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Executive Summary 
 

This report reviews the accountability efforts of PRO Neighborhoods and 

identifies the shortcomings of the initial results for the accountability instrument. PRO 

Neighborhoods (People, Resources, and Organizations in Support of Neighborhoods) is a 

Tucson based nonprofit partnership that has four main funding sources.  PRO 

Neighborhoods aims to regularly report the results its program activities to its funders so 

they can insure funding and make improvements on the programs they offer.  An 

accountability instrument was developed for this assessment however, as discussed in the 

recommendations it needs to be able to relate to objectives set forth in their mission 

statement. 

The project activities for PRO Neighborhoods are assessed for the period of July 

1, 2002 through June 30, 2004.  An investigation of relevant literature was conducted to 

support the need for accountability in nonprofits.  Surveys were then sent out to the 

individuals and community groups who participated in PRO Neighborhoods programs.  

Three separate surveys were developed; one was sent to those that had received grant 

monies from PRO Neighborhoods, another was a phone survey for grantee groups to 

gather further information regarding project activities and finally another was sent to 

those that participated in one of the PRO Workshops that are offered as a free service to 

the community.  The information from these surveys is synthesized to determine how 

well PRO Neighborhoods is fulfilling its mission statement.  Recommendations are made 

toward advancing the success of PRO Neighborhoods that they may improve upon their 

programs to the public and reporting obligations to their funding groups. 

 
 



I.  Introduction 
 

Nonprofit organizations are assuming more responsibility to the public for 

delivery of services than ever before.  Services that were once assumed by government 

organizations have been transferred into the nonprofit sector.  This development is in part 

due to the cutting of funds to programs that were typically government entities.  It is also 

the result of governments’ inability to provide public services because of insufficient 

voter support (O’Neill 2002).  This responsibility requires nonprofit organizations to be 

held accountable.  If they are performing the duties that were once done by government 

organizations or may still be funded in part by government, they must be as responsible 

to the public and their financial backers as the government is.  

This report is focused on the project activities of PRO Neighborhoods for the 

period of July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2004. PRO Neighborhoods is a Tucson based 

nonprofit partnership that supports grassroots community groups through programs and 

small grants.  They are supported by the City of Tucson, Pima County, the United Way of 

Tucson and Southern Arizona, and the Community Foundation for Southern Arizona.   A 

qualitative research approach is used during the study to insure that the programs offered 

by PRO Neighborhoods meet the standards set forth in their mission statement.  The 

assessment is carried out through surveys that were sent to the constituency groups that 

have participated in PRO Neighborhoods programs or received grant monies from them.   

The need for an accountability assessment is detailed in the background section of 

this report.  It explains how the public expects that nonprofit organizations (NPOs) 

operate with a higher level of integrity than for-profit businesses because they are 

delivering services that were once carried out by the government.  The mission of an 
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NPO can be challenging to carry out and often those funding the organizations have 

conflicting ideals (Young 2001).  Additionally, NPOs may have several funding groups 

that can range from private business to government entities.  Accountability practices 

may differ for each funder making the task of reporting very challenging.  The Kellogg 

Foundation, a nonprofit that has done extensive research in the area of evaluation, has 

some standards that should be used to insure good accountability (see Appendix F for 

example of data collection standards).  This report analyzes how effective PRO 

Neighborhoods’ accountability assessments are and recommends ways to establish better 

accountability documentation for their programs. 
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II. Accountability 
 

Nonprofit organizations (NPO) are businesses that offer services to the public and 

often act as the voice for underrepresented citizens (McCambridge 2004).  Their 

foundations lie within the public trust and if they are to remain a strong entity they must 

adhere to the sometimes challenging burden of upholding their mission while working 

diligently with funders and their constituency to maintain a curriculum of accountability 

measures.  Additionally, nonprofits are more prevalent today because they are delivering 

services to the public that were once delivered by official government agencies (Whitaker 

et. al, 2004).  The money for many of these services however is still coming from official 

sources but without the accountability requisites that had to be followed when the 

government was delivering these services.  Many of the nonprofits do not have the 

capacity within their organizations to deliver strong accountability because of limited 

staff or expertise, which puts pressure on the government to choose who would be the 

most responsible recipients of funds (Whitaker et. al, 1995).     

