¢ Children and youth in unstable environments: The most
vulnerable to poverty, housing instability, and family trauma.
Mental health services for children and families are a
persistent gap.

Several other groups were cited by only one ortwo
interviewees. While they did notrise to a “theme” in the
interviews, given that the questions are in part designed to
unearth those who may be marginalized we are noting them
below:

¢ LGBTQ+ community: Aninterviewee reported alack of
safety and consistent exposure to hate speechin the
community, and cited people leaving the community as a
result.
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Black and brown communities: Interviewees reported a
lack of diversity in their staff and/or hiring pool, a distrust of
the systems designed to meet basic needs, and alack of
awareness in the community about how to navigate racial
difference.

Families in the foster care system: reported as an area
largely unseen unless there is a personal connection to the
work.

Men: One interviewee questioned whether services
designed specifically for men might be offered under the
umbrella of current organizations to increase engagement;
currently not addressed in community offerings.

Veterans: mentionedin connection to housing services.

People with substance use disorders: Substance abuse
came up throughoutinterviews inresponse to other
guestions, most oftenin connection to housing; however,
those with substance abuse disorders were only named
twice as anunderserved population.

Immigrant, undocumented, and limited-English
populations: interviewees namedinherent challenges
related to language barriers, along with an obligation to
follow the law while still providing a compassionate
response.

People with disabilities: not enough service capacity for
existing needs

Critical service gapsincluded:

¢ Housing: The mosturgent structural gap. Housing stockis

aged and shrinking. Developerinterestinlow-income
housingis minimal because there is no revenue model to
sustainit. Tiny home efforts for veterans exist but serve
fewerthan 20 people. The loss of a single large facility (The
Welcome Inn) created a displacement crisis the sector has
not recovered from. Community resistance (NIMBY or notin
my backyard) to affordable housing development is
significant.

Food security: A never-ending, growing need that
consistently outpaces available funderresources. Food
intersects with virtually every other service areaandis a
natural sector connector




¢ Mental health and trauma support: Significant gap for
families experiencing crisis, poverty, fosterinvolvement, or
homelessness. Growing competitionin this space as
hospital systems enter territory traditionally held by smaller
nonprofits

¢ Childcare: Emergency and temporary childcare s
unavailable orinaccessible. A childcare task force is
underway but the need far exceeds capacity

¢ Service navigation: No central referral or coordination
system. No 311 or similar service. After-hours calls go to
recordings. Nonprofits and the public don't know where to
refer. Navigation barriers are as significant as direct service

gaps.

The following are reasons cited as to why underserved
populations remain.

e Stigma and shame: Working families are particularly
reluctant to seek services because of stereotypes about
who deserves help. Some nonprofit leaders grew up on
food stamps themselves but would never discuss it publicly.
The shame is deep and multigenerational.

¢ Policy exclusions: ALICE families are penalized for being
responsible. Having savings or earning slightly above
income thresholds disqualifies them from services. Multiple
stakeholders observed that the system creates more
incentives to stay in poverty than to climb out of it.

e Geographicisolation/transportation: Quincy functionsasa
micropolitan hub concentrating nearly all social services.
Rural Adams County is a 'service desert' and 'arts and culture
desert' with almost no local nonprofit presence.

Collaboration Opportunities & Barriers

Since the Quincy Area Funders Collaborative is fundamentally
about finding new ways for the sector to work together, this
section draws together everything stakeholders shared about
partnership: what has worked, what has failed, and what getsin
the way.

Where Partnership is Working Today

¢ United Way as Convener and Connector: United Way of
Adams County was identified by multiple stakeholders as
the strongest convening force in the sector. Itis described
asinvested, responsive, warm, and committed to inspiring
organizations to work together. Their community needs
assessment provides critical shared data. When
emergencies arise, United Way is often first to mobilize.
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¢ Food Security as Natural Hub: Food organizations

collaborate organically because food intersects with nearly
every populationinneed. Food s less stigmatized than other
assistance, making it an easier entry point. Food security
leaders describe their organizations as natural intersection
points across the entire service landscape.

Crisis Response: \WWhen animmediate crisis occurs such as a
shelter closure displacing resident organizations
collaborate quickly and effectively. Emergency response
cuts through silos. In one example, a crisis team conducted
wellness checks for everyone being rehoused within 72
hours. However, this collaboration often dissolves once the
crisis passes. Another crisis example offered was when
Blessing Hospital took over a senior program that would
have otherwise closed down.

Relationship-Built Trust: The strongest partnerships are
built through showing up, taking difficult feedback, and
maintaining open communication. One stakeholder
described initial meetings with city officials as adversarial,
but persistence transformed the relationship into a model of
two-way communication. The lesson: effective partnership
requires the willingness to receive critical feedback and
maintain openlines of communication even when the
conversations are difficult.

Collaborative Grant Seeking: One stakeholder described
finding a state grant program that had never been tapped
locally, reflecting a broader tendency to rely on familiar
funding sources rather than exploring new ones.
Organizations that combine strengths to meet complex
applicationrequirements that neither could satisfy alone are
starting to emerge as a model.

Organic Networking and Co-Location: Annual funder
convenings where nonprofits present their work create
organic networking; leaders take notes, tap each otheron
the shoulder, and discoverunexpected alignment. One
newer organization leveraged a collaborative hub by co-
locating complementary services inits building.

Underutilized Community Infrastructure: Multiple
stakeholders identified community spaces that could serve
asrural access points for nonprofit services: public libraries,
schools (particularly on weekends), American Legion and
VFW posts, and potentially churches.




What Prevents Partnership
e Capacity Constraints on Both Sides: Both nonprofits and
fundersreport being stretched so thin that relationship-
building gets crowded out by daily operations. Funders
acknowledge itsimportance but cannot prioritize it
alongside growing operational demands. For nonprofits,
collaboration feels like extra work, not an efficiency gain.

¢ Fear of Consolidation: Nonprofits hearing about
collaborationworry itimplies consolidation or loss of
autonomy. The underlying concernis that sharing services
and working closely together could lead to questions about
whether separate organizations are justified. Competition
over collaboration was arepeated phrase ininterviews.

¢ Funding Competition and Donor Fatigue: Nearly every
organization approaches the same four or five philanthropic
families. Capital campaign fatigue compounds theissue.
Fundersreport that nonprofits sometimes overestimate
available philanthropic capacity, while funders wish
nonprofits better understood the constraints they face. On
the nonprofit side, competition for scarce resourcesis
visceral: organizations that would normally collaborate
describe feeling forced into adversarial dynamics when
pursuing the same funding. Post-COVID ARPA funding
temporarily relieved this pressure, but those wells are now
dry.

¢ Redundant Assessments and Meeting Fatigue: Multiple
organizations conduct simultaneous needs assessments.
Nonprofits experience this as assessment fatigue. Multiple
leaders described collaborative processes that consume
significant staff time without producing tangible outcomes.

¢ Political and Cultural Climate: Political tensions create
divisiveness where unity is needed to move forward.
Examplesincluded community resistance to affordable
housing and social services and donors whose philanthropy
was tied to politics. Also cited was the challenge for
nonprofitleaders working to advance missions and raise
funds without isolating donors with political differences.

¢ Unclear Roles and Communication Gaps: Multiple
organizations serve similar populations without clear
differentiation. Partners don't know how to complement
each other. Organizations newer to the community or
serving multiple counties are consistently behind onlocal
knowledge. United Way was cited as a helpful convenerin
helping clarify initiatives, gapsin services to befilled, etc.
and this was animportant component of organizing
collaboration foragency leaders. Leaders were looking for
structuresinto which they could insert themselves rather
than organic partnership building which requires a lot of
relationship building, time and capacity.
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Conditions for Success

Stakeholders articulated aremarkably consistent vision of what
effective, sustained collaboration would require. These
conditions directly address both the underserved populations
identified earlier and the partnership barriers described above.

Shared Back-End Services

The most frequently cited aspiration across all interviews. A
nonprofit hub offering shared finance support, legal help desk
or office hours, HR consulting, technology infrastructure, and
professional development. Finance and legal emerged as the
two most urgent needs. This doesn't require a large capital
investment as existing space could be repurposed.

Funder Strategy

Annual grants create planning instability. Multi-year
commitments (3-5 years) enable sustainability planning.
Helping organizations think beyond the immediate by starting
with arainy-day fund, progressing toward planned giving and
diversified revenue would reduce the scarcity-driven behavior
thatundermines collaboration. Preparing for the generational
wealth transferunderway is essential: if philanthropic capital
leaves the community, the sector's foundation shifts. Common
grant applications, unified reporting, coordinated timelines
were also suggested.

'One Door' Service Navigation

A centralized entry point forindividuals and families. Several
interviewees talked about the need to visit multiple locations for
services. With transportation, work, kids and other competing
factors, thisisn’t feasible for alot of families. Hubs, coordinated
services, entry points were all buzz words forinterviewees.

Peer Learning and Relationship Building

More opportunities for leaders to talk to each other. Peer
cohorts, informal convenings, and sector-specific networking
create organic collaboration and reduce isolation. Leaders with
access to peernetworks report dramatically less isolation and
better decision-making.

Creative Funding and Reduced Government Dependence
Multiple stakeholders emphasized the need to pursue
unconventional funding sources. Untapped state and federal
grant programs exist but require research capacity most
nonprofits lack. Corporate engagement remains
underdeveloped.

Leadership Pipeline, Succession, and Volunteer Strategy
Current leadership is strong but aging. New leaders need
mentorship, peer networks, and development. The volunteer
workforce requires rebuilt engagement strategies that meet
younger adults where they are. Both pipelines are essential to
sustaining any collaborative infrastructure.




Recommended Priorities

Across interviews, stakeholders identified consistent priorities
forthe Quincy Area Funders Collaborative. Note, priority 1& 2
carried equal weight ininterviews.

e ALICE: Commissionresearch on working poor populations.
Develop targeted initiatives: job training and wage
advancement, childcare access, emergency support
designedto be less stigmatized, rural transportation, and
mobile service delivery. Redesign service eligibility toreach
people falling through policy cracks.

¢ Housing, Food Security & Basic Needs: Housing is the most
urgent structural gap. Food security is a never-ending need
thatintersects with every other service area. A five-year
concentrated focus was recommended by multiple
stakeholders.

¢ Children & Youth Development: Priority areas: early
intervention, birth-to-5 services, after-school programs,
social-emotional development, mentorship, arts/culture
access. Mental health services for children and families
remain a persistent gap.

¢ Nonprofit Capacity & Shared Services: Shared back-end
services (finance, legal, HR, technology) would unlock
significantly more service delivery. Start with office hours
and a help desk model. Investin peerlearning, leadership
development, and sustainability planning.

¢ Service Navigation & Coordination: Create 'one door' entry
systems. Centralize knowledge of what services exist.
Reduce navigation burden on clients and providers. Investin
communication so organizations are not operating with
incomplete information.

Twenty-one stakeholderinterviews reveal a community with
exceptional nonprofit leadership, significantunmet needs, and
untapped collaboration potential. The sectoris healthy in
commitment and values but strained by capacity, funding
fragility, volunteer decline, and coordination barriers.

Two findings run through this report. First, the ALICE population
is the single largest underserved group held back by stigma,
policy design, and for those in the rural communities,
geographicisolation. Second, partnership is desired across the
sector but requires intentional, facilitated design: shared
services, low-friction models, relationship investment, and
funderalignment.

A successful Quincy Area Collaborative would:

¢ Make invisible populations visible and build on services that
reach them

¢ |nvestinsharedback-end services that free leaders for
mission work

e Coordinate funder strategy
e Build'one door' navigation and coordination systems
¢ Focusintently onhousing, food security, and children

¢ Create low-friction participation that reduces nonprofit
burden

¢ Sustainleadership and volunteer pipelines through
awareness and training

The opportunity before Quincy is to enable what already exists
to work more effectively together with greater clarity about
roles, coordinated resources, reduced friction, and a shared
commitment to reaching the people who need help most.

Project Research: Working Sessions

Two facilitated working sessions were held in late June 2026 using the findings from the 2024 United Way Community Need
Assessment, 990 review, and the Collaboration Readiness Survey as a foundation for a conversation with nonprofit leaders

and funders.

¢ June 24 Session for Nonprofit Leaders: A four-hour session brought together nonprofit leaders from organizations with
annual budgets between $250,000 and $2.99 million. Of the 28 nonprofit leaders invited, 26 attended. Individual
attendance was not tracked by name during the session, a deliberate choice to protect confidentiality in reporting.

e June 25 Session for the Quincy Area Funders Collaborative: A three-hour session was attended by all seven QAFC

members.
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The nonprofit working session audience was not arandom or
convenience sample. Itwas drawn from the Collaboration
Readiness Survey findings, which showed that organizations in
the $250,000 to $2.99 million budget range were the most
likely to report active board and staff level conversations about
sustained collaboration strategies, and the most likely to have
pursued or be currently engaged in one. Our approachto
selecting working session participantsis grounded in Derek
Sivers’ widely cited account of how movements start with “first-
followers,” the group already primed to join an emerging effort
once given structure and momentum (Sivers, “How to Starta
Movement,” TED, 2010). This group was convened because its
organizations brought direct experience with sustained
collaborationin Quincy, along with firsthand knowledge of the
nonprofit sector's dynamics and history. That background
positioned them to develop grounded challenge and vision
statementsrather than starting from a more theoretical
discussion. They were also the group most likely to build early
momentum and help bring more skeptical organizations along,
consistent with a first follower approach to change.

The two sessions were held separately and on consecutive days
by design. Keeping nonprofit leaders and funders in separate
sessions served several purposes. First, it allowed nonprofit
leaders to share candid perspectives without shaping or being
shaped by what funders said. Second, it allowed nonprofit
leaders an opportunity to speak candidly about capacity, trust,
and constraints without moderating theircommentsin front of
the people who fund them. And finally, it allowed for funders to
honestly share their perspectives about the nonprofit
landscape. Both sessions used a similar four block structure and
the same core prompts on challenge and vision statements,
which allows the analysis to directly compare where the two
groups converge and where they diverge. That comparison,
togetherwith the challenge statement and vision each group
producedis a primary finding of this phase.

The agendas for both working sessions are found in Appendix 2.

Nonprofit Working Session Summary

Force Field Analysis
Individually, participants named forces working toward and
against deeper collaboration.

Forces working toward collaboration:

¢ Ashift toward strategic funding aligned with community
needs, rather than smaller awards spread across more
organizations

¢ Precedent forissue-specific collective action, participants
cited the Tracy Family Foundation's workin Mt. Sterling as a
model

¢ Alternative approaches to fundraising asks that reduce the
burden of annual large-dollarrequests
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Forces working against collaboration:

Distrust betweenlargerand smaller organizations and a
broader scarcity mindset across the sector

Structural complexity introduced by pass-through funding
arrangements

Limited time, space, and opportunity for nonprofit leaders
to convene with one another

A perception that newer oryounger organizations are
competing with, rather than complementing, established
ones

Declining employer expectations that executives serve on
nonprofit boards

Liability and insurance constraints

Strategic plans at the individual organization level that do
not account for collaboration, and alack of capacity (time,
staff, financial margin) to pursue it

Grant amounts that have not kept pace with cost of living

Pressure to chase new grant-funded programs that are
difficult to sustain long-term

Difficulty reaching the right funding decision-makers

Funder overload and a generational gap in major giving, with
current philanthropists not yet being replaced

SWOT-Style World Café Themes

Four small groups rotated through four stations, each
addressing a different lens on the sector.

Table 1: Funding and External Environment: What is shiftingin
the landscape outside organizations' control?This table looked
outward at the forces shaping the sectorthatno single
organizationcontrolsbut every organization feels.

Groups identified themes centered on:

Rising technology costs
Employee retention and talent loss to other cities

Aging funder base with limited youth engagementin
philanthropy

Flat funding against rising costs of doing business

Declining volunteerism.

Participants proposed a shared pool of professional expertise
(HR,legal, technology, social media, grant writing) accessible
across organizations as a potential solution.




Table 2: Organizational Capacity and Relationships: \What
doesitactually take to collaborate, and what getsin the
way?This table went beneath the surface of readiness into what
collaboration actually requiresin practice and what the real
obstacles are when organizations try to work together.

Groups identified themes centered on:
¢ Needforaligned missions

e The distinction between cooperation (which they described
as already happening) and collaboration (which they
described as harder to achieve)

e Aneedto buildtrust as a precondition for deeper
collaboration.

Participants also raised the idea of collaboration extending
beyond the nonprofit sectorto for-profit partners.

Table 3: Community Needs and Gaps: What does the
community actually need, and where is the sector falling
short?This table askedwhy gaps in service persist, who is being
left out, and what it would take to close them.

Participants named the following gaps:

e Transportation, housing, and childcare as persistent needs.
¢ Employeeinsurance andretirement benefits.

Anidentified theme was that the populations mostin need of
support are often unheard and unrepresented in the rooms
where decisions are made, and that current efforts are not
addressing the larger structural barriers to access.

Table 4: What We're Not Saying: The honest conversation the
sectorneeds to have.This table created space for the things
thatdon'tfitin formalsettingsthe dynamics, tensions, and
observations that shape how the sectoractually worksbut rarely
surfaceout loud.

This table surfaced more candid, less structured input. Groups
identified themesincluded:

e Fundingrestrictions that limit flexibility
¢ The time andreporting burden associated with small grants

¢ Alackof funding for staff and overhead, operations, and
transformational change (as opposed to programmatic)

¢ Duplication of services across organizations
o Competition for staff.