The director of a nonprofit organization has a responsibility both to the funders 

and constituents (Edwards 1995, 9).  The responsibility they carry out is contextualized 

through the mission statement of the NPO.  Accountability practices should be based 

around the mission and ultimately prove whether it is being carried out successfully.  

This necessitates that the mission be direct and clear to all the parties involved so that an 

accountability instrument can be developed that will measure the degree of success of the 

NPO.  Additionally, it is important that the NPO create an instrument that follows the 

progress of the constituency throughout their involvement with the NPOs services.  This 

may require more involvement by the director and/or staff with the constituents, but 

 3



should ultimately yield tangible results to deliver to the funders.  The instrument needs to 

be able to prove what their objectives are and that they are being carried out with 

provable results.  It is also important that the people who use the services of the NPO are 

identified in the instrument so that their participation can be accounted for (Edwards 

1995, 9).  A blind accountability document, that is a document where the constituency is 

not identified, can deliver results that necessitate further investigation.  Identifying the 

constituency with each document allows the NPO to ask further details if the results are 

too vague to deliver good results.  Carrying these requisites through will ultimately 

establish good accountability practices that will enable the NPO to know where they can 

improve on services and give the funders more incentive to continue funding the 

organization.   

The organizational structure of a nonprofit organization is as follows:  The 

constituents are those who directly participate in nonprofits activities, such as programs 

or grant activities (Young 2002).  The constituents are the central focus of the NPO 

mission.  If a mission changes, it is done to more effectively represent the constituents.  

Through evaluation, organizations may find that their mission is too vague or lacks 

objective to effectively evaluate their programs.  Next is the organization’s staff, 

including the director.  The director is ultimately responsible to the funders for 

accountability reporting from the nonprofit (Young 2002).  The responsibility of the 

director also extends to the constituency because without a responsible reporting regimen, 

funding may diminish.  The staff aids the director in carrying out the basic functions of 

the NPO.  They may also be directly involved in assisting with reporting activities and 

may have the most direct contact with the constituency (Young 2002).    
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NPOs have a board of directors that represents the various interests in the 

organization (Whitaker et. al, 2004).  These could include interested community 

members, funders, government employees and scholars.  Finally there are those that 

contribute funds to the NPOs.  These include businesses, governments, private donors, 

and other NPOs.  It is not uncommon for the funders to act as the board of directors for 

an NPO (Whitaker et. al, 2004).  The board will receive accountability reports from the 

NPO director and be directly responsible for recommendations on funding allotment.  

They are also responsible, in part, for establishing a professional rapport with the director 

that will facilitate a relationship that values honest and regular reporting activities 

(Whitaker et. al, 2004).   

The constraints put on the NPOs that come from investors, boards of directors or 

their constituents can often be daunting to their mission’s purpose (McCambridge 2004).  

Much of the discussion around nonprofit boards focuses on issues that do not pertain 

directly to successfully carrying out the mission of the NPO.  Instead it focuses on 

transactional or secondary issues such as the structure of the NPO rather than focusing on 

the principles of what nonprofit governance should include (McCambridge 2004).  

Responsible governance requires that the NPO be the voice of the people it is 

representing.  The purpose of the NPO is to act as a counterweight to state power 

(Edwards 1995, 4). They enable people to help themselves, for example improving a 

neighborhood or protecting human rights.  Without an outlet for the underrepresented 

people they will ultimately give up and disengage from their purpose of improving their 

present situations.  If this is not set up in the structure of governance then the NPO has 

failed on all accounts (McCambridge 2004).   
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It is more important to the success of the NPO if the direction of governance 

promotes the mission statement.  The result would ultimately empower the constituents 

who receive the benefits (Edwards 1995, 8).  Additionally by establishing governance 

practices that aim to nurture a mutual relationship focused on the mission statement, the 

board and the director will establish a foundation of trust and success for all who are 

involved.  Furthermore, this will act as a catalyst to improve public perception of NPOs 

(O’Neill 2002).  NPOs will have the opportunity to maintain or restore credibility of 

working for the public good.      

   The public has high expectations of NPOs.  That is, it expects that they will 

operate with a higher level of integrity than for-profit businesses (McCambridge 2004).  

As consumers we expect to be disappointed occasionally by for-profit businesses 

attempting to increase their profit margin.  Public confidence in NPOs however, is 

eroding as a result of questionable business practices (McCambridge 2004).  People are 

disengaging themselves from the support of nonprofits that fail to fulfill their missions.  

Nonprofits may find the existence of their organizations threatened and the privileges and 

support they depend on withdrawn as a result of public disappointment (McCambridge 

2004).  The challenge of meeting the public’s expectations is one that nonprofits and its 

funders must recognize if they are to succeed.  The dynamic nature of an NPO with 

regard to its bottom line that shifts according to the task at hand, as well as the lack of 

industry standards for reporting, necessitates the need for negotiation of responsibilities 

among funders and nonprofits (Fowler 1995, 148).  It is important then to establish: what 

the definitions of objectives are (this requires direct and concise goal statements 

regarding outcomes of services); who shall interpret the results (directs responsibility of 
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interpretation to the director and/or the board); and, what decisions regarding the 

operations of the nonprofit should be (this takes the outcomes assessments and 

recommends improvements on services delivered by the nonprofit) (McCambridge 2004).      

Nonprofits are often supported by several funding sources.  Some of the sources 

may come from government entities, other nonprofits, businesses, as well as from private 

donors.  This mixed funding can present challenges to NPO governance.  Each 

contributor may have an idea of the way things should run and may have different 

accountability requisites (Whitaker et. al, 2004).  It is important to note however that 

when nonprofits have several overseeing authorities, it is not uncommon for one to 

assume the other is taking a look at the actions and results of the nonprofits activities 

(Edwards 1995, 9).  Communication between the funders is important to insure the 

nonprofit is responsibly accounting for its program activities. 

NPO governance is a measure of promoting the integrity of the organization while 

keeping with the mission statement.  Nonprofit boards have experienced increased 

pressure to adhere to the desires of the funders, whether or not they are consistent with 

the mission (Young 2002).   Most NPOs are governed by boards whose directors are 

largely self-appointed.  They are entrusted with the mission and responsibility to make 

decisions for the nonprofits that will hold the organization in trust for the benefit of 

society (Young 2002).  They are the policy makers for the nonprofits while the director 

and staff are in charge of administrative functions.    

Nonprofits are more dependent on business for funding and businesses depend on 

nonprofits to give them more credibility and increased public trust.  Given this, it is now 

more important than ever for both the NPO and business communities to establish 
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successful relationships that promote the mission of the NPO and for them to be held 

accountable (Young 2002).    

The nonprofit dependence on its funding sources can potentially compromise the 

NPO’s mission if the business places conditions on their contribution that may undermine 

the ability of the NPO to fulfill its mission (Young 2002).  The complexity of partnering 

between for-profit and not for-profit is that the former must adhere to the bottom line 

while a for-profit business success comes from its profit margin.  Nonprofits on the other 

hand have a more complex accountability process that may not be answered as easily.  

They have a responsibility to the public as well as to the funders.  Young (2002) 

describes the business community as the 800 pound gorilla stakeholder for nonprofits.  

That is, businesses are “particularly influential with financial support and participation in 

governance” (p. 6).  They can make it more difficult for nonprofits to have successful 

outcomes if the mission must be compromised to accommodate their desires.      

  To insure that the public trust remains strong and nonprofits do not compromise 

their mission in the face of financial or political pressures, accountability practices should 

be established for the NPO that demonstrate that their services to constituents are within 

the scope of the mission (Whitaker et. al, 2004).  When establishing accountability 

requisites it is important that it be mutual.  That is, that the funders, board and director of 

the nonprofit should establish guidelines for accountability together that promote the 

mission.  Too often, accountability “is focused on ways to catch and punish mistakes as 

opposed to ways that would improve services to the public” (Whitaker et. al, 2004, p. 