One participant posed a provocative question that resonated
with the group, “What would Adams County look like without its
nonprofit sector?”
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Thisis aninteresting question not only because of the services
nonprofits provide that governmental agencies cannot, but also
because of nonprofits’ economic impact on the community
both through their own purchasing power and through the
spending of those the nonprofits employ.

Crafting Challenge Statements

Four small groups drafted challenge statements. Rather than
converging on a single shared statement, the groups' outputs
point to a few recurring threads:

¢ Funding and sustainability, including calls for predictable,
sustainable funding and central leadership or coordination

¢ Organizational capacity, including board training, board
engagement, and stakeholder buy-in

¢ Ashift from program-level thinking to sector-level thinking,
with one group naming the tension between services
remaining tied to individual programs versus addressing
overall community needs

e Shared ownership, with one group framing the challenge as
ensuring every community member and organization sees a
role forthemselvesin solving sector-wide problems

Crafting Vision Statements
Following a guidedimagery exercise, the large group surfaced a
set of sharedvision themes:

¢ Acommunity that comes together and makes sacrifices for
the collective good, including forissues that don't directly
affect one's own organization or sector

¢ Awillingnessto name the sector's core problem honestly,
evenwhere it requires setting aside individual organizational
interests, described by working session participants as
becoming "One Quincy"

¢ Arecognition that difficultinternal decisions may be
necessary to achieve greater externalimpact

e Funders shifting from a funding role to a "change agent"”
role, actively contributing to collaborative efforts rather than
only resourcing them

e Ashared orcentral grant repository

¢ Asector-wide focus on one challenge that all organizations
can contribute to and benefit from

* Arejection of siloed, segregated work in favor of
interconnectedness, which participants acknowledged
requires vulnerability and honesty




Trustis a precondition for collaboration. Nonprofit participants
pointed to a specific mechanism for building it: informal,
unstructured time together outside of formal meetings and
structured programming. One participant captured this
directly, describing the pace and nature of relationship-building
as "one pitcher of margaritas at atime."

The comment reflects a broader sentiment in the room that
shared meals, social time, and otherinformal gatherings do the
relationship-building work that structured meetings cannot,
and that the sector currently has limited time, space, and
opportunity to convene this way. This connects directly to the
force working against collaboration named earlierin this session
("limited time, space, and opportunity for nonprofitleaders to
convene with one another") and suggests that any future
collaborative infrastructure should account forinformal
relationship-building, not only formal governance or shared
programming, as a necessary investment.

Funders Working Session: Summary of
Findings

Unlike the nonprofit session, this session did not begin with an
individual Force Field Analysis. With only seven participants, all
familiar with one another through the Collaborative, the
individual priming activity used to surface private reflection
before group discussionin alargerroomwas not necessary. The
funders session moved directly into the SWOT-style World
Caférotation.

SWOT-Style World Café Themes
Fundersrotated through the same four stationsusedinthe
nonprofit session.

Table 1: Funding and External Environment: What is shiftingin
the landscape outside organizations' control?This table looked
outward at the forces shaping the sector that no single
organizationcontrolsbut every organization feels.

¢ Participantsraised concerns about generational wealth
transfer, heirs who may not share their predecessors'
philanthropic priorities, and donor fatigue.

¢ They also flagged cybersecurity as an emergingrisk, noting
that bad actors have so farfocused on large corporations
rather than nonprofits, and raised the rising cost of doing
business.
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Table 2: Organizational Capacity and Relationships: What
doesit actually take to collaborate, and what getsinthe
way?This table went beneath the surface of readiness into what
collaboration actually requiresin practice and what the real
obstacles are when organizations try to work together.

e Participants described collaboration as requiring vision,
bravery, and buy-in fromleaders and donors, along with
stronger staff and boards on the nonprofit side.

o Severalresponses emphasized a posture of selflessness,
willingness, and the need for a clear "owner" and
"cheerleader" forany collaborative effort, as well as formal
structures like MOUs.

e Funders also noted their own accountability constraints,
framing trust-based philanthropy as something they want to
practice while stillneeding to demonstrate impact and
compliance to their own stakeholders.

e The group'sidentified themes were a question about what
collaboration actually means in practice (distinguishing
cooperation from deeper collaboration) and a call to
streamline reporting requirements and develop shared
effectiveness measures across funders.

Table 3: Community Needs and Gaps: What does the
community actually need, and where is the sector falling
short?This tableaskedwhygaps in service persist, who is being
left out, and what it would take to close them.

¢ Participants pointed to the need for a general information
hub for nonprofits, more staff time and capacity, a clearer
shared understanding of community needs, and a shift
toward funding community-level solutions rather than
individual programs and services.

e "Beginwiththe endinmind," suggests an emphasis on
outcome-first planning.




Table 4: What We're Not Saying: The honest conversation the
sectorneeds to have.This table created space for the things
thatdon'tfitin formalsettingsthe dynamics, tensions, and
observations that shape how the sectoractually worksbut rarely
surfaceout loud.

¢ Thistable surfaced the most candid input. Participants
raised concerns about new or "pop-up" organizations
formed without a genuine mission focus, questions about
integrity and oversight of fund use, and the number of
agencies operating with a stated purpose but noreal
mission behindit.

¢ They also named the vulnerability required to let go of the
belief that no other organization can do the work as well as
one'sown.

¢ The group'sidentified themes were largely structural and
self-directed questions: what would collaboration cost,
how would it be structured, what would funders themselves
needto give up, and a concern about loss of identity and
control if the sector collaborates more deeply. Funder
boardinvolvement and common reporting were also
named.

Crafting Challenge Statements

Rather than four separate group statements, the funders
produced a more continuous set of reflections that converge
onafewthemes:

¢ Ashared vision of prosperity for the community, built by
aligning resources across sectors rather than within any one
organization

e Aclearview of role: nonprofits are described as the strategy
and delivery vehicle for a healthy county, with funders
explicitly stating itis not theirrole to provide services
directly

e Astarting point focused onrisk andinternal capacity,
building nonprofits'internal controls, standards, and
capacity as afoundation for succession, sustainability, and
collaboration, without requiring any one organization to lead
or take credit

e Aneedforthird-party-created space to collaborate,and a
recurring emphasis on selflessness as a precondition
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Crafting Vision Statements
e Regular, recurring space and time for cross-sector
networking and connection

e Improved, more neighborly communication focused on
common ground and building solutions

¢ Incremental alignment, tackling one sharedissue atatime
rather than attempting to solve everything at once

e Community well-being as the single highest shared priority,
with trust identified as the mechanism to get there

¢ Arecognition that the philanthropic sector cannot solve this
alone and needs commitment from across Quincy

e Honestyin owning the sector's own challenges

¢ Ashared, singular commitment greater than any one
organization'sindividual needs

¢ Anexecutive-forum style structure for collaboration and
resource sharing, focused at the leadership level to build
trust

Points of Alignment: Nonprofit and Funder
Sessions

The following points of convergence are drawn independently
from each session's raw output, not from any joint discussion,
since the two groups never met together.

Challenge Statement Alignment
¢ Nonprofits named "sustainable funding" and "limited pool of
funders" as core to their challenge statement. Funders
independently named a shift from "funding individual
programs" to "funding shared community solutions. Both
framed it as needing money structured differently.

e Both groups treat capacity as the thing that has to exist
before collaboration can, rather than something
collaboration will produce.

¢ Both name the same underlying condition, that sector-wide
problems require organizations to contribute without
needing to own the outcome, from two different vantage
points (the nonprofit doing the work, the funder deciding
who to trust withit).




Vision Statement Alignment
¢ Nonprofitsidentified "commit to trust" as a specific
condition that needs to exist. The funders directly stated
that community well-being is the single and highest priority.
The key to thisis building trust. This is one concept that
surfaced directly inbothrooms.

¢ Nonprofits closed their vision themes with "embrace
interconnectedness and reject segregation. Requires
vulnerability and honesty." Funders closed theirs with
"honesty in owning our challenges," and separately named
the "vulnerability and willingness to let go of perceptions
about other organizations.”

¢ Nonprofits described committing "to the common problem
evenifitdoesn'taffectyou" and as sacrifice for the
collective good. Funders described it as a "shared goal
greaterthan any single organization's needs" and as
needing "commitment from all aspects of Quincy," notjust
the philanthropic sector. Differentlanguage, same
underlyingidea: the vision requires organizations to act on
behalf of something larger than their own mission or self-
interest.

e Funders proposed a general informationhub and aspace to
collaborate and create. Nonprofits raised the idea of
resource pooling, naming “central or coordinated funding”
and a “central grant repository.” The two groups converged
onthe need forsome coordinating infrastructure beyond
individual organizations, but it is unclear whether that
structure should be an external third party or something the
sectoritself owns and leads.

Finally, two distinctideas emerged from the sessions, each
pointing to how trust and momentum get built, and each
surfaced by only one group.

Nonprofits emphasized informal relationship-building
(socializing, shared time outside formal meetings) as a trust-
building mechanism. When this theme was shared with funders
during their session, funders were reportedly surprised by how
much weight nonprofit leaders placed onit, not because they
saw it as unproductive, but because they had not previously
understood it as a meaningful trust-building mechanisminits
ownright.

Funders, separately, emphasized incremental pacing: starting
with a single successful project and building outward from that
early win to create momentum for broader collaboration. The
nonprofit session did not surface pacing as a theme; its
absencereflects that the topic did not come up, not that
nonprofits viewed it differently.

Neitheridea was named by both groups, but together they
point to what sustained collaboration requires: relational trust
built through informal connection, and structuralmomentum
built through early, visible wins. Each group named
complementary and foundation conditions needed for
sustained collaborations.

Project Research: Nonprofit

Collaboration Survey

The Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey was designed specifically for this engagement. The
instrument was developed in close partnership with the Quincy Area Funders Collaborative and refined through a pilot
process involving nine nonprofit leaders from Adams County. Their feedback shaped the final survey to ensure the
questions were relevant, clearly worded, and appropriate for this community.

The revised survey was distributed to 138 Executive Directors, CEOs, and Board Chairs representing 69 nonprofits who have
beenfunded by at least one member of the Quincy Area Funders Collaborative. Distribution was conducted through
Microsoft Forms using personalized invitations with a link to the survey. Reminder emails were sent by Mission + Strategy and
members of the Quincy Area Funders Collaborative to encourage participation. The survey was open from May 1through

May 20, 2026; two and a half weeks.

Forty-nine individuals completed the survey, representing aresponse rate of 36%. Respondents included Executive
Directors and CEOs (72%) and Board Chairs (22%) with 6% not identifying their role. Because the survey was designed to
capture the perspectives of organizational leadership rather than arandom sample of the broader nonprofit sector, findings
should be interpreted in that context. The datareflects a segment of leaders and may not represent the full range of

perspectives across the entire Adams County's nonprofit sector.
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The survey consisted of 29 questions organized into six
sections: respondents' perception of current organizational
challenges; broader community coordination and
collaboration; prior experience with sustained collaboration;
familiarity with sustained collaboration as a strategy; readiness
for sustained collaboration; and demographics.

The instrument used a combination of closed-ended, Likert
scale, and open-ended questions.

Survey Results

Organizational Challenges

Demographic questions were placed at the end of the survey
and capturedinformation including mission area, budget size,
staff size, yearsin operation, and respondent role.

The survey took an average of 18 minutes to complete. The
median completion time was approximately 15 minutes,
reflecting that most respondents completed the survey
efficiently while a small number took longer.

See Appendix 3 forresults of closed survey questions.

Survey respondents were asked to rank a list of organizational challenges limiting their ability to serve more people or serve
them better, setting aside financial sustainability, whichis addressed separately in the survey. The chart below reflects each
respondent's top-ranked challenge. Staff capacity and burnout was the dominant concern, named first by 19 of 49
respondents, nearly double the second-ranked challenge. The number shownis the average ranking, with lower numbers
indicating the challenge was more oftenranked as the top issue.The responses point to a sector thatis stretched thin, with
human capital pressures far outpacing concerns about facilities, communications, or governance.

Average Rank by Organizational Challenges

Staff capacity and burnout. Existing staff is stretched too thin 2.571
Staff recruitment and retention. Difficulty attracting and retaining talent I 4143
Boardrecruitment, engagement, and governance | 4,735

Communications and marketing visibility | 5.000

Leadership transitions / succession planning | 5.367

Technology and data systems | 5,388

Volunteerrecruitment and retention I 5.408

Facilities or physical infrastructure | 6.265

Government and other agency compliance requirements | 7.959
Advocacy and policy influence | 8.163

Average rank

0 2.000 4.000 6.000 8.000 10.000

Question two asked respondents to describe what strategies their organizations have tried inresponse to its top-ranked
challenge, and what has and has not worked. Forty-four of 49 respondents provided a typed answer to this open-ended

question. Five broad themes emerged from those responses.

¢ Theme 1 Compensation and Benefits: Raising wages and
benefits was the most common strategy, with mixed results.
Many organizations still can't match for-profit orlarger
nonprofit competitors, especially for credentialedroles,
and funding sources that require specific credentials often
don'treimburse at the salary level those credentials
command. Several respondents cited the nonprofit funding
modelitself as the root cause, pushing organizations toward
part-time hiring when full-time roles are needed and
accelerating burnout.
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e Theme 2 Volunteer Engagement: Several organizations
leaned more heavily onvolunteers, with short-term success
and growing strain. Volunteer pools are aging, and recruiting
youngervolunteers at the same commitment level has
proven difficult. The consensus: volunteer engagement is
stretched about as far asit can go and can't substitute for
trained staff in critical roles.




¢ Theme 3 Board Governance: Investmentsinboard training,
role descriptions, and governance consultants have
produced limited lasting results; engagement tends not to
sustain once structured support ends. One respondent
described aboard that repeatedly expressed support
without following through; another described multiple
executive director transitionsin five years alongside
persistent board/staff authority confusion. Training alone
hasn't produced the behavioral change needed.

¢ Theme 4 Communications and Visibility: Shapedin part by
the decline of print and broadcast coverage. One arts
organization shifted to a multi-channel presence, social
media, print, direct mail, radio PSAs, consuming nearly half a
staff position; direct mail worked but was too expensive to
cover every neighborhood.

Areas Where Collaborations is Needed Most

A second arts organization cited declining print media in
audience turnout remaining below pre-COVID levels
despite using every channel available. A third singled out
social media as most effective becauseit's free andits
impactis quickly assessable. These are a handful of open-
text mentions, not a dedicated communications question,
soread this as a signal worth watching rather than a sector-
wide finding.

Theme 5 Facilities and Infrastructure: Responsesin this
category were brief and largely described work underway:
capital campaigns, grants, renovations, and recent
acquisitions. These organizations have identified the
problem and are pursuing solutions, but outcomes are not
yetknown.

Respondentsidentified the sector where collaboration is most urgently needed in Adams County and named the primary
driver making it urgent, moving beyond general openness to collaboration to surface where nonprofit leaders see the

greatestunmet need, and why.

Housing and homelessness was identified most frequently (13 of 49 respondents); the Community Building Council's
dedicated housing team suggests some coordinated infrastructure already exists here. Youth development and education
drew the second-highest response (10), but unlike housing, it has no corresponding CBC team, pointing to a potential gap

between perceived need and existing infrastructure.

Notably, the 2024 Community Needs Assessment identifies child care and aging as top pressing needs, yet aging and
disability services drew only fourresponses here, the fourth lowest of any sector (childcare wasn't a standalone option but
may be captured within youth development's 10). This raises a question: are the organizations serving those populations
represented in this conversation, and do they see collaboration as relevant to their challenges?

In Question 5, 33% of respondents identified organizations working independently and the resulting gapsin the service
continuum as the primary driver making collaboration most urgentin the sector they selectedin Question 4.

Where Collaboration is Most Needed

Animal welfare 1

Arts, culture, and community enrichment | 1
Housing, Hunger, and Health | 1
Idon'tknow - not knowledgeable | 1

Food security and nutrition

Aging and disability services

Workforce development and economic mobility
Mental health and substance use

Youth development and education

Housing and homelessness

0 2
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Internal Barriers to Sustained Collaboration

Forty-eight of 49 respondents identified their greatest internal
barrier to sustained collaboration (Question 13). The responses
cluster around three primary barriers.

1. Staff capacity and bandwidth the most frequently cited
barrier (14, 29%), reflects a broader pattern: organizations
that want to collaborate oftenlack the people or time to
pursue it, and collaboration requires upfrontinvestment
before it produces returns.

2. Lack of clarity on what sustained collaboration would look
like, nearly as common as capacity (13, 27%), is a distinct,
informational barrier rather than aresource or cultural one;
these organizations aren't opposed to collaboration, they
justlack a clear picture of whatit means in practice. This
matches the cross-tabulations: organizations with no
collaboration experience most often cite clarity, while
those with active experience cite resources instead.

3. Funding meant the absence of dedicated resources for
collaboration work specifically (11, 22%), separate from
generalfinancial stress.

The barrier profile suggests that the Adams County nonprofit
sectoris notresistant to collaboration so much asitis under-
resourced and under-informed about it.

The two leading barriers, capacity and clarity, can both be
addressed. Providing organizations with concrete models,
realistic time and cost expectations, and some form of
dedicated support forearly collaboration work could
meaningfully lower the threshold forengagement.

Cross-Tabulations
By Budget Size

Long-Term Sustainability

All 49 respondents answered Question 14. The responsesreveal
asectorthatis actively grappling withits financial future, with
most organizations falling into one of two orientations: those
actively seeking new approaches and those focused on
sustaining what they already have.

» Actively exploring new approaches, earned revenue, shared
services, or strategic partnerships, was the most common
response (18, 37%), a meaningful signal of openness to
change that aligns with this group's higher collaboration
engagement throughout the survey.

e Focused on growing current funding streams within the
existing model (17, 35%) is areasonable strategy for
organizationsina stable position, but raises a question about
vulnerability in a funding environment that's rarely static.

¢ Questioning whetherthe current model will sustainlong-term
(9,18%)is the group warranting the most attention: past
confidence in the status quo but not yet exploring
alternatives, a state of recognized uncertainty that may make
them both the most receptive audience for collaboration
conversations and the mostin need of support.

* No serious strategic conversation about sustainability
means these organizations haven't yet engaged with the
strategic question (4, 7%).

Taken together, roughly half the sectoris either actively
exploring new approaches or questioningits current model.
Thatis a meaningful opening for a broader community
conversation about what sustainability could look like and what
role collaboration might play in getting there.

The survey divides the organizations into four tiers. Forty-eight out of 49 respondents identified their organization’s budget

size. Respondents by budget size:

Budget Size Count Percentage
Under $250K 12 25%
$251K-$999K 18 38%
$IM-$2.99M 12 25%
$3M+ 6 13%
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Budget Size and Collaboration Experience

Mid-range organizations ($251K-$999K) had the highest rate of active collaboration with 11 of 18 in that budget band are
currently active. Smaller organizations (under $250K) were split between never having pursued it (5) and exploring or past
experience (5), with only 2 currently active. Larger organizations ($3M+) showed the lowest active rate relative to their size,
with half (3 of 6) having never pursued collaboration.

@ Under$250K @ $251K-$999K @ $IM-$2.99M $3M+

12
10

8

6

4 3

2 ; 1 - T T
© Currently active Never pursued Explored only Past only

Budget Size and Leadership Learning

This is one of the more striking findings. Both the smallest (under $250K) and largest ($3M+) budget tiers showed the most
limited formal learning with 4 of 12 and 4 of 6, respectively, described sustained collaboration as "largely new territory." The
middle tiers had more moderate and substantive engagement with the topic. The $3M+ result may reflect that large, long-
established organizations feel less urgency to study new models; the under $250K result likely reflects resource and
bandwidth constraints.

@ Under$250K @ $251K-$999K @ $IM-$2.99M $3M+

Not sure

Hasnotcomeup

Has come up informally, not discussed at length

Formal agendaitem with substantive discussion
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Budget Size and Board Discussion

No organizationin the $3M+ tier had made collaboration as a formal board agenda item. The $25T1K-$999K tier had the most
substantive board engagement (6 reported formal discussions), reinforcing the pattern of this tier being most actively
engaged overall. Notably,10 of 12 mid-large organizations ($1M-$2.99M) had not discussed collaboration or had very
limited discussion at the board level despite theirresources and size.

@ Under$250K @ $251K-$999K @ $IM-$2.99M @ $3M+

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

Formal agenda item with Come up informally, not Has not come up Not sure
substantive discussion discussed at length

Budget Size and Staff Discussion

Staff discussion patterns roughly mirror board discussion. Smaller organizations more often had not discussed it at all (5 of
11). Four of the "not sure” responses came from the $251K-$999K tier potentially reflecting organizations where different
staff have had different levels of exposure to the topic. In alignment with the other questions regarding internal discussion,
amajority (61%) of the organizations at the $251K-$999K tier have had discussions across multiple levels or senior
leadership level.

@ Under$250K @ $251K-$999K @ $IM-$2.99M  © $3M+

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

Across multiple levels and Seniorleadership only Not discussed Not sure
departments

Budget Size and Internal Barrier

The barrier profile shifts clearly by size. Organizations in the $251K to $999K most often named lack of clarity while no $3M+
organization named this as their primary barrier at all. Instead, the largest organizations cited funding as their top barrier (3 of 6)
not alack of understanding, but a lack of dedicated resources to pursue collaboration. Capacity was cited across all tiers.

© Under$250K @ $251K-$999K @ $IM-$2.99M  © $3M+

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0% Lack of clarity on what Staff capacity/bandwidth Organizational culture Funding, no dedicated
collaboratilti)knewould look (workindependently) resources
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Budget Size and Financial Sustainability Orientation

The smallest organizations were most likely to be either focused on their current model (6) or to have had no sustainability
conversation at all (3 of 4 "no strategic conversation” responses). The $251K-$999K tier was split nearly evenly between
actively exploring and focused on current model (8 each). Both $1M+ tiers skewed toward actively exploring, consistent
with their greater organizational capacity to pursue new strategies. Organizations questioning theirlong-term model (9
total) clusteredin the $1M-$2.99M tier (4), which may reflect organizations large enough to sense structural pressure but
without the scale to absorb it easily.

@ Under$250K @ $251K-$999K @ $IM-$2.99M $3M+

100% 5.9% 11%

80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

Opento structural
collaboration

Questioning current
structure / model

No strategic

Focused on growing
conversationyet

current funding streams

Actively exploring
new approaches

Budget Size and Organizational Readiness (Likert Items)

Four Likert scale items in the survey speak most directly to an organization's practical readiness to pursue sustained
collaboration: confidence in potential partners, board resource readiness, staff capacity, and the ability to collaborate
internally across departments.

Readiness Dimension Under $250K $251K-$999K $IM-$2.99M $3M+
Partner trust 67%(8/12) 72% (13/18) 58%(7/12) 20%(1/5)
Board resource readiness 25% (3/12) 33% (6/18) 67% (8/12) 40% (2/5)
Staff capacity 33%(4/12) 44% (8/18) 25% (3/12) 20%(1/5)
Cross-unit collaboration 83% (10/12) 78% (14/18) 75%(9/12) 83% (5/6)

It suggests that the habits and culture of collaborative
problem-solving are present in most organizations regardless
of size. The challenge is not that these organizations do not
know how to work collaboratively it is whether they can extend
that capacity beyond their own walls.

Internal cross-collaborationis a shared strength across the
sector. Between 75% and 83% of respondents in every budget
tier expressed confidence in their organization's ability to
collaborate effectively across board, staff, and departments to
solve problems together. This is the most consistent finding in
thereadiness data and animportant one.
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Partnertrustis strong across three tiers and sharply lowerin the
largest. Among organizations under $250K, in the $251K-$999K
range, and in the $IM-$2.99Mrange, between 58% and 72%
expressed confidence that potential partner organizations
would uphold shared commitments. That confidence drops to
20% among $3M+ organizations, where only 10of 5 respondents
agreed. Thisis a striking divergence in the data. It may reflect
that larger organizations have more direct experience with
collaboration falling short, operate in more regulated
environments where partner accountability is harder to enforce,
or simply have more tolose when a partnership underperforms.

Whatever the cause, low partner trust at this scale is a meaningful
obstacle and one that structured agreements, clear governance,
andrelationship-building would need to address directly.

Boardresource readiness rises with size but does not hold at the
top. Smaller organizations expressed the least confidence that
theirboards could allocate the time, funding, and resources
needed for sustained collaboration 25% for under $250K and
33% forthe $251K-$999K tier. Confidence rises significantly in
the $IM-$2.99M tier, where 67% responded positively,
suggesting that boards at this scale have more capacity and
organizationalinfrastructure to support new strategic work. The
$3M+tier dips back to 40%, which may reflect a different
dynamic. Boards at this size may be focused on stewarding
complex existing operations rather thaninvesting in new
structural arrangements.

The pattern suggests that board readinessis not simply a
function of organizational resources but of how boards at
different scales understand their strategic role.

Staff capacity is the most universal constraint and worsens at
both ends of the size spectrum. No budget tier exceeded 44%
positive on this dimension, making it the weakest readiness
indicator across the board. The $251K-$999K tier, which
outperforms on most other dimensions, reaches only 44% here.
The $1IM-$2.99M and $3M+ tiers return the lowest scores at 25%
and 20% respectively; a counterintuitive finding given their
greater organizational resources. It suggests that larger
organizations are not necessarily better positioned to absorb
the added demands of collaboration work, and may in fact be
more acutely aware of how stretched theirteams already are.
Staff capacity is not a problem that resolves with organizational
growth. Any collaboration model designed for this community
willneed to account forit explicitly, whether through dedicated
coordinationroles, phased engagement timelines, or shared
staffing arrangements that distribute the load.
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By Mission Area Representation

Respondents represented abroad range of mission areas,
reflecting the diversity of the Adams County nonprofit sector.
Arts, culture, and historic preservation was the largest single
group with 8 respondents, followed by children and youth
development (5), housing and basic needs (5), education and
scholarships (4), and early childhood education and care (4).
Family and child welfare services, recreation and community
programming, and comprehensive community services each
contributed 2 to 3respondents. The remaining mission areas
including mental and behavioral health, senior services,
economic development, faith-based services, health and
emergency services, disability services, animal welfare, and
pregnancy and maternal support each had 1to 2 respondents.

While this distribution reflects meaningful breadth, the sample
size within any individual mission areais too small to support
reliable cross-tabulation for sector-specific conclusions.

Thematic Analysis of Final Open-Ended
Question

Question 41 asked: "Is there anything else you would like to
share that we did not ask about?" Fifteen of 49 respondents
offered a substantive written response. Four themes emerged
clearly:

e Theme 1- Genuine Interest in Collaboration, With Real
Cautions About What Makes It Work: Multiple respondents
expressed authentic enthusiasm for collaboration while
being clear-eyed about the conditions it requires. One
leader explicitly framed their vision of what good
collaborationlooks like: defined goals, shared
accountability, and a clear path to implementation. Another
noted that theircommunity has benefited from partnerships
through the United Way CBC committees volunteering that
as a specific example of what has worked. At the same time,
respondents were candid about friction. One respondentin
the arts sector offered a particularly detailed account:
goodwill and strong relationships exist, but the sector's
annual production cycle makes it genuinely hard to find
windows when organizational calendars align. The structural
reality of "starting over each season" creates alegitimate
obstacle to sustained engagement that is distinct from
unwillingness. This kind of nuance, collaboration is hard for
specific operational reasons, notjust cultural ones, is
important.




¢ Theme 2 - The Scarcity Mindset as aNamed Problem: One

respondent named the community's trust deficit directly
and pointedly: "There appears to be along history of
distrust/suspicionin the community, in general. Anditis also
feltamongst organizations and between organizations and
community members." They identified the "scarcity
mindset," the belief that resources gained by one
organization must come at the expense of another, as aroot
cause and explicitly expressed a desire to move pastit. This
is a significant qualitative finding. The Likert data showed
that partner trust was one of the largest differentiators
between organizations with and without collaboration
experience, and this open-ended response provides a
named explanation for why: itis not simply organizational
hesitancy, but abroaderrelational ecosysteminwhich
competition has historically been more visible than
cooperation.

Theme 3 - Shared Infrastructure and Facilities as an
Underexplored Collaboration Entry Point: Three
respondentsindependently raised the potential of shared
physical oradministrative infrastructure as a concrete
collaboration pathway. One described a downtown building
that could house multiple nonprofits under one roof,
enabling shared services while preserving distinct missions.
Anotherinthe arts sector pointed to back-office sharing
(accounting was the specific example cited) as a natural fit
practical, low-risk, and cost-reducing. A third referenced
existing relationships built around shared facilities with
educationalinstitutions. These responses are notable
because they describe collaborations that can begin
without requiring mission alignment or governance
restructuring. Shared space and shared services are lower-
stakes entry points that could build trust and relational
infrastructure overtime.

Theme 4 - External Regulation and Funding as Structural
Constraints:Several respondents identified barriers rooted
in external regulation and funding requirements rather than
organizational will. One raised a specific and often-
overlooked issue: organizations that receive government
funding may be required to maintain separate structures
that make formal collaboration, particularly merged or
integrated models, either complicated orimpossible. Two
additional responses, one from an early childhood
organization and one from a family and child welfare
organization operatingunder DCFS, pointed tolicensing
requirements, client confidentiality obligations, and
jurisdictional boundaries as genuine legal and structural
barriers. Taken together, these responses make an
important point: for some organizations, the obstacles to
sustained collaboration are notinternal and cannot be
resolved throughreadiness-building alone. They are
externallyimposed constraints.
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The picture that emerges from this landscape analysis is one of
anonprofit sector at a genuine inflection point. The foundations
for collaboration are present. More than a third of respondents
described their organizations as actively exploring new
approaches to sustainability, including shared services and
strategic partnerships. Housing and homelessness emerged as
the sectorwhere collaborationis most urgently needed,
followed closely by youth development and education a sector
that, unlike housing, does not yet have a coordinated
community infrastructure to match the level of perceived need.

Yet real tensions persist. An undercurrent of competition and
scarcity runs through the responses, reflecting a dynamic
familiar to nonprofit sectors everywhere: when fundingis finite
and organizations depend onit for survival, collaboration can
feelthreatening evenwhenitisintellectually appealing. This
tensionis notunique to Adams County, butitis present here and
willneed to be named and addressed directly in any effort to
move the sector toward more sustained coordination. External
regulatory and funding constraints add another layer of
complexity, particularly for organizations in child welfare, early
childhood, and healthcare settings where licensing
requirements and government contracts can limit what
structural collaborationis even possible.

Perhaps the mostimportant finding for how this work moves
forward is where readiness is actually concentrated. The
organizations most engaged with collaborationin theirinternal
discussions, theirboard conversations, and their practice are
not necessarily the largest or best-resourced.

Mid-range organizations in the $251K to $2.99M budget range
showed the most consistent and broad-based engagement
with collaboration as a concept, and that engagement appears
to translate into action.

Both the smallest organizations, which oftenlack the bandwidth
to explore new models, and the largest, which may feel less
urgency to partner, face distinct but real barriers. Any strategy
that focuses only on the most prominent or well-funded
organizationsin the sector may miss the segment where
momentum is actually occurring.

The question facing Adams County's nonprofit community is not
whether collaborationis valued; the data makes clear thatitis.
The questionis whether the conditions, relational, structural,
and financial, can be created to make it durable.




Background Analysis: IRS Form 990 Review

Thisreview draws on IRS Form 990, 990-EZ, and 990-N filings retrieved via ProPublica's Nonprofit Explorer, supplemented
by the IRS Business Master File (lllinois extract, March 2026) and public budget records for organizations that do not file.
Most figures reflect tax years 2023 to 2025, since public 990 dataruns 18 to 24 months behind the present.

The organization directory includes 103 vetted organizations: Cohort A (70 organizations funded by QAFC members),
Cohort B (9 organizations identified by QAFC as adjacent toits funding network), and Cohort C (24 additional Adams County
organizations drawn from the IRS Business Master File). Findings in this section describe the 76 organizations in Cohorts A
and B, after excluding Blessing Hospital and two organizations whose 990 filings reflect national parentincome rather than
local operations. Blessing Hospital is genuinely local, but at $625Min annualincome it represents 83% of all local revenue;
including it would turn every average into a description of one hospital rather than the sector.

Mission categories were assigned from each organization's IRS NTEE code, mapped to National Center for Charitable
Statistics categories, with QAFC's own mission designation taking precedence where provided and residual cases
reviewed manually. Categories describe an organization's primary purpose; many organizations' work spans more than one.

What the 990 Can and Cannot Show Liguidity is days of cash on hand, using strict cash and short-
terminvestments only, following AICPA/CPA Journal

» 18 of the 103 organizations file no separate 990, including methodology. Operating Marginis reported for context only
government entities, churches, and group-return members andis not a basis for conclusions in this cohort: only 56 of the 76
such as Salvation Army, Young Life, and Red Cross chapters. organizations have three years of usable data, andrestricted
Their figures rest on public budgets orlabeled estimates. gifts can swing a small organization's margin by tens of pointsin

ingl r.

» Organizations under $50K inreceipts file the 990-N asingieyea
postcard, which contains no financial data; those under A Sma"_organization Sector, Built Almost
$200K file the abbreviated 990-EZ, which combines cash, . . .
savings, and investmentsinto a single line and omits Entlrely on Contributions and Grants

depreciation.
. o * 50 of 76 organizations (66%) operate under $IMin annual
* The 990 provides one number per organization. Program- revenue; 36 (47%) operate under $250K; 24 operate under
level economics, funder concentration, staffing levels, and $100K.
lease terms are not visible in the filing.
e Beyondthe QAFC funder network, the patternintensifies: 23
* Balance-sheet cashreflects asingle year-end date and may of the 24 Cohort C organizations (Adams County filers not
not capture alower point earlier in the year, particularly for directly connected to a QAFC funder) operate under $1M.
reimbursement-funded organizations.
» Among organizations under $250K, the median share of

e Totalrevenueincludes donor-restricted gifts for future revenue from contributions and grants is 100%. With no
!oeriods, soa capital campaign or mglti—yeargrant can earnedincome to fall back on, these organizations' income
inflate a single year's reported margin. is effectively re-decided every year by donor and funding

Three measures anchor the findings that follow. Funding Mix is trends outside their control.

contributions and grants as a share of total revenue (Form 990
Part VIl line 1h divided by line 12).
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Mission <$100K 1120 50 OKK- $2;?4K_ s:;/lM_ $$35T4_ i?yr:l $10M+ | Unknown | Total

Health & Human Services 6 5 5 6 2 2 3 1 30
Education 5 1 2 - — — 1 — 17
Arts, Culture & Humanities 3 2 5 — — — — — 10
Youth & Recreation 4 2 — 1 — 1 — — 8
Faith-Based 3 — 1 — — — — — 4
Environment & Animal _ _ 1 _ _ _ _ _ 1
Welfare

Other / Unclassified 1 — — — — — — — 1
Total 24 12 14 16 2 3 4 1 76

Mission by Revenue Scale: Organization Count, QAFC-Connected Cohorts A+B (n=76). Cell counts reflect number of organizations;
shadingintensity reflects count. Latest-year IRS Form 990 revenue; documented estimates used for non-filers.