115).  Parties involved often create their expectations independently.  Instead, 

expectations should be worked out mutually to “determine responsibilities, authorize 
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discretion, establish reporting procedures and create review processes for the 

relationship” (Whitaker et. al, 2004, p. 115).  

Establishing mutual accountability can be accomplished by designing an 

accountability regimen that focuses on the mission of the NPO and encourages better 

service to its constituents (O’Neill 2002).  The first step is to create a system that starts by 

viewing accountability relationships as a process and establishes expectations for the 

director and the funders. This can be done by answering four questions:  Who is 

responsible? Who has discretion? What should be reported? Who will be responsible for 

reviewing and revising (Whitaker et. al, 2004)? 

Responsibility refers to the relationship between the funder and the director with 

regard to performance expectations (Whitaker et. al, 2004).  More specifically, it 

determines what is expected from each person.  

 Discretion asks who should carry out expectations of performance and who can 

initiate new ways to fulfill the expectations (Whitaker et. al, 2004).  An important 

element to the relationship between the director and the funder is how much discretion 

the director should have.  This is determined by how the performance expectations are 

created and who decides how to meet performance goals.  If the goals are more 

generalized and perhaps vary from client to client then the director should have more 

discretion.  If the goals are very specific then the discretion of the funder to perform is 

lessened (Whitaker et. al, 2004). 

Reporting refers to the provision of information about performance (Whitaker et. 

al, 2004).  It states what information the director needs to share with the funders so that 

they can make a decision on funding allotment.  This remains an important part of 
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accountability because it allows for the funders to know if the nonprofits are following 

through on their responsibilities.   

Reviewing and revising asks who is expected to review the accountability results 

and who can make decisions about improving on the services of the NPO.  Traditionally, 

the funder would be the reviewer.  They would review the reports that the director 

delivers to them and decide if changes need to be made.  This can also be done mutually 

between the director and the funder where both parties review reports and decide where 

changes can be made (Whitaker et. al, 2004). 

Answering these four questions will assist in establishing a cooperative platform 

for both funders and NPOs to agree on an accountability system.  Furthermore, who 

develops them and how they are answered will determine if the relationship is adversarial 

or cooperative (Whitaker et.al, 2004).   

Developing mutual accountability requires that a reciprocal relationship exist 

regarding the expectations of responsibility (Whitaker 2004).  Accountability requires 

that some basic questions are answered like who will do what and for whom.  If this first 

step is taken mutually, the NPOs and funders commit themselves to working for and with 

each other.  The result of this commitment makes those that are involved take a personal 

stake in carrying out their work (Whitaker et. al, 2004).   

Nonprofit organizations and their funding sources have an opportunity to reverse 

the public’s negative sentiment of NPOs that has developed over the last few decades 

(McCambridge 2004).  It is more important now than ever before to address this issue 

with the increasing number of nonprofits and their necessary affiliation with for-profit 

businesses and government entities so that continued support to the public good can 
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extend into the future.  The lack of standardized reporting procedures and ability of NPOs 

to fill many of the gaps for the lack of public services will require that all interested 

parties support each other in working toward a common goal.  NPO directors have to lead 

by example in developing clear objectives for their organization that both support their 

mission and fulfill the requirements of reporting to their funders.  The result of this 

initiative will insure that the underrepresented interests of the public may have a voice 

and can accomplish objectives that they set out to fulfill (Edwards 1995, 9).   

 The major points from this review that should be considered by an NPO that 

wants to establish a good working relationship with its funders and be able to account for 

its activities are as follows.  First, they must recognize that their foundations are within 

the public trust. Second, they must have a strong mission statement that they stand by in 

the face of pressures from funders or other sources.  Third, the director is responsible 

both to the funders and to the constituents of the organization.  Fourth, the direction of 

governance should promote the mission and not be focused on secondary or transactional 

issues.  Fifth, accountability needs to be mutual which means the director and funders 

should establish guidelines for accountability together that promote the mission. Finally, 

the director and funders need to determine who is responsible for what, who has 

discretion, what should be reported and who will be responsible for reviewing and 

revising. 
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III. PRO Neighborhoods Study Framework 

 
PRO Neighborhoods, People, Resources, and Organizations in Support of 

Neighborhoods, mission is on building community by nurturing grassroots neighborhood 

groups in Tucson and Pima County (Prime 2003).  The work of PRO Neighborhoods is 

important for the overall health of the community because the work mobilizes grassroots 

groups to improve their neighborhoods.  In support of the mission, a partnership was 

formed between the City of Tucson, Pima County, the United Way of Tucson and 

Southern Arizona, and the Community Foundation for Southern Arizona to create Pro 

Neighborhoods in 1994 (Nguyen 2005).  