The $3M Scale Threshold

Health & Human Services Carries the Most
Organizations, and the Most Risk

¢ Health & Human Servicesis the largest mission group in the
76-organization cohort, with 30 organizations (39%), and
the only mission arearepresented at every revenue scale.

¢ |tisalsothe most contribution-dependent mission area,
with a median of 94% of revenue coming from contributions
and grants.

¢ |tfallsbelow the 90-day liquidity benchmark most often: 8
of 22 Health & Human Services filers with available cash data
(36%), comparedwith1of 8inArtsand1of 6in Youth &
Recreation.

16 organizations operate between $1M and $3M; only 9 of
the 76 have crossed $3Min annual revenue. This is roughly
the point where an organization can sustain dedicated
finance, HR, and compliance staff functions.

Measured against the Nonprofit Finance Fund's 90-day
liquidity floor: below $1M, 6 of 35 organizations with cash
datafall short; at $IM to $3M, 4 of 14 fall short; at $3M to $5M,
both organizationsin that tier fall short.

Organizations that grow past $1M often take on payroll and
lease obligations before earned revenue orreserves catch
up, and frequently struggle to build the back-office
capacity needed to keep pace with that growth.

Three organizations were excluded from this analysis because theirreported 990 income reflects a national parent
organization rather than local Adams County operations: Blessing Hospital ($625M in annual income, an extreme scale
outlier), American Red Cross ($3.2B in annual income, reflecting the national parent organization), and the Alzheimer's
Association ($412Min annualincome, also reflecting the national parent organization).
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Liquidity Against Published Benchmarks

Liquidity is measured in days of cash on hand and benchmarked against the Nonprofit Finance Fund's widely used
thresholds: crisis (under 30 days), tight (30 to 89 days), floor met (90 to 179 days), target met (180 to 364 days), and above
target (365 days ormore).

oysae | VO [anamso | B | e | Saen |
<$100K - _ 1 5 5 0
$100K-$250K — 4 1 3 3 )
$250K-$1M _ 2 5 ; 4
$IM-$3M 3 7 - 3 14
$3M-$5M - % _ _ _ 5
$5M-$10M _ _ _ : B :
$10M+ _ 1 _ _ 4
Total 9 12 n 18 56

Liquidity by Revenue Scale, Measured in Days Cash On-Hand (n=56 organizations with available cash data)

1. Crisis <30 | 2.Tight30- | 3.Floormet | 4.Targetmet 5. Above

By mission days 89 90-179 180-364 | target365+ :
Heal.th & Human 5 7 4 3 22
Services
Education 1 1 2 6 12
Arts, Cfll_ture & 1 1 2 4 8
Humanities
Youth & Recreation 1 1 1 3 6
Community & 1 1 2 1 5

Economic Development

Environment & Animal
Welfare

Total 9 12 1 18 56

Faith-Based - — 1 — — 2

Liquidity by Mission Area, Measured in Days Cash On-Hand (n=56 organizations with available cash data)
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e Against these benchmarks, 41 of 56 organizations with
available cash data (73%) clear the 90-day floor; 15 (27%) do
not, including 6 (11%) that fall under 30 days, the Nonprofit
Finance Fund's cash-crisis threshold.

e Fee-for-service institutions at $10M and above hold limited

days of cash onhand but carry reservesininvestments. Their
core sustainability risk lies in reimbursement mechanics and
the cash-flow effects that follow, not in alack of underlying

o assets.
¢ Context: the Nonprofit Finance Fund's 2025 State of the

Nonprofit Sector Survey found 52% of nonprofits nationally Smaller-organization liquidity is slow to build and easy to
hold three months of cash orless, and 18% hold one month erase:
orless. This cohort compares favorably to that national e 36 of 76 organizations (47%) operate under $250K, where

picture.

e 29 organizations sit at or above the NORI six-monthreserve
target, but 10 of those exceed two years of cash on hand
and are endowment-style entities whose balances reflect
investment holdings rather than true operating reserves.

Two distinct fragility profiles, with opposite remedies
¢ Grant-dependent small and mid-size organizations are
typically contribution-funded, often with a recent deficit
year, and theirincome is subject to shifts in donor behavior
and other external trends. Strategic collaboration could
help these organizations diversify revenue and build more
sustainable growth.

Data Sources and Notes

even abest-practice 3 to 5% annual surplus yields only
$3,0001t0 $12,000 ayear. Meaningful reserves are difficult
to build and slow to accumulate at this scale.

Median cash cushion by scale: $29K for organizations under
$100K; $115K for organizations between $100K and $250K;
$238K for organizations between $250K and $1M.

¢ These figures produce strong liquidity ratios on paper, but at

these organizational scales, the median cash cushion could
be erased by a single significant payment delay, capital
expense, or legal claim.

¢ IRSForm 990 and 990-EZ data via ProPublica's Nonprofit Explorer (latest available year, generally 2023 t0 2025,

reflecting an18 to 24 monthreporting lag)
¢ |RS Business Master File (March2026)

¢ Public budgets and documented estimates for organizations that do not file a 990

¢ Benchmarks drawn from the Nonprofit Finance Fund (Top Indicators; 2025 State of the Nonprofit Sector Survey), the
NORI Operating Reserve Policy Toolkit, AICPA/CPA Journal (2019), and BBB Wise Giving Alliance Standards. Full detail is
available in the companion workbook (v6.6) and its accompanying Reader's Guide.

Background Analysis: 2024 Adams County
United Way Needs Assessment Review

The United Way of Adams County Community Needs Assessment serves as the foundation for this landscape analysis
because itis the most comprehensive, current, and locally validated synthesis of community need available for Adams
County. Produced collaboratively by United Way, Blessing Health, and the Adams County Health Department with input
from community organizations, it carries broad institutional support and reflects a multi-sector perspective no single
source couldreplicate. Alandscape analysis of nonprofit capacity is only meaningful when viewed against the needs the
sector exists to address. The Needs Assessment establishes the demand side of the equation.

Using anindependently produced, community-validated assessment also ensures that need data was not selected or
framed to support predetermined conclusions, grounding the analysis in what the community already knows about itself.
Finally, building on existing work rather than duplicating it reflects acommitment to efficiency, directing resources toward

the analytical work that does not yet exist.
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Areas of Greatest Need

Like most communities, the need picture in Adams County is
complex. Onthe surface, severalindicators suggest stability:

e Povertyrate holds at12% (near the state average)
e Health outcomes track close to the state average
¢ Insurance coverage s high

The fuller picture emerges whenlooking at ALICE data. ALICE
stands for Asset Limited, Income Constrained, Employed and
captures households that earn above the federal poverty line
but still cannot meet basic living costs. In Adams County, 27% of
households fall into the ALICE category and another12% live
below the poverty line, meaning nearly 4in 10 households
cannotreliably cover basic needs.

The burdenis not evenly distributed:

¢ Single-female-headed households are the hardest hit, with
74% falling below the ALICE threshold

e Adults 65 and olderfollow at 53%
e Peopleunder25at47%

¢ In Quincy Township specifically, 46% of households fall
below the threshold

Thisis the economic reality that nonprofit organizations are
working within every day. Against that backdrop, four areas of
unmet need stand out as particularly acute:

¢ Behavioral health services are operating beyond capacity, a
finding confirmed by Transitions of Western lllinois inits own
community needs assessment

¢ Childcarerepresentsthe sharpest gapinthe data, witha
57% deficitin available slots meaning 2,069 children of
working parents have no childcare option

¢ Housingis under significant strain, with 1,590 new units
projected as needed by 2033 and 83% of local
stakeholdersreporting that affordable inventory is already
inadequate

¢ Foodinsecurity affects 12.8% of the population, with more
thanlin 4 residentsreporting they could not afford enough
food or nutritionally balanced meals
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Mission Area Concentration

The Needs Assessment reveals where organized community
attentionis already focused. Behavioral health, housing, and
poverty are the three formal Community Building Council (CBC)
priority areas, each with dedicated solution teams and named
organizational leads. This means those three areas already have
cross-sector coordinationinfrastructure in place. This raises
two questions:

¢ Does the nonprofit sector's organizational activity mirror
that three-priority structure?

¢ Are organizations working outside those three areas (i.e.:
youth development, education support, and older adult
services)less networked as aresult?

One populationin particular warrants closer attention. Adults 65
and older now represent 21% of Adams County residents, and
this group carries the highest rate of financial hardship in the
county at 53%. Yet aging services do not appear among the
CBC's three formal priority areas, raising the question of
whether organizations serving older adults are proportionally
representedin the sectorand adequately connected to
broader community coordination efforts.

Gaps and Overlaps

Childcare presents the clearest capacity gap in the data. Of the
3,615 children of working parents who need care, 2,069 have no
available slot, a 57% deficit. Notably, the shortage is not the
result of reduced demand but of provider attrition, with 334
licensed slotslost since 2020. Thisis a systemic failure that no
single organization can solve onits own and a strong candidate
for collaborative intervention.

Behavioral health tells a different story. Multiple organizations
are activeinthis space:

¢ Transitions of Western lllinois
Clarity Healthcare

Bella Ease

SIU Medicine

Blessing Health




Yet demand exceeds the combined capacity of all of them.
Transitions' own application to become a Certified Community
Behavioral Health Clinic explicitly flagged insufficient capacity
and service gaps. Thisis a space where both overlap and
coordination questions apply, not because organizations are
duplicating effort unnecessarily, but because the needis large
enough that even a crowded fieldis not enough.

Three additional populations are served by existing
organizationsin the sector, but the current level of capacity and
coverage falls short of the scale of need:

¢ Olderadults are served by Good Samaritan Home, Sunset
SeniorLiving, West Central lllinois Aging and Disability
Resource Center, and others, but thisis the fastest growing
age cohortinthe county, it carries the highest ALICE rate at
53%, and the two largest organizations serving it are running
operating deficits.

¢ Rural township residents can access some services through
organizations like Community for Christ Assistance Center
and Action Brown County, but several townships with ALICE
rates between 37% and 45% have limited local
infrastructure, and transportation barriers documentedin
the Needs Assessment make Quincy-based services harder
toreach.

¢ Middle years youth are served by schools, youth
development organizations, and faith-based programs, but
lllinois Youth Survey data on bullying, persistent sadness and
hopelessness, and time spent alone points to unmet need
that the current organizational landscape is not fully
absorbing

In each case the questionis not whether the sector cares about
these populations, but whetherit has sufficient capacity and
geographic reach to meet the need.

Representation and Reach

The Needs Assessment names who is at the table quite
specifically throughits CBC membership lists. Blessing Health,
the Adams County Health Department, and United Way are the
co-producers of the assessment and the structural anchors of
the CBC. The following organizations have representation on
the full CBC:

¢ Advocacy Network for Children
e AmericanRed Cross

¢ BellaEase

¢ BlessingHealth
CheerfulHome
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Clarity Healthcare

Community Foundation

Cornerstone Foundations for Families
Early Childhood and Family Center
Great River Economic Development Foundation
Horizons

¢ Horizons Addicts Victorious

¢ JohnWood Community College

e Moorman Foundation

Quincy Family YMCA

Quincy Housing Authority

Quincy Medical Group

Quincy Public Schools

Quincy University

Regional Office of Education

Retired Senior Volunteer Program
Salvation Army

Scouting America

SIU Medicine

¢ Transitions of Western lllinois

e Trinity Church

e Two Rivers Regional Council of Public Officials
¢ United Way of Adams County

¢ Veterans Assistance Commission

¢ West Central Child Care Connection

Workforce Development
Young Life
YWCA

Organizations absent from the CBC membership lists are worth
exploring further, though absence alone does not tell us much. It
may reflect a different organizational focus, capacity
constraints, or simply that aninvitation has not been extended.

What the data does support is anintentional next step, one that
begins with a simple butimportant question: whose voice is
missing at the table? As the sector considers how collaboration
might be structured going forward, it willbe important to reach
beyond the organizations already embedded in the CBC
structure. Building a broader, more inclusive community table
takes time and energy, butit produces stronger trust and a more
accurate picture of what the sector can collectively do.

Because smaller organizations are typically stretched thin,
outreach should be strategic, respectful of their time, and clear
about why their participation matters, notjust to this project, but
to the future of nonprofit collaborationin Adams County.




Collaboration History

The Needs Assessment itself is a collaboration artifact: United
Way, Blessing Health, and the Adams County Health
Department have been co-producing this assessment since
2001. The CBC structure, now inits third iteration with three
active solution teams, represents the most visible existing
collaborationinfrastructure in the county.

What the Needs Assessment ultimately reveals is a community
that already knows a great deal about its needs and has built
meaningfulinfrastructure to address them. The CBC represents
more than two decades of sustained cross-sector
commitment, and thatis no small thing.
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What it alsorevealsis that the edges of that infrastructure matter
as much asits center. Sustained collaboration rarely grows from
broad consensus alone. It builds from early movers who take on a
visible project, demonstrate whatis possible, and in doing so
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collaborative effortsin Adams County could do exactly that,
making it easier for organizations currently on the margins of the
conversation to see themselves at the table and to understand
why their presence there matters. In many ways, the movement
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widen the circle, and channel the energy that already exists into
something the broader sector can see, join, and sustain.

This work would not have been possible without the organizations and individuals who welcomed us into the Adams County
nonprofit community. Sharing time, insight, and honest reflection on the challenges and opportunities facing this sectoris
not a small thing, and we are deeply grateful for the trust extended to us throughout this process.

We wish to thank:

¢ The nonprofit leaders who participatedin the June 24 working session, and the members of the Quincy Area Funders
Collaborative who participatedin the June 25 working session, for their candor and willingness to engage critically with

difficult questions.

¢ The nonprofit sectorleaders who gave their time for confidential stakeholderinterviews, providing perspective that

shaped thisreport's core findings.

¢ The executive directors and board chairs who completed the Collaboration Readiness Survey, laying the data

foundation for this study.

¢ Jean Buckley and Sharon Tweedell, for theirleadership in coordinating stakeholder communications and participant
outreach on behalf of QAFC, and for the wisdom and insight they brought to guiding this project throughout

¢ Catherine Meckes and the Community Foundation of West Central lllinois & Northeast Missouri, for serving as fiscal

sponsor and steady partner throughout.

Adams County's nonprofit sector does demanding work with limited resources, and this community opened its doorsto a
process that asked for honesty about whatisn't working, not just what is. Thatis a meaningful act of trust, and we hope this
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Blessing Foundation
Camp Point Public Library District
Care Net Pregnancy Services of Quincy
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¢ Advocacy Network for Children

¢ Alzheimers Association - lllinois chapter

e AmericanRed Cross - Adams County Chapter
¢ Arts Quincy

¢ BellaEase
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Chaddock

CheerfulHome Association

City of Quincy

Clayton Public Library District

Community for Christ Assistance Center
Community Foundation of the Quincy Area
Connect Child and Family Solutions
Cornerstone: Foundations for Families
Covered Bottoms Diaper Bank, Inc.




Dancer Love Foundation

Fishing for Freedom

Four Star Public Library District

Friends of Justice, Quincy, IL

Friends of the Lorenzo BullHouse

Friends of the Washington Theater

Girl Scouts of Central lllinois Inc

Good Samaritan Home of Quincy

Great Commission Broadcasting

Great River Development Foundation

Great River Econ Development Corp

Great River Teens Encounter Christ
Hetzler & Associates

Historical Society of Quincy and Adams County
Hope House of Quincy

Horizons Social Services

Jackson-Lincoln Swimming Complex;, Inc.

John Wood Community College Foundation
Klingner & Associates

Mississippi Valley Council No. 141, Scouting America
Parent & Child Together (PACT) for West Central lllinois
Parochial Music Organization

Quanada

Quincy Area Habitat for Humanity

Quincy Area Project

Quincy Art Center

Quincy Catholic Charities

Quincy Catholic Elementary Schools (QCES) Foundation
Quincy Children's Museum

Quincy Civic Music Association

Quincy Community Theatre
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Quincy Housing Authority
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Quincy Notre Dame Foundation
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Quincy Public Library

Quincy Public Schools Foundation
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The Moorman Foundation

The PHAST Foundation

The Quincy Museum, Inc.

The Quincy Serenity Club, Inc.

The Salvation Army of Quincy

The WellHouse

Tracy Family Foundation

Transitions of Western lllinois
Tri-State Area Center forWomen's Ministries
Two Rivers Council Foundation
United Way of Adams County
University of lllinois Extension

WGCA - Christianradio station
WGEMTV

West Central Child Care Connection
West Central lllinois Aging and Disability Resource Center
YMCA of West Central lllinois

Young Life Quincy

YWCA of Quincy




Appendix 1: Interview Guide

Interview Agenda: Estimated Time: 60 Minutes

Introduction

e Thank fortheirtime
¢ Purpose of the feasibility study.

© 6-month feasibility study commissioned by the Quincy Area Funders Collaborative
© Conducted by Mission + Strategy

© Fourdata sources: community needs assessment, nonprofit financial analysis, stakeholderinterviews, and a sector-wide
survey

© Focus on Adams County, lllinois nonprofit sector
© Goal:identify conditions for collaboration, greatest opportunities, and what it would take to build something sustainable
o Not prescriptive — exploring what is possible, not recommending a predetermined model

¢ Responses confidential and will be used in aggregate and that no individual organization will be identified by name in the
report.

¢ Norightorwrong answers honest perspective is exactly whatis needed

¢ Permission torecord only for note taking purposes and qualitative analysis
Questions

e Setting the stage

© Tellme alittle about yourrole and how it connects to the broader community in Adams County. What brings youinto
contact with the nonprofit sector and the people it serves? From your vantage point, how wellis Adams County's
nonprofit sector meeting the needs of the community right now?

© Nearly 4in 10 households in Adams County cannot reliably meet basic needs. How does that reality show up in what you
see or hearinyourwork?

© Are there needs or populations youobservethat you feel are not adequately reflected in the community conversation?
e Perspectives onthe sector
© How well does the nonprofit sectorreach residents outside of Quincy? What do youobserveabout the gapsinrural
parts of the county?

© Are there communities or populations you believe arelargely invisible to the organizations that exist to serve them?
What would it take to change that?

© Whatresources, relationships, or conditions do you think the sectormost needsto strengthenits long-term
sustainability beyond funding?

© Are there things happening at the city, county, state, or federal level that you think the nonprofit sectoris not paying
enough attention to?

© Where do you see genuine coordination happening in Adams County thatis producingresults? What is making it work?

© Fromyour perspective, what does it take for organizations in this community to work together effectively? What
conditions make that possible?

© |f you could change one thing about how the nonprofit sectorin Adams County is structured or how it works together,
what would it be?

© Whatis the one thing the nonprofit sector could do differently that would most change outcomes forresidentsin
Adams County?

© |f funders and nonprofits and community institutions could agree on one shared priority for the next five years, what
doyou thinkit should be — and is that conversation happening?
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Appendix 1: Interview Guide

¢ Closing Questions

© |sthere anything else you would like to share that we have not covered today?
o |sthere anyone else in the sector whose perspective you think would be especially important for us to hear?

¢ Interview Conclusion

© Thank them for their time
© Encourage toreach outif they have any additional thoughts and insights to share.
o Next Steps
e Assemble 990 review, survey, working sessions, interviews and review of 2024 United Way Community Needs
Assessmentinto areport to share with the Quincy Area Funders Collaborative.
¢ Inthefallwe will also hold a town hall share the report with the broader nonprofit sector and those that

participatedinthe project.
¢ Not telling this community what to do but reflect back to what we are hearing.
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Appendix 2: Working Session Agendas

Quincy Area Funders Collaborative

NonprofitWorking Session
June24,2026(12:30 to5:00PM
Quincy Country Club | 24" and State Streets, Quincy

Meeting Goals:

Ground participants in a shared understanding of key findings from the landscape data and

surface what the numbers missed.

Identify the external opportunities and threats that nonprofit leaders see most clearly from

inside their organizations, particularly those that do not show up in data.

Produce one ormore focused challenge statements naming the sector-wide problems that

no single organization can solve alone and that greater or more deliberate collaboration
couldrealistically address.

* Generate a concrete, ambitious vision for what becomes possible for Adams County
residents when organizations work together more deliberately and at greater scale, whether
by deepening existing partnerships or building new ones.

Agenda:

Time

Item Who

12:30PM

Lunch and Welcome Jean &Shar'on
« Welcome and Why We Are Here Greg&Judie

* BriefIntroductions
 Activity: One Thing | Wish You Knew

o Inpairs, share thoughts to the following prompts:

" The thing that has most surprised me about
working with other organizationsis. ..

If | could hand one operational challenge to a
trusted partnertomorrow, it wouldbe . ..

The person or community | worry we are
leaving behindis . ..

1.15PM

Context for the Day Greg & Judie

1:20PM

Framing the Conversation: What the Community Needs Greg & Judie
Assessment and the Quincy Area Collaboration Survey Reveals.

1:35PM

Force Field Analysis: Using the worksheet provided, individually Greg & Judie
complete response to the following prompt
+  What would it take for organizations in Adams County to work
together in ways that produce outcomes none could achieve
alone?
o Ontheleftside, write down the forces you see working
toward that possibility.
o Ontherightside, write down the forces working
againstit.

mission+STRATEGY
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Appendix 2: Working Session Agendas

Time

Item

Who

1:45PM

World Café: A Twist on the SWOT Analysis: Participants will be
dividedinto 4 groups anrotate as a group through 4 stations
building onwhat the previous groups have shared.

Table 1. Funding and External Environment What is shifting in the
landscape outside organizations' control? This table looks outward
at the forces shaping the sector that no single organization controls
but every organization feels.

+ Thefunding environment is shifting at the federal, state, and
philanthropic levels. What does that mean for this sector, and
which community needs are most atrisk if resources contract?

»  Whatiscoming that this sectoris not yet paying enough
attentionto, and what becomes harder to address the longer it
waits?

Table 2: Organizational Capacity and Relationships What does it
actually take to collaborate, and what gets in the way? This table
goesbeneath the surface of readiness into what collaboration
actually requires in practice and what the real obstacles are when
organizations try to work together.

+ Ifyouwere designing the conditions for a successful
collaborationin Adams County from scratch, what would you
make sure was in place before anyone signed on?

+  Whatwould a sector that trusted itself enough to collaborate
deeply look like, and how faris Adams County from that?

Table 3: Community Need and Gaps What does the community
actually need, and where is the sector falling short? This table asks
why gaps in service persist, who is being left out, and what it would
take to close them.

* Adams County has the ingredients that many communities are
still trying to assemble including experienced organizations
and funders who are genuinely engaged. What would it take to
leverage all of thisin a way that moves the most persistent
challenges from managed to solved?

. Whatisthe one thing about how this sectoris structured,
resourced, or supported that if changed would most
strengthen the long-term health and sustainability of the
organizations doing this work?

Table 4: What We're Not Saying The honest conversation the sector|
needs to have. This table creates space for the things that don't fitin
formal settings the dynamics, tensions, and observations that shape
how the sector actually works but rarely surface out loud.

+ Organizations of different sizes, ages, and resources bring
different things to a collaboration and face different risks.
What would it take to build partnershipsin this sector that are
genuinely equitable and sustainable for everyone involved?

Greg&Judie

mission+STRATEGY
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Time

Item

Who

+ Ifthissectorwere to cometogether around a shared challenge
ina meaningfulway, what conditions would need to bein place
forevery organization, regardless of size orinfluence, tohave a
seat at the table?

2:45PM

Break

3:00PM

Drafting Challenge Statements
* Insamesmall groups, draft a brief challenge statement that
answers:

o What is the mostimportant problem this sector
needs to solve together and why does it matter?

oWhenyoulook at the challenges your organization
keepsrunninginto year after year, which ones feel
like they might actually be sector-wide problems in
disguise?

Greg & Judie

3:45PM

Developing a Vision
* GuidedImagery Activity
o Participants share responses in pairs
o Thenfind another dyad to identify themes and create
a draft vision statement for the community

Greg & Judie

4:45PM

Closing
*  Whatis one takeaway from today?

* Next Steps

Greg & Judie

mission+STRATEGY
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Appendix 2: Working Session Agendas

Quincy Area Funders Collaborative

Funders Working Session

June25,2026[8:30 to 11:30AM
Community FoundationMainConferenceRoom|621Vermont St., Quincy, IL

Meeting Goals:

* Ground participants in key themes and insights fromthenonprofit working session held the
previous day.

* Identify the external opportunities and threats that funders see from their vantage point,
including any warning signs of sector stress that organizations may not be naming publicly.

* Produceone ormore focused challenge statements naming the sector-wide problems that
collaboration could realistically address.

*  Generate afunderinformed vision for what the sector could achieve through deeper
collaboration, and identify what funders could do differently to create more rcomforit.

_Agenda:
Time Item Who
Welcome ;
8-30AM Judie &Greg
Context for the Day ;
8:35AM Judie &Greg
Reflections for the Nonprofit Session Judie &Greg
8:40AM +  Whatresonates?
*  Whatissurprising?
*  Whatconfirms or challenges your assumptions?
9:00AM Framing the Conversation: What the Community Needs Judie & Greg
Assessment and the Quincy Area Collaboration Survey Reveals.
9:15AM Force Field Analysis: Using the worksheet provided, Judie &Greg

individually complete response to the following prompt
*+  What would it take for organizations in Adams County to work
together in ways that produce outcomes none could achieve
alone?
+  Activity Sheet
o Leftside, write downthe forces you see
working toward that possibility; the conditions,
relationships, resources, ormomentum that already
exist and could be built on.

o Rightside, write down the forces working against it; the
obstacles, constraints, or dynamics that would need to
be addressed for deeper collaboration to take root.
There are noright answers. This is your thinking, so
whatever yourightis true.

mission+STRATEGY
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Time

Item

Who

9:25AM

Gallery Walk: A Twist onthe SWOT Analysis
Fourlarge sheets of paper, one for each topic are posted around the
room. Participants move through the room at own pace, reading
what is posted and adding thoughts to the flip chart paper.

Table 1: Funding and External Environment What is shifting in the
landscape outside organizations' control? This table looks outward
atthe forces shaping the sector that no single organization controls
but every organization feels.

* Thefunding environment is shifting at the federal, state, and
philanthropic levels. What does that mean for this sector, and
which community needs are most at risk if resources contract?

«  Whatis coming that this sectoris not yet paying enough
attention to, and what becomes harder to address the longerit
waits?

Table 2: Organizational Capacity and Relationships What does it
actually take to collaborate, and what gets in the way? This table
goes beneath the surface of readiness into what collaboration
actually requires in practice and what the real obstacles are when
organizations try to work together.

+ Ifyouwere designing the conditions for a successful
collaborationin Adams County from scratch, what would you
make sure was in place before anyone signed on?

«  Whatwould a sector that trusted itself enough to collaborate
deeply look like, and how faris Adams County from that?

Table 3: Community Need and Gaps What does the community
actually need, and where is the sector falling short? This table asks
why gaps in service persist, who is beingleft out, and what it would
take toclose them.

+ Adams County has the ingredients that many communities are
stilltrying to assemble including experienced
organizations and funders who are genuinely engaged. What
would it take to leverage all of thisin a way that moves the most
persistent challenges from managed to solved?

. Whatisthe one thing about how this sectoris structured,
resourced, or supported thatif changed would most
strengthen the long-term health and sustainability of the
organizations doing this work?

Table 4: What We're Not Saying The honest conversation the sector,
needs to have. This table creates space for the things that don't fitin
formal settings the dynamics, tensions, and observations that shape
how the sector actually works but rarely surface out loud.

+ Organizations of different sizes, ages, andresources bring
different things to a collaboration and face different risks.
What would it take to build partnerships in this sectorthat are
genuinely equitable and sustainable foreveryone involved?

Judie&Greg

mission+STRATEGY
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Appendix 2: Working Session Agendas

Time

Item

Who

+ Ifthis sectorwere to cometogether around a shared challenge
in a meaningful way, what conditions would need to be in place
forevery organization, regardless of size orinfluence, tohave a
seat at the table?

10:00AM

Break

10:10AM

Drafting Challenge Statements
= Intwo small groups, draft a brief challenge statement that
answers:

o What is the mostimportant problem this sector
needs to solve together and why does it matter?

oWhenyou look at the challenges organizations keeps
running into year after year, which ones feel like they
might actually be sector-wide problems in disguise?

Judie & Greg

10:40AM

Developing a Vision
» Guided Imagery Activity
o Participants share responsesin pairs
o Thenfind another dyad with which to share out

Judie & Greg

11:20AM

Closing
* Onetakeaway orinsight from today?
* Next Steps

Judie & Greg

mission+STRATEGY
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Appendix 3: Survey Results

Full Survey Results

Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

Forty-nine individuals completed the survey (36% response rate). Response counts and percentages below reflect the
number of respondents who answered each individual question; not every respondent answered every question, so totals
vary by table. Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole numberand may not sum exactly to 100%.

Organizational Challenges

Q1: Greatest Challenge Limiting Organizational Capacity (Top-Ranked Response)
49 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

Challenge ::sr,r::\:;::nts % of Respondents
Staff capacity and burnout 19 39%
Facilities or physical infrastructure 9 18%
Staff recruitment and retention 5 10%
Board recruitment and governance 4 8%
Volunteer recruitment and retention 4 8%
Communications and marketing visibility 4 8%
Leadership transitions / succession planning 2 4%
Government/agency compliance requirements 1 2%
Technology and data systems 1 2%
Total 49 100%
Community Coordination and Collaboration
Q3: Current Level of Coordination Among Nonprofits
48 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026
Response ::::;Zrdoefnts % of Respondents
Some coordination, pockets of collaboration but not consistent 22 46%
Strong coordination, communicating regularly and aligning work 14 29%
Limited coordination, organizations working independently 8 17%
Not sure / limited visibility into peer organizations 4 8%
48 100%

Total
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Q4: Sector Where Collaboration s Most Urgently Needed

49 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

Number of

Response e eris % of Respondents
Housing and homelessness 13 27%
Youth development and education 10 20%
Mental health and substance use 9 18%
Workforce development and economic mobility 6 12%
Aging and disability services 4 8%
Food security and nutrition 5 6%
Housing, Hunger, and Health 1 2%
Idon't know / not knowledgeable 1 2%
Animal welfare 1 2%
Arts, culture, and community enrichment 1 2%
Total 49 100%
Q5: Primary Driver Making Collaboration Most Urgent
49 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026
Response :::::‘rdfn ts % of Respondents
Organizations working independently; gaps in service continuum 16 33%
Workforce would benefit from greater stability and coordination 8 16%
Organizations competing for same clients and funding 7 14%
Partnership could strengthen ability to attract philanthropic investment 6 12%
Shared space or facilities could reduce overhead 2 4%
Shared administrative infrastructure could free resources for direct service 2 4%
Other / unique write-inresponse 8 16%
Total 49 100%
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Prior Experience with Sustained Collaboration
Qé6: Has Your Organization Ever Participated in a Sustained Collaboration?
49 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

Yes, currently active 21 43%
No, we have not pursued this strategy 16 33%
No, but we have explored the idea 7 14%
Yes, in the past but not currently 5 10%
Total 49 100%

Q7:How Long Has/Did the Collaboration Last?
26 respondents with collaboration experience | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

More than 5 years 9 35%
3to5years 8 31%
1to2years 8 31%
Less than1year 1 4%
Total 26 100%

Q8: Overall Outcome of Most Significant Sustained Collaboration
28 respondents with collaboration experience | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

Very successful. Exceeded our goals. n 39%
Mostly successful. Met our goals. 9 32%
Mixed results. Met some goals but not others. 8 29%
Total 28 100%
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Q9: Primary Reason a Past Sustained Collaboration Concluded
13 respondents whose collaboration has ended | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

Lack of formal structure, agreements, or accountability 4 31%
Funding ended or resources no longer available 5 23%
Powerimbalances orinequities in the relationship 2 15%
Leadership or staff changes at one or both organizations 1 8%
Breakdown in communication or trust 1 8%
Mission drift / priorities diverged over time 1 8%
Achieved shared goals; work was completed 1 8%
Total 13 100%

Familiarity with Sustained Collaboration as a Strategy
Q10: How Much Has Leadership Learned About Sustained Collaboration?
49 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

Moderately. Read articles, attended relevant workshops. 16 33%
Some. Conversations but limited formal learning. 15 31%
Very little. Largely new territory for us. 15 31%
Extensively. Studied models, frameworks, and case studies. 3 6%
Total 49 100%

EB Collaborative Infrastructure Feasibility Report | Appendix 3




Appendix 3: Survey Results

Q11: Has Sustained Collaboration Been Discussed with the Board?

49 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

Come up informally, not discussed atlength 19 39%
Has not come up in board meetings 18 37%
Formal agenda item with substantive discussion 10 20%
Not sure 2 4%
Total 49 100%

Q12: Has Sustained Collaboration Been Discussed with Staff?
48 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

With senior leadership only 19 40%
Has not been discussed 14 29%
Across multiple levels and departments 1 23%
Not sure 4 8%
Total 48 100%

Q13: Greatest Internal Barrier to Sustained Collaboration

48 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026
Staff capacity and bandwidth 14 29%
Lack of clarity on what collaboration would look like 13 27%
Funding, no dedicated resources for collaboration work 8 17%
Organizational culture, tend to work independently 8 17%
Other 5 10%
Total 48 100%
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Readiness for Sustained Collaboration

L1: Sustained collaborations align with our organization's mission and values.
48 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

Response Number of Respondents % of Respondents
Strongly Agree 19 40%
Agree 19 40%
Neutral 7 15%
Idon'tknow / Haven't considered 2 4%
Disagree 1 2%
Total 48 100%
L2: Ourleadership trusts that potential partners would uphold shared commitments.
48 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026
Response Number of Respondents % of Respondents
Strongly Agree 13 27%
Agree 17 35%
Neutral 12 25%
Disagree 4 8%
Idon'tknow / Haven't considered 2 4%
Total 48 100%

L3: We have a clear governance structure that would not be a source of confusion in shared work.
48 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

Response Number of Respondents % of Respondents
Strongly Agree n 23%
Agree 20 42%
Neutral 8 17%
Disagree 5 10%
Strongly Disagree 2 4%
Idon't know /Haven't considered 2 4%
Total 48 100%
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L4: Ourboard has, or could be prepared to allocate, the time, funding, and resources needed.
48 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

Response Number of Respondents | % of Respondents
Strongly Agree 8 17%
Agree 12 25%
Neutral 12 25%
Disagree 9 19%
Strongly Disagree 2 4%
Idon'tknow / Haven't considered ® 10%
Total 48 100%
L5: Our staff team has sufficient capacity and the right systems to participate meaningfully.
48 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026
Response Number of Respondents | % of Respondents
Strongly Agree 4 8%
Agree 13 27%
Neutral 14 29%
Disagree 10 21%
Strongly Disagree 4 8%
Idon'tknow / Haven't considered 3 6%
Total 48 100%
L6: We have an organizational culture where people canraise concerns or challenge ideas.
49 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026
Response Number of Respondents | % of Respondents
Strongly Agree 21 43%
Agree 24 49%
Neutral 2 4%
Strongly Disagree 1 2%
Idon'tknow / Haven't considered 1 2%
Total 49 100%
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L7: Our organization consistently holds itself accountable and follows through on decisions.
49 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

Response Number of Respondents % of Respondents
Strongly Agree 27 55%
Agree 13 27%
Neutral 6 12%
Disagree 5 6%
Total 49 100%

L8: We collaborate effectively across board, staff, and departments to solve problems together.
49 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

Response Number of Respondents % of Respondents
Strongly Agree 16 33%
Agree 23 47%
Neutral 6 12%
Disagree I 6%
Idon'tknow / Haven't considered 1 2%
Total 49 100%

L9: Our organization has a genuine culture of self-reflection and views change as an opportunity.
49 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

Response Number of Respondents % of Respondents
Strongly Agree 15 31%
Agree 21 43%
Neutral 9 18%
Disagree 3 6%
Idon'tknow / Haven't considered 1 2%
Total 49 100%
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L10: Our organization has strong, trusting relationships with peer nonprofits in our community.
49 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

Response Number of Respondents % of Respondents
Strongly Agree 17 35%
Agree 24 49%
Neutral 7 14%
Idon'tknow / Haven't considered 1 2%
Total 49 100%
L11: We are seen by others in the sector as areliable, accountable, and collaborative partner.
49 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026
Response Number of Respondents % of Respondents
Strongly Agree 18 37%
Agree 20 41%
Neutral 6 12%
Disagree 2 4%
Idon'tknow / Haven't considered 3 6%
Total 49 100%
Long-Term Sustainability
Q25: Long-Term Financial Sustainability Orientation
49 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026
Sustainability Orientation Number of Respondents % of Respondents
Actively exploring new approaches 18 37%
Focused on growing current funding streams 17 35%
Questioning current structure or business model 9 18%
No serious strategic conversation yet 4 8%
Open to structural collaboration as part of our future 1 2%
Total 49 100%
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Demographics

Budget Size
48 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

$251,000 to $999,999 18 38%

Under $250,000 12 25%

$1,000,000t0 $2,999,999 12 25%

$3,000,000 and above 6 12%

Total 48 100%
Staff Size

49 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

Medium; 3.5to 10 FTEs 16 33%
Small; 1to 3FTEs 14 29%
Large; 10.5+ FTEs 13 27%
Volunteer run; No paid staff 6 12%
Total 49 100%

Yearsin Operation
47 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

More than 50 years 23 49%
21to 50 years 12 26%
6to10years 5 1%
11to 20 years 5 1%
3to5years 2 4%
Total 47 100%
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Survey Respondent Role
46 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

Executive Director / CEO 35 76%
Board Chair 1l 24%
Total 46 100%

Years in Current Role

47 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

3to5years 16 34%
More than 10 years 1 23%
6to10years 8 17%
1to2years 8 17%
Less than1year 4 9%
Total 47 100%

Organization Location

47 respondents | Quincy Area Funders Collaborative Collaboration Readiness Survey, 2026

Quincy 38 81%
Adams County (outside of Quincy) 7 15%
Other 2 4%
Total 47 100%

EB Collaborative Infrastructure Feasibility Report | Appendix 3




	Quincy Area and Adams County
	Collaborative Infrastructure Feasibility Report
	Table Of

	Contents
	Executive Summary
	How to Read This Report
	Findings and Considerations
	Project Research: Stakeholder Interviews
	Project Research: Working Sessions
	Project Research: Nonprofit Collaboration Survey
	Background Analysis: IRS Form 990 Review
	Background Analysis: 2024 Adams County United Way Needs Assessment Review
	Acknowledgments
	Appendix 1: Interview Guide
	Appendix 2: Working Session Agendas
	Appendix 3: Survey Results
	Collaborative Infrastructure Feasibility Report

	Executive Summary
	About This Study
	Commissioned by QAFC and conducted by Mission + Strategy between April and September 2026.
	Draws on five data sources: the 2024 Adams County Community Needs Assessment, an IRS Form 990 financial review of 76 QAFC-connected nonprofits, two facilitated working sessions, 21 confidential stakeholder interviews, and a sector-wide Collaboration Readiness Survey (49 respondents from a distribution of 138 Executive Directors and Board Chairs).
	Designed co-creatively with QAFC, which shaped participant selection, survey and interview design, and recruitment, to ensure the study reflected Adams County specifically rather than a generic template.
	Three Mission + Strategy team members led separate components of the analysis, a structure intended to guard against the findings of one section shaping another.

	Key Findings by Source
	Stakeholder Interviews (21 confidential interviews)
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	Working Sessions (June 24 nonprofit leaders, June 25 QAFC funders)
	THE CHALLENGE STATEMENT
	Adams County's nonprofits and funders share a deep commitment to the community's well-being, but act individually rather than as one coordinated system.

	THE VISION STATEMENT
	Adams County is "One Quincy," where nonprofits, funders, and residents are one unified system, focused on improving community well-being and replacing a scarcity mindset with one of abundance.
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	2024 Community Needs Assessment Review

	Considerations for the Sector
	Three core considerations emerged from this landscape analysis. They are organized from lower to higher commitment using the Tamarack Institute's Collaboration Spectrum and are offered for community discussion and consideration, not as predetermined commitments.
	1.
	Funders Lead in Enhancing Trust (Communicate/Cooperate)

	Collaborative Infrastructure Feasibility Report  I  Executive Summary
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	2.
	3.
	A Shared Hub for Nonprofit Capacity (moving toward Coordination)
	One Door for the Community (Collaborate/Integrate, longer-term)


	Immediate Next Steps
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	How to Read This Report
	This report reflects candid feedback from stakeholders across Adams County's nonprofit and funding community. When reading feedback about your sector, it is natural to feel a pull toward defensiveness, to want to explain, qualify, or set aside a critique. Readers are encouraged to notice that impulse and look past it for the truth in what is being said.
	This report's purpose is not to assign blame or grade performance. It is to identify concrete ways nonprofits and funders can strengthen their partnership and better serve the broader Adams County community. That goal is best served by readers who look for common ground rather than fault, and who extend the same generosity of interpretation to colleagues' and partners' feedback that they would want extended to their own. Understanding and empathy, not agreement on every point, is what this report asks of its readers.
	How This Study Was Designed
	This study was not designed in isolation. The Quincy Area Funders Collaborative was a partner in shaping it from the outset:
	Providing input on which stakeholders to include
	Helping design the survey and interview instruments
	Assisting directly with participant recruitment
	This collaborative design was intentional. It ensured the study's methods were specific to Adams County, not a generic template applied to a new community.
	The same care went into the language of the instruments themselves. Survey and interview questions were written to reflect the terminology and phrasing this sector actually uses, with definitions provided where a term might be read differently across organizations. These choices were not incidental. They were necessary to produce results that are reliable and valid for this community specifically.

	How the Sections Build on One Another
	Each phase of this project rested on the foundation the phase before it had built. This report's sections, however, are presented in the reverse of that order. Findings and Considerations leads because it holds the conclusions most readers will want first. Readers interested in the evidence behind those conclusions, section by section, will find the working sessions, survey, 990 review, and Community Needs Assessment in the pages that follow, in the order each phase actually built on the last.
	This is a dense report covering a lot of ground. It may make more sense to work through it in smaller pieces over time rather than in one sitting. Start by reading the Findings and Considerations section first, then move to whichever section interests you most. If you only have a few minutes, start with the Immediate Next Steps section within Findings and Considerations.


	Findings and Considerations
	The Findings and Considerations are presented first because it establishes a framework, moving from the general to the specific before readers encounter the underlying evidence. The sections that follow provide the detailed findings for readers who want to see how each conclusion was built.
	Before turning to specific findings, one principle should guide how this report's recommendations are read. The technical and governance structure of any collaboration, whether that means a shared services hub, a coordinating body, or a more formal partnership, should follow from the vision and goals created by participants. Form follows function. Choosing a structure before the sector has agreed on what it is trying to accomplish risks building infrastructure that no one asked for and few will use.
	Collaborative Infrastructure Feasibility Report
	Page 7


	Challenge and Vision Statements
	THE CHALLENGE STATEMENT
	Adams County's nonprofits and funders share a deep commitment to the community's well-being, but act individually rather than as one coordinated system.

	THE VISION STATEMENT
	Adams County is "One Quincy," where nonprofits, funders, and residents are one unified system, focused on improving community well-being and replacing a scarcity mindset with one of abundance.


	Considerations
	This community has strong collaborative character.
	Collaborative Infrastructure Feasibility Report
	Page 8


	Framework
	The Tamarack Institute's Collaboration Spectrum, developed by Liz Weaver, is a useful lens for thinking through what comes next because it treats collaboration as a range of possible commitments rather than a single destination. The spectrum runs from Compete and Co-Exist, where organizations have little or no systematic connection, through Communicate and Cooperate, informal and often project-specific exchanges, to Coordinate, where organizations begin to intentionally align their work for shared outcomes. At the far end sit Collaborate and Integrate, where partners share governance, resources, and in the most integrated cases, programs and funding.

	The Collaboration Spectrum
	Adapted from Liz Weaver / Tamarack Institute, “The Collaboration Spectrum Revisited” (2021)
	Compete
	Co-Exist
	Communicate
	Cooperate
	Coordinate
	Collaborate
	Integrate
	Lower commitment
	Less trust required
	Higher commitment
	Greater trust required
	Source: Weaver, L. (2021). The Collaboration Spectrum Revisited. Tamarack Institute.

	No sector moves from one end of this spectrum to the other overnight, and not every relationship in Adams County needs to reach full integration to be impactful. What the spectrum offers is a way to intentionally sequence what follows: starting with lower-commitment, lower-risk actions that incrementally build trust and success, then advancing toward more structurally integrated models as that foundation strengthens. The considerations below are organized in that order.

	Consideration #1
	Funders Building Trust Through Their Own Practice
	The clearest and lowest-risk starting point is the changes funders can make. Why does this matter? Trust builds fastest when those with more power move first.
	This project is already a proof point of this idea. QAFC members chose to fund this feasibility study, participate in working session and co-design a process built to give nonprofits real space for honest feedback. That is collaboration in practice, and brings credibility to everything on this list.
	This process has also provided space for deeper conversations among QAFC members, and as the report reaches their boards, board members will hear directly from nonprofits in their own words. These are early benefits of the report that starts before any of the actions below are formally adopted.
	Building on that starting point, funders could consider:
	Hosting information sessions on how decisions are made, how grant amounts are set, and who funders answer to.
	Convening QAFC members’ boards jointly to walk through the report’s findings and build shared understanding of what the sector is asking for.
	Funding dedicated staff time or backfill costs so executive directors can participate in collaborative conversations and projects.
	Check in on organizations in the red and pink zones of the liquidity heat map, the sector's most financially fragile, so outreach and support are directed where needed most.
	Making multi-year grants that support organizational capacity, not just individual programs, so nonprofits can plan beyond a single budget cycle.
	Creating a shared grant portal so nonprofits aren't re-entering the same information across applications.
	Streamlining reporting into a single report that satisfies all funders.
	Agreeing among themselves on shared funding priorities, so nonprofits face one coordinated landscape rather than separate asks.
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	Page 9

	Consideration #2
	A Shared Hub for Nonprofit Capacity
	Collaborative Infrastructure Feasibility Report
	Page 10

	Consideration #3
	Longer-Term Project with a One Door for the Community
	Both nonprofit leaders and funders independently raised the difficulty families face navigating a fragmented service landscape; a "one-stop shop" would let residents find and access services without needing to know which of dozens of organizations to call. This depends on the trust built through the earlier steps and is likely a multi-year undertaking rather than a near-term goal. It could be modeled after a Continuum of Care structure, with a separate oversight board to safeguard shared data, coordinate the intake system, and confirm resident needs are actually being met. Such a solution represents the deepest and most highly-integrated end of the Collaborative Spectrum.

	Building the Capacity to Collaborate
	Staff capacity was a top-ranked organizational challenge and the single weakest readiness dimension across every budget tier in the survey data.
	No amount of funder trust or shared infrastructure will translate into sustained collaboration if the people expected to do it do not have the time to collaborate. Addressing this directly could take several forms:
	A funded collaboration coordinator, housed within the shared hub, who absorbs the scheduling and logistics of collaborative work so participating staff are not adding it to an already full plate;
	Readiness grants distinct from program funding, sized to let an organization backfill a role or bring on part-time help before taking on a new collaborative commitment; or
	A fractional-staffing model, already proposed for financial leadership through a shared CFO, extended to other functions like grant writing or communications where no single small organization can justify a full-time hire.
	Having capacity to collaborate is itself one of the most direct investments funders and the sector can make.

	Additional Considerations
	While the three considerations above reflect the most consistent themes in the data, there are additional ideas that emerged from the analysis that are worthy of noting.
	1. Rural Service Access Through Existing Infrastructure
	Several stakeholder interviews pointed to physical infrastructure already in rural Adams County but unused for nonprofit service delivery: public libraries, schools (on weekends), American Legion and VFW posts, and churches. Activating these as access points would require agreements and light coordination, not new construction.
	Identify two or three willing rural sites (a library, a school, a post) for a pilot service day.
	Pair with organizations already doing mobile or outreach-based delivery.
	Treat this as a near-term Communicate/Cooperate step: lower-cost and faster to implement than the shared hub, and a direct answer to the rural service desert theme raised throughout the interviews.
	3. A Shared Approach to Volunteer Recruitment
	Volunteer decline surfaced repeatedly as a capacity issue distinct from paid staffing; one organization lost half its volunteer base during COVID and never recovered. A cross-organization strategy, shared recruitment campaigns, a common matching platform, or joint outreach to younger adults, would address a need no single organization has the marketing reach to solve alone.
	Start with a shared recruitment campaign timed to a single season or event, rather than building a permanent platform.
	Use it to test appetite for deeper coordination; volunteer-sharing is a low-risk way to build the muscle for higher-commitment collaboration later.
	As the shared hub matures, it could take on volunteer-matching itself, giving the sector's volunteer strategy a permanent home rather than requiring separate infrastructure.
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	4. Formalizing Collaborative Grant-Seeking
	Interviewees described organizations informally combining strengths to meet state grant requirements neither could satisfy alone, collaboration already happening opportunistically.
	Naming this as a practice worth building on deliberately would turn it into something repeatable, but the sequence matters: the goal isn't to chase available funding and assemble partners after the fact, it's to identify the projects this sector wants to pursue, then find or structure funding to support them.
	QAFC is a natural convener for this work. Members are already collaborating on shared projects, this feasibility study among them, and are positioned to help organizations identify shared priorities first, then find or structure funding that fits, rather than starting from what dollars happen to be available.
	This pairs well with the funder practices in Consideration 1, since it depends on funders being willing to fund the projects the sector defines, not just one that happens to fit an existing grant's requirements.
	5. Space to Build Trust: Informal Connection and Peer Learning
	Trust surfaced as the precondition for collaboration in both working sessions, though the two groups named different ways to build it. Nonprofit leaders were explicit that trust comes from unstructured time outside formal meetings, "one pitcher of margaritas at a time," as one participant put it. Funders didn’t name it however, when it came up, they were reportedly surprised by how much weight nonprofit leaders placed on it. Structured programming alone won't build trust; it requires deliberately protected, unscheduled time together.
	This isn't only a nonprofit-to-nonprofit need. Funders and nonprofits currently know each other mainly through formal channels, and both groups' vision statements point toward something more relational, directly echoing the funders' own theme of "regular, recurring space and time for cross-sector networking and connection."
	Peer mentoring is a related but more structured. Newer executive directors described isolation and imposter syndrome in interviews, with no peer network to turn to; experienced leaders have knowledge with no formal channel to reach them.
	Create recurring, low-agenda gathering time for nonprofit leaders, not tied to a project or deliverable.
	Create a parallel cross-sector gathering, funders and nonprofit leaders together, informal and unstructured.
	Pair new executive directors with experienced peers in a structured mentoring relationship.
	A consultant could facilitate, giving it enough structure to be sustained and repeatable without becoming the kind of formal, agenda-driven meeting participants said gets in the way.
	6. Smaller-Group Conversations by Budget Size or Mission Sector
	The two working sessions convened broad, mixed groups by role, nonprofit leaders in one, funders in the other, rather than by size or mission. A logical next step is smaller, more targeted conversations where organizations with similar constraints can talk specifically about what collaboration could look like for organizations like them.
	Group by budget tier first. The Collaboration Readiness Survey found real differences in readiness by scale: the $250K to $2.99M tier engaged most consistently, while the smallest and largest organizations face distinct barriers. This lets each tier name what collaboration requires given its own capacity, rather than deferring to the loudest voices in a mixed room.
	Group by mission sector as a second lens, particularly Health & Human Services, the largest and most contribution-dependent mission group in the 990 Review cohort, where the case for shared services is likely strongest.
	Funders can convene and lightly facilitate directly, a smaller, more specific version of the working sessions already piloted here, not a new initiative.
	7. Internal Capacity Audit
	Staff capacity and bandwidth was the most frequently cited internal barrier to collaboration among survey respondents. Collaboration requires organizations to invest time they often do not have. Consider implementing a simple efficiency audit. Determine if it makes sense to leverage technology tools such as AI for routine work.
	Examine where time goes. A simple internal efficiency audit can help staff identify tasks to keep, expand, reduce, or stop, and whether reduced tasks could be dropped, handed off, or simplified. A one-page self-audit worksheet is a good starting point.
	Explore technology, including AI. Routine administrative work such as reporting, scheduling, drafting, and data entry may be candidates for automation or AI-assisted tools, freeing staff time for mission work.
	Consider capacity options beyond hiring. Before adding staff, organizations may benefit from asking whether capacity could come from simplifying processes, not doing certain tasks, or implementing a technology solution. Hiring may still be the right answer. The question is whether it is the only one.
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	Access support to do this work. Organizations may need facilitation, templates, or technical assistance to conduct an internal review. Funders could consider supporting this as a capacity-building investment.
	8. Build a Nonprofit Ecosystem Map and Road Map
	Develop a visual map of the mission areas and scale of nonprofits along with how the funding flows. Together, these layers would show where resources and effort are concentrated, where gaps exist, and where organizations are working near each other in ways that could support collaboration. The map is of the current state.
	The next step is translating the One Quincy vision into a concrete picture of the future: what the ecosystem would look like, how organizations and funders would work together differently, and what would change for residents.
	With both pictures in place, the sector could develop a roadmap with milestones and shared responsibilities for moving from one to the other.

	Immediate Next Steps
	QAFC's own upcoming strategic planning process is a natural vehicle for carrying this work forward, giving the group a structured place to decide how it wants to act on these considerations.
	Several of the considerations above are ready to move on now, without waiting for full group alignment.
	Framed along the collaboration spectrum, these sit at the Communicate and Cooperate sections:
	Hold information sessions so nonprofits and other stakeholders understand how funders make decisions and what constraints they operate under.
	Convene QAFC members' boards to walk through the report's findings and build shared understanding of what the sector is asking for.
	Build a shared community grant calendar so nonprofits can plan applications across multiple funders' cycles rather than tracking each on their own.
	Identify hub or shared-service models already operating in or near Adams County that QAFC and nonprofit leaders could visit or study, rather than designing a model from scratch.

	The considerations that move toward Coordinate and beyond, such as shared infrastructure and aligned funding priorities, carry more investment and depend on more than internal alignment within each funder. They also depend on genuine interest from nonprofits and a funder commitment to invest in nonprofit capacity, so staff have the time to participate in these collaborations.


	Project Research: Stakeholder Interviews
	This section synthesizes findings from 21 confidential stakeholder interviews conducted between June and July 2026 as part of the Quincy Area Funders Collaborative feasibility study. Findings are organized around five themes:
	1.
	Sector Health and Capacity examines the current state of the nonprofit sector, its leadership, and the constraints it faces.

	2.
	Unmet Community Needs identifies who is being underserved and why certain populations remain invisible to existing services.

	3.
	Collaboration Opportunities and Barriers explores what partnership looks like today, where it succeeds, and what prevents it from going further.

	4.
	Conditions for Success captures what stakeholders said it would take for sustained, effective collaboration.

	5.
	Recommended Priorities distills the most consistent action areas identified across all interviews.
	All participants were assured of confidentiality. This report does not attribute specific statements to individuals. Findings are presented as synthesized themes and insights drawn across all interviews. The complete interview guide is found in Appendix 1.
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	Sector Health & Capacity
	Sector Health is Mixed
	Leadership Quality is the Sector's Greatest Strength
	Capacity is the Limiting Factor
	Volunteer Workforce in Decline
	Funding Sustainability Remains Fragile
	Board Governance Quality Varies
	Collaborative Infrastructure Feasibility Report

	Unmet Community Needs
	While a small number of interviewees reported that they could not identify “invisible” or “underserved populations,” most were able to quickly and clearly identify unmet needs.
	The ALICE Population: The Largest Underserved Group: The ALICE (Asset-Limited, Income-Constrained, Employed) population emerged as the single most significant underserved group. Multiple stakeholders across all categories (funders, nonprofit leaders, civic leaders) identified ALICE as underserved by the current nonprofit system. Multiple leaders expressed surprise at how many of the people they serve are employed. Services are not designed for this population, and ALICE families do not seek help because of stigma and policy penalties. Many of those interviewed were engaged with the United Way of Adams County, which has recently identified the ALICE population as a target service population.
	Rural residents: Geographically isolated, culturally resistant to outside help, with limited nonprofit access. Mobile services (food pantries, libraries, museum programs) are promising but not yet at scale. Note: the majority of interviewees do not live in rural communities. Only one cited living outside Quincy, in rural Adams County. While some leaders had experience providing service delivery in the rural counties, additional input from rural residents and leaders would provide a deeper understanding of the communities.
	People experiencing homelessness and comorbid mental illness and drug use: Homelessness is critical and growing, with a strong comorbidity with mental illness and drug use. While everyone is aware of the growing populations, several interviewees described a need for a more coordinated, systematic approach to an issue not just impacting those unhoused, but the quality of life and safety of the community.
	Children and youth in unstable environments: The most vulnerable to poverty, housing instability, and family trauma. Mental health services for children and families are a persistent gap.
	Several other groups were cited by only one or two interviewees. While they did not rise to a “theme” in the interviews, given that the questions are in part designed to unearth those who may be marginalized we are noting them below:
	LGBTQ+ community: An interviewee reported a lack of safety and consistent exposure to hate speech in the community, and cited people leaving the community as a result.
	Men: One interviewee questioned whether services designed specifically for men might be offered under the umbrella of current organizations to increase engagement; currently not addressed in community offerings.
	Veterans: mentioned in connection to housing services.
	People with substance use disorders: Substance abuse came up throughout interviews in response to other questions, most often in connection to housing; however, those with substance abuse disorders were only named twice as an underserved population.
	Immigrant, undocumented, and limited-English populations: interviewees named inherent challenges related to language barriers, along with an obligation to follow the law while still providing a compassionate response.
	People with disabilities: not enough service capacity for existing needs
	Critical service gaps included:
	Housing: The most urgent structural gap. Housing stock is aged and shrinking. Developer interest in low-income housing is minimal because there is no revenue model to sustain it. Tiny home efforts for veterans exist but serve fewer than 20 people. The loss of a single large facility (The Welcome Inn) created a displacement crisis the sector has not recovered from. Community resistance (NIMBY or not in my back yard) to affordable housing development is significant.
	Food security: A never-ending, growing need that consistently outpaces available funder resources. Food intersects with virtually every other service area and is a natural sector connector
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	Childcare: Emergency and temporary childcare is unavailable or inaccessible. A childcare task force is underway but the need far exceeds capacity
	Service navigation: No central referral or coordination system. No 311 or similar service. After-hours calls go to recordings. Nonprofits and the public don't know where to refer. Navigation barriers are as significant as direct service gaps.
	The following are reasons cited as to why underserved populations remain.
	Stigma and shame: Working families are particularly reluctant to seek services because of stereotypes about who deserves help. Some nonprofit leaders grew up on food stamps themselves but would never discuss it publicly. The shame is deep and multigenerational.
	Policy exclusions: ALICE families are penalized for being responsible. Having savings or earning slightly above income thresholds disqualifies them from services. Multiple stakeholders observed that the system creates more incentives to stay in poverty than to climb out of it.
	Geographic isolation/transportation: Quincy functions as a micropolitan hub concentrating nearly all social services. Rural Adams County is a 'service desert' and 'arts and culture desert' with almost no local nonprofit presence.


	Collaboration Opportunities & Barriers
	Since the Quincy Area Funders Collaborative is fundamentally about finding new ways for the sector to work together, this section draws together everything stakeholders shared about partnership: what has worked, what has failed, and what gets in the way.
	Where Partnership is Working Today
	United Way as Convener and Connector: United Way of Adams County was identified by multiple stakeholders as the strongest convening force in the sector. It is described as invested, responsive, warm, and committed to inspiring organizations to work together. Their community needs assessment provides critical shared data. When emergencies arise, United Way is often first to mobilize.
	Food Security as Natural Hub: Food organizations collaborate organically because food intersects with nearly every population in need. Food is less stigmatized than other assistance, making it an easier entry point. Food security leaders describe their organizations as natural intersection points across the entire service landscape.
	Crisis Response: When an immediate crisis occurs such as a shelter closure displacing resident organizations collaborate quickly and effectively. Emergency response cuts through silos. In one example, a crisis team conducted wellness checks for everyone being rehoused within 72 hours. However, this collaboration often dissolves once the crisis passes. Another crisis example offered was when Blessing Hospital took over a senior program that would have otherwise closed down.
	Relationship-Built Trust: The strongest partnerships are built through showing up, taking difficult feedback, and maintaining open communication. One stakeholder described initial meetings with city officials as adversarial, but persistence transformed the relationship into a model of two-way communication. The lesson: effective partnership requires the willingness to receive critical feedback and maintain open lines of communication even when the conversations are difficult.
	Collaborative Grant Seeking: One stakeholder described finding a state grant program that had never been tapped locally, reflecting a broader tendency to rely on familiar funding sources rather than exploring new ones. Organizations that combine strengths to meet complex application requirements that neither could satisfy alone are starting to emerge as a model.
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	What Prevents Partnership
	Political and Cultural Climate: Political tensions create divisiveness where unity is needed to move forward. Examples included community resistance to affordable housing and social services and donors whose philanthropy was tied to politics. Also cited was the challenge for nonprofit leaders working to advance missions and raise funds without isolating donors with political differences.
	Unclear Roles and Communication Gaps: Multiple organizations serve similar populations without clear differentiation. Partners don't know how to complement each other. Organizations newer to the community or serving multiple counties are consistently behind on local knowledge. United Way was cited as a helpful convener in helping clarify initiatives, gaps in services to be filled, etc. and this was an important component of organizing collaboration for agency leaders. Leaders were looking for structures into which they could insert themselves rather than organic partnership building which requires a lot of relationship building, time and capacity.


	Conditions for Success
	Stakeholders articulated a remarkably consistent vision of what effective, sustained collaboration would require. These conditions directly address both the underserved populations identified earlier and the partnership barriers described above.
	Shared Back-End Services
	The most frequently cited aspiration across all interviews. A nonprofit hub offering shared finance support, legal help desk or office hours, HR consulting, technology infrastructure, and professional development. Finance and legal emerged as the two most urgent needs. This doesn't require a large capital investment as existing space could be repurposed.

	Funder Strategy
	Annual grants create planning instability. Multi-year commitments (3-5 years) enable sustainability planning. Helping organizations think beyond the immediate by starting with a rainy-day fund, progressing toward planned giving and diversified revenue would reduce the scarcity-driven behavior that undermines collaboration. Preparing for the generational wealth transfer underway is essential: if philanthropic capital leaves the community, the sector's foundation shifts. Common grant applications, unified reporting, coordinated timelines were also suggested.

	'One Door' Service Navigation
	A centralized entry point for individuals and families. Several interviewees talked about the need to visit multiple locations for services. With transportation, work, kids and other competing factors, this isn’t feasible for a lot of families. Hubs, coordinated services, entry points were all buzz words for interviewees.

	Peer Learning and Relationship Building
	More opportunities for leaders to talk to each other. Peer cohorts, informal convenings, and sector-specific networking create organic collaboration and reduce isolation. Leaders with access to peer networks report dramatically less isolation and better decision-making.

	Creative Funding and Reduced Government Dependence
	Multiple stakeholders emphasized the need to pursue unconventional funding sources. Untapped state and federal grant programs exist but require research capacity most nonprofits lack. Corporate engagement remains underdeveloped.

	Leadership Pipeline, Succession, and Volunteer Strategy
	Current leadership is strong but aging. New leaders need mentorship, peer networks, and development. The volunteer workforce requires rebuilt engagement strategies that meet younger adults where they are. Both pipelines are essential to sustaining any collaborative infrastructure.
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	Recommended Priorities
	ALICE: Commission research on working poor populations. Develop targeted initiatives: job training and wage advancement, childcare access, emergency support designed to be less stigmatized, rural transportation, and mobile service delivery. Redesign service eligibility to reach people falling through policy cracks.
	Housing, Food Security & Basic Needs: Housing is the most urgent structural gap. Food security is a never-ending need that intersects with every other service area. A five-year concentrated focus was recommended by multiple stakeholders.
	Children & Youth Development: Priority areas: early intervention, birth-to-5 services, after-school programs, social-emotional development, mentorship, arts/culture access. Mental health services for children and families remain a persistent gap.
	Nonprofit Capacity & Shared Services: Shared back-end services (finance, legal, HR, technology) would unlock significantly more service delivery. Start with office hours and a help desk model. Invest in peer learning, leadership development, and sustainability planning.
	Service Navigation & Coordination: Create 'one door' entry systems. Centralize knowledge of what services exist. Reduce navigation burden on clients and providers. Invest in communication so organizations are not operating with incomplete information.
	Twenty-one stakeholder interviews reveal a community with exceptional nonprofit leadership, significant unmet needs, and untapped collaboration potential. The sector is healthy in commitment and values but strained by capacity, funding fragility, volunteer decline, and coordination barriers.
	Two findings run through this report. First, the ALICE population is the single largest underserved group held back by stigma, policy design, and for those in the rural communities, geographic isolation. Second, partnership is desired across the sector but requires intentional, facilitated design: shared services, low-friction models, relationship investment, and funder alignment.
	A successful Quincy Area Collaborative would:
	Make invisible populations visible and build on services that reach them
	Invest in shared back-end services that free leaders for mission work
	Coordinate funder strategy
	Build 'one door' navigation and coordination systems
	Focus intently on housing, food security, and children
	Create low-friction participation that reduces nonprofit burden
	Sustain leadership and volunteer pipelines through awareness and training
	The opportunity before Quincy is to enable what already exists to work more effectively together with greater clarity about roles, coordinated resources, reduced friction, and a shared commitment to reaching the people who need help most.



	Project Research: Working Sessions
	Two facilitated working sessions were held in late June 2026 using the findings from the 2024 United Way Community Need Assessment, 990 review, and the Collaboration Readiness Survey as a foundation for a conversation with nonprofit leaders and funders.
	June 24 Session for Nonprofit Leaders: A four-hour session brought together nonprofit leaders from organizations with annual budgets between $250,000 and $2.99 million. Of the 28 nonprofit leaders invited, 26 attended. Individual attendance was not tracked by name during the session, a deliberate choice to protect confidentiality in reporting.
	June 25 Session for the Quincy Area Funders Collaborative: A three-hour session was attended by all seven QAFC members.
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	Nonprofit Working Session Summary
	Force Field Analysis
	Individually, participants named forces working toward and against deeper collaboration.
	Forces working toward collaboration:
	A shift toward strategic funding aligned with community needs, rather than smaller awards spread across more organizations
	Precedent for issue-specific collective action, participants cited the Tracy Family Foundation's work in Mt. Sterling as a model
	Alternative approaches to fundraising asks that reduce the burden of annual large-dollar requests
	Forces working against collaboration:
	Distrust between larger and smaller organizations and a broader scarcity mindset across the sector
	Structural complexity introduced by pass-through funding arrangements
	Limited time, space, and opportunity for nonprofit leaders to convene with one another
	A perception that newer or younger organizations are competing with, rather than complementing, established ones
	Declining employer expectations that executives serve on nonprofit boards
	Liability and insurance constraints
	Strategic plans at the individual organization level that do not account for collaboration, and a lack of capacity (time, staff, financial margin) to pursue it
	Grant amounts that have not kept pace with cost of living
	Pressure to chase new grant-funded programs that are difficult to sustain long-term
	Difficulty reaching the right funding decision-makers
	Funder overload and a generational gap in major giving, with current philanthropists not yet being replaced


	SWOT-Style World Café Themes
	Four small groups rotated through four stations, each addressing a different lens on the sector.
	Table 1: Funding and External Environment: What is shifting in the landscape outside organizations' control? This table looked outward at the forces shaping the sector that no single organization controls but every organization feels.
	Groups identified themes centered on:
	Rising technology costs
	Employee retention and talent loss to other cities
	Aging funder base with limited youth engagement in philanthropy
	Flat funding against rising costs of doing business
	Declining volunteerism.
	Participants proposed a shared pool of professional expertise (HR, legal, technology, social media, grant writing) accessible across organizations as a potential solution.
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	Table 4: What We're Not Saying: The honest conversation the sector needs to have. This table created space for the things that don't fit in formal settings the dynamics, tensions, and observations that shape how the sector actually works but rarely surface out loud.
	This table surfaced more candid, less structured input. Groups identified themes included:
	Funding restrictions that limit flexibility
	The time and reporting burden associated with small grants
	A lack of funding for staff and overhead, operations, and transformational change (as opposed to programmatic)
	Duplication of services across organizations
	Competition for staff.
	One participant posed a provocative question that resonated with the group, “What would Adams County look like without its nonprofit sector?”
	This is an interesting question not only because of the services nonprofits provide that governmental agencies cannot, but also because of nonprofits’ economic impact on the community both through their own purchasing power and through the spending of those the nonprofits employ.

	Crafting Challenge Statements
	Four small groups drafted challenge statements. Rather than converging on a single shared statement, the groups' outputs point to a few recurring threads:
	Funding and sustainability, including calls for predictable, sustainable funding and central leadership or coordination
	Organizational capacity, including board training, board engagement, and stakeholder buy-in
	A shift from program-level thinking to sector-level thinking, with one group naming the tension between services remaining tied to individual programs versus addressing overall community needs
	Shared ownership, with one group framing the challenge as ensuring every community member and organization sees a role for themselves in solving sector-wide problems

	Crafting Vision Statements
	Following a guided imagery exercise, the large group surfaced a set of shared vision themes:
	A community that comes together and makes sacrifices for the collective good, including for issues that don't directly affect one's own organization or sector
	A willingness to name the sector's core problem honestly, even where it requires setting aside individual organizational interests, described by working session participants as becoming "One Quincy"
	A recognition that difficult internal decisions may be necessary to achieve greater external impact
	Funders shifting from a funding role to a "change agent" role, actively contributing to collaborative efforts rather than only resourcing them
	A shared or central grant repository
	A sector-wide focus on one challenge that all organizations can contribute to and benefit from
	A rejection of siloed, segregated work in favor of interconnectedness, which participants acknowledged requires vulnerability and honesty
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	Trust is a precondition for collaboration. Nonprofit participants pointed to a specific mechanism for building it: informal, unstructured time together outside of formal meetings and structured programming. One participant captured this directly, describing the pace and nature of relationship-building as "one pitcher of margaritas at a time."


	Funders Working Session: Summary of Findings
	SWOT-Style World Café Themes
	Funders rotated through the same four stations used in the nonprofit session.
	Table 1: Funding and External Environment: What is shifting in the landscape outside organizations' control? This table looked outward at the forces shaping the sector that no single organization controls but every organization feels.
	Participants raised concerns about generational wealth transfer, heirs who may not share their predecessors' philanthropic priorities, and donor fatigue.
	They also flagged cybersecurity as an emerging risk, noting that bad actors have so far focused on large corporations rather than nonprofits, and raised the rising cost of doing business.
	Table 2: Organizational Capacity and Relationships: What does it actually take to collaborate, and what gets in the way? This table went beneath the surface of readiness into what collaboration actually requires in practice and what the real obstacles are when organizations try to work together.
	Participants described collaboration as requiring vision, bravery, and buy-in from leaders and donors, along with stronger staff and boards on the nonprofit side.
	Several responses emphasized a posture of selflessness, willingness, and the need for a clear "owner" and "cheerleader" for any collaborative effort, as well as formal structures like MOUs.
	Funders also noted their own accountability constraints, framing trust-based philanthropy as something they want to practice while still needing to demonstrate impact and compliance to their own stakeholders.
	The group's identified themes were a question about what collaboration actually means in practice (distinguishing cooperation from deeper collaboration) and a call to streamline reporting requirements and develop shared effectiveness measures across funders.

	Table 3: Community Needs and Gaps: What does the community actually need, and where is the sector falling short? This table asked why gaps in service persist, who is being left out, and what it would take to close them.
	Participants pointed to the need for a general information hub for nonprofits, more staff time and capacity, a clearer shared understanding of community needs, and a shift toward funding community-level solutions rather than individual programs and services.
	"Begin with the end in mind," suggests an emphasis on outcome-first planning.
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	Table 4: What We're Not Saying: The honest conversation the sector needs to have. This table created space for the things that don't fit in formal settings the dynamics, tensions, and observations that shape how the sector actually works but rarely surface out loud.
	This table surfaced the most candid input. Participants raised concerns about new or "pop-up" organizations formed without a genuine mission focus, questions about integrity and oversight of fund use, and the number of agencies operating with a stated purpose but no real mission behind it.
	They also named the vulnerability required to let go of the belief that no other organization can do the work as well as one's own.
	The group's identified themes were largely structural and self-directed questions: what would collaboration cost, how would it be structured, what would funders themselves need to give up, and a concern about loss of identity and control if the sector collaborates more deeply. Funder board involvement and common reporting were also named.

	Crafting Challenge Statements
	Rather than four separate group statements, the funders produced a more continuous set of reflections that converge on a few themes:
	A shared vision of prosperity for the community, built by aligning resources across sectors rather than within any one organization

	Crafting Vision Statements
	Regular, recurring space and time for cross-sector networking and connection
	Improved, more neighborly communication focused on common ground and building solutions
	Incremental alignment, tackling one shared issue at a time rather than attempting to solve everything at once
	Community well-being as the single highest shared priority, with trust identified as the mechanism to get there
	A recognition that the philanthropic sector cannot solve this alone and needs commitment from across Quincy
	Honesty in owning the sector's own challenges
	A shared, singular commitment greater than any one organization's individual needs
	An executive-forum style structure for collaboration and resource sharing, focused at the leadership level to build trust



	Points of Alignment: Nonprofit and Funder Sessions
	The following points of convergence are drawn independently from each session's raw output, not from any joint discussion, since the two groups never met together.
	Challenge Statement Alignment
	Nonprofits named "sustainable funding" and "limited pool of funders" as core to their challenge statement. Funders independently named a shift from "funding individual programs" to "funding shared community solutions. Both framed it as needing money structured differently.
	Both groups treat capacity as the thing that has to exist before collaboration can, rather than something collaboration will produce.
	Both name the same underlying condition, that sector-wide problems require organizations to contribute without needing to own the outcome, from two different vantage points (the nonprofit doing the work, the funder deciding who to trust with it).
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	Vision Statement Alignment
	Nonprofits identified "commit to trust" as a specific condition that needs to exist. The funders directly stated that community well-being is the single and highest priority. The key to this is building trust. This is one concept that surfaced directly in both rooms.
	Nonprofits closed their vision themes with "embrace interconnectedness and reject segregation. Requires vulnerability and honesty." Funders closed theirs with "honesty in owning our challenges," and separately named the "vulnerability and willingness to let go of perceptions about other organizations."
	Nonprofits described committing "to the common problem even if it doesn't affect you" and as sacrifice for the collective good. Funders described it as a "shared goal greater than any single organization's needs" and as needing "commitment from all aspects of Quincy," not just the philanthropic sector. Different language, same underlying idea: the vision requires organizations to act on behalf of something larger than their own mission or self-interest.
	Funders proposed a general information hub and a space to collaborate and create. Nonprofits raised the idea of resource pooling, naming “central or coordinated funding” and a “central grant repository.” The two groups converged on the need for some coordinating infrastructure beyond individual organizations, but it is unclear whether that structure should be an external third party or something the sector itself owns and leads.


	Project Research: Nonprofit Collaboration Survey
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	The survey consisted of 29 questions organized into six sections: respondents' perception of current organizational challenges; broader community coordination and collaboration; prior experience with sustained collaboration; familiarity with sustained collaboration as a strategy; readiness for sustained collaboration; and demographics.
	The instrument used a combination of closed-ended, Likert scale, and open-ended questions.
	Demographic questions were placed at the end of the survey and captured information including mission area, budget size, staff size, years in operation, and respondent role.
	The survey took an average of 18 minutes to complete. The median completion time was approximately 15 minutes, reflecting that most respondents completed the survey efficiently while a small number took longer.
	See Appendix 3 for results of closed survey questions.


	Survey Results
	Organizational Challenges
	Survey respondents were asked to rank a list of organizational challenges limiting their ability to serve more people or serve them better, setting aside financial sustainability, which is addressed separately in the survey. The chart below reflects each respondent's top-ranked challenge. Staff capacity and burnout was the dominant concern, named first by 19 of 49 respondents, nearly double the second-ranked challenge. The number shown is the average ranking, with lower numbers indicating the challenge was more often ranked as the top issue.The responses point to a sector that is stretched thin, with human capital pressures far outpacing concerns about facilities, communications, or governance.
	Average rank
	Question two asked respondents to describe what strategies their organizations have tried in response to its top-ranked challenge, and what has and has not worked. Forty-four of 49 respondents provided a typed answer to this open-ended question. Five broad themes emerged from those responses.
	Theme 1 Compensation and Benefits: Raising wages and benefits was the most common strategy, with mixed results. Many organizations still can't match for-profit or larger nonprofit competitors, especially for credentialed roles, and funding sources that require specific credentials often don't reimburse at the salary level those credentials command. Several respondents cited the nonprofit funding model itself as the root cause, pushing organizations toward part-time hiring when full-time roles are needed and accelerating burnout.
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	Theme 3 Board Governance: Investments in board training, role descriptions, and governance consultants have produced limited lasting results; engagement tends not to sustain once structured support ends. One respondent described a board that repeatedly expressed support without following through; another described multiple executive director transitions in five years alongside persistent board/staff authority confusion. Training alone hasn't produced the behavioral change needed.
	Theme 4 Communications and Visibility: Shaped in part by the decline of print and broadcast coverage. One arts organization shifted to a multi-channel presence, social media, print, direct mail, radio PSAs, consuming nearly half a staff position; direct mail worked but was too expensive to cover every neighborhood.
	A second arts organization cited declining print media in audience turnout remaining below pre-COVID levels despite using every channel available. A third singled out social media as most effective because it's free and its impact is quickly assessable. These are a handful of open-text mentions, not a dedicated communications question, so read this as a signal worth watching rather than a sector-wide finding.
	Theme 5 Facilities and Infrastructure: Responses in this category were brief and largely described work underway: capital campaigns, grants, renovations, and recent acquisitions. These organizations have identified the problem and are pursuing solutions, but outcomes are not yet known.

	Areas Where Collaborations is Needed Most
	Number of respondents
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	Cross-Tabulations
	By Budget Size
	Budget Size and Collaboration Experience
	Budget Size and Leadership Learning
	Budget Size and Board Discussion
	Budget Size and Staff Discussion
	Budget Size and Internal Barrier
	Budget Size and Financial Sustainability Orientation
	Budget Size and Organizational Readiness (Likert Items)
	Four Likert scale items in the survey speak most directly to an organization's practical readiness to pursue sustained collaboration: confidence in potential partners, board resource readiness, staff capacity, and the ability to collaborate internally across departments.

	Thematic Analysis of Final Open-Ended Question
	Theme 1- Genuine Interest in Collaboration, With Real Cautions About What Makes It Work: Multiple respondents expressed authentic enthusiasm for collaboration while being clear-eyed about the conditions it requires. One leader explicitly framed their vision of what good collaboration looks like: defined goals, shared accountability, and a clear path to implementation. Another noted that their community has benefited from partnerships through the United Way CBC committees volunteering that as a specific example of what has worked. At the same time, respondents were candid about friction. One respondent in the arts sector offered a particularly detailed account: goodwill and strong relationships exist, but the sector's annual production cycle makes it genuinely hard to find windows when organizational calendars align. The structural reality of "starting over each season" creates a legitimate obstacle to sustained engagement that is distinct from unwillingness. This kind of nuance, collaboration is hard for specific operational reasons, not just cultural ones, is important.
	Theme 2 - The Scarcity Mindset as a Named Problem: One respondent named the community's trust deficit directly and pointedly: "There appears to be a long history of distrust/suspicion in the community, in general. And it is also felt amongst organizations and between organizations and community members." They identified the "scarcity mindset," the belief that resources gained by one organization must come at the expense of another, as a root cause and explicitly expressed a desire to move past it. This is a significant qualitative finding. The Likert data showed that partner trust was one of the largest differentiators between organizations with and without collaboration experience, and this open-ended response provides a named explanation for why: it is not simply organizational hesitancy, but a broader relational ecosystem in which competition has historically been more visible than cooperation.
	Theme 3 - Shared Infrastructure and Facilities as an Underexplored Collaboration Entry Point: Three respondents independently raised the potential of shared physical or administrative infrastructure as a concrete collaboration pathway. One described a downtown building that could house multiple nonprofits under one roof, enabling shared services while preserving distinct missions. Another in the arts sector pointed to back-office sharing (accounting was the specific example cited) as a natural fit practical, low-risk, and cost-reducing. A third referenced existing relationships built around shared facilities with educational institutions. These responses are notable because they describe collaborations that can begin without requiring mission alignment or governance restructuring. Shared space and shared services are lower-stakes entry points that could build trust and relational infrastructure over time.
	Theme 4 - External Regulation and Funding as Structural Constraints:Several respondents identified barriers rooted in external regulation and funding requirements rather than organizational will. One raised a specific and often-overlooked issue: organizations that receive government funding may be required to maintain separate structures that make formal collaboration, particularly merged or integrated models, either complicated or impossible. Two additional responses, one from an early childhood organization and one from a family and child welfare organization operating under DCFS, pointed to licensing requirements, client confidentiality obligations, and jurisdictional boundaries as genuine legal and structural barriers. Taken together, these responses make an important point: for some organizations, the obstacles to sustained collaboration are not internal and cannot be resolved through readiness-building alone. They are externally imposed constraints.



	Background Analysis: IRS Form 990 Review
	What the 990 Can and Cannot Show
	A Small-Organization Sector, Built Almost Entirely on Contributions and Grants
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	<$100K
	$100K–$250K
	$250K–$1M
	$1M–$3M
	$3M–$5M
	$5M–$10M
	$10M+
	Unknown
	Total
	Health & Human Services
	Education
	Arts, Culture & Humanities
	Youth & Recreation
	Community & Economic Development
	Faith-Based
	Environment & Animal Welfare
	Other / Unclassified
	Total


	Health & Human Services Carries the Most Organizations, and the Most Risk
	The $3M Scale Threshold
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	Liquidity Against Published Benchmarks
	By scale
	1. Crisis <30 days
	2. Tight 30–89
	3. Floor met 90–179
	4. Target met 180–364
	5. Above target 365+
	<$100K
	$100K–$250K
	$250K–$1M
	$1M–$3M
	$3M–$5M
	$5M–$10M
	$10M+
	Total
	By mission
	1. Crisis <30 days
	2. Tight 30–89
	3. Floor met 90–179
	4. Target met 180–364
	5. Above target 365+
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	6-month feasibility study commissioned by the Quincy Area Funders Collaborative
	Conducted by Mission + Strategy
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	Responses confidential and will be used in aggregate and that no individual organization will be identified by name in the report.
	No right or wrong answers honest perspective is exactly what is needed
	Permission to record only for note taking purposes and qualitative analysis
	Setting the stage
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	Are there things happening at the city, county, state, or federal level that you think the nonprofit sector is not paying enough attention to?
	Where do you see genuine coordination happening in Adams County that is producing results? What is making it work?
	From your perspective, what does it take for organizations in this community to work together effectively? What conditions make that possible?
	If you could change one thing about how the nonprofit sector in Adams County is structured or how it works together, what would it be?
	What is the one thing the nonprofit sector could do differently that would most change outcomes for residents in Adams County?
	If funders and nonprofits and community institutions could agree on one shared priority for the next five years, what do you think it should be — and is that conversation happening?


	Collaborative Infrastructure Feasibility Report  I  Appendix 1
	Page 40


	Appendix 1: Interview Guide
	Closing Questions
	Interview Conclusion
	Assemble 990 review, survey, working sessions, interviews and review of 2024 United Way Community Needs Assessment into a report to share with the Quincy Area Funders Collaborative.
	In the fall we will also hold a town hall share the report with the broader nonprofit sector and those that participated in the project.
	Not telling this community what to do but reflect back to what we are hearing.
	Collaborative Infrastructure Feasibility Report  I  Appendix 1
	Page 41


	Appendix 2: Working Session Agendas
	Collaborative Infrastructure Feasibility Report  I  Appendix 2

	Appendix 2: Working Session Agendas
	Collaborative Infrastructure Feasibility Report  I  Appendix 2

	Appendix 2: Working Session Agendas
	Collaborative Infrastructure Feasibility Report  I  Appendix 2

	Appendix 2: Working Session Agendas
	Collaborative Infrastructure Feasibility Report  I  Appendix 2

	Appendix 2: Working Session Agendas
	Collaborative Infrastructure Feasibility Report  I  Appendix 2

	Appendix 2: Working Session Agendas
	Collaborative Infrastructure Feasibility Report  I  Appendix 2

	Organizational Challenges
	Q1: Greatest Challenge Limiting Organizational Capacity (Top-Ranked Response)

	Community Coordination and Collaboration
	Q3: Current Level of Coordination Among Nonprofits
	Q4: Sector Where Collaboration Is Most Urgently Needed
	Q5: Primary Driver Making Collaboration Most Urgent

	Prior Experience with Sustained Collaboration
	Q6: Has Your Organization Ever Participated in a Sustained Collaboration?
	Q7: How Long Has/Did the Collaboration Last?
	Q8: Overall Outcome of Most Significant Sustained Collaboration
	Q9: Primary Reason a Past Sustained Collaboration Concluded

	Familiarity with Sustained Collaboration as a Strategy
	Q10: How Much Has Leadership Learned About Sustained Collaboration?
	Q11: Has Sustained Collaboration Been Discussed with the Board?
	Q12: Has Sustained Collaboration Been Discussed with Staff?
	Q13: Greatest Internal Barrier to Sustained Collaboration

	Readiness for Sustained Collaboration
	L1: Sustained collaborations align with our organization's mission and values.
	L2: Our leadership trusts that potential partners would uphold shared commitments.
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	L6: We have an organizational culture where people can raise concerns or challenge ideas.
	L7: Our organization consistently holds itself accountable and follows through on decisions.
	L8: We collaborate effectively across board, staff, and departments to solve problems together.
	L9: Our organization has a genuine culture of self-reflection and views change as an opportunity.
	L10: Our organization has strong, trusting relationships with peer nonprofits in our community.
	L11: We are seen by others in the sector as a reliable, accountable, and collaborative partner.

	Long-Term Sustainability
	Q25: Long-Term Financial Sustainability Orientation

	Demographics
	Budget Size
	Staff Size
	Years in Operation
	Survey Respondent Role
	Years in Current Role
	Organization Location