The goal of Pro Neighborhoods is to support community residents working 

together to achieve their common vision (Prime 2003).  This is accomplished through 

local leadership, volunteerism and the abilities of neighborhoods to effect change.  

Additionally, PRO Neighborhoods offers small grants ranging from $500 to $5000 and 

technical assistance through information and referrals, workshops, skills trainings, 

individualized group assessments, peer support for grantee groups through storytelling, a 

resource library, and outreach into neighborhoods (Prime 2003).  

The eligibility of groups to receive support from PRO Neighborhoods is 

dependent on set criteria.  First, the group must be geographically located within Pima 

County.  This includes urban, rural and tribal groups throughout the County.  There must 

also be five or more people from separate households that live in a defined neighborhood 

committed to the project. The representatives from the group must be volunteers.  PRO 

Neighborhoods verifies this information before a grant is given.  Additionally, other 

projects that PRO Neighborhoods may have funded for the neighborhood must be 
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completed and all the money spent before another application can be processed (Nguyen 

2005).   

Asset-based community development is central to the mission of PRO 

Neighborhoods, which is to “build communities by nurturing grassroots neighborhood 

groups” (Nguyen 2005).  This approach is based on the belief that neighborhoods have 

people with abilities, skills, and resources to achieve a common vision.  Asset-based 

community development theory focuses on two areas: identifying resources in a 

community and connecting or fostering new relationships (Dewar 1997).   

When PRO Neighborhoods asks to identify resources in a community, this refers 

to identifying the abilities of people and institutions in a neighborhood that can contribute 

to the overall success of a common goal (Prime 2003).  This can include, for example, 

community groups such as arts organizations, church groups or service groups.  Also as 

important are the institutions within a neighborhood such as libraries, parks and human 

service organizations.  Once these have been identified it is necessary to figure out ways 

to mobilize the resources to work toward a more unified neighborhood (Dewar 1997). 

  PRO Neighborhoods then encourages connecting or fostering new relationships 

between these assets once they are identified.  This is accomplished in a variety of ways 

depending on the individuals’ or groups’ desired level of participation.  Using the skills 

and resources of the project leaders helps to connect the different neighborhood “assets” 

(Prime 2003). 

This theory is based on the work developed by John P. Kretzamann and John L. 

McKnight and is found in Building Communities from the Inside Out: A Path Toward 

Finding and Mobilizing Community’s Assets.  It differs from a needs-based approach 
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where the focus is on deficiencies within a community such as teen pregnancy or low 

income levels (Nguyen 2005).  Based on this theory, PRO Neighborhoods employs two 

contextual themes that help them to achieve their mission:  capacity building and asset 

development. 

Capacity building is defined as “the combined influence of a community’s 

commitment, resources and skills that can be used to build on community strengths and 

address community problems and opportunities” (Prime 2003, p. 10).  PRO 

Neighborhoods is a community building organization that fosters this approach by 

assisting residents in developing and maintaining networks of relationships and networks 

of skills that the groups identify themselves (Prime 2003). PRO Neighborhoods offers 

support to community members to help with capacity building through their PRO 

Workshop program.  Workshops such as “how to run an effective meeting,” and 

“grassroots fundraising” are examples of workshops that can help groups begin to 

organize their neighborhoods to become more unified.  

Asset development refers to a strength-based approach to community 

development that focuses on identifying resources in a community and fostering new 

relationships between assets once they have been identified (Prime 2003).  PRO 

Neighborhoods has funded grants for neighborhood groups to begin “asset mapping” in 

their community as well a developing a resource directory once the mapping is complete 

(Ishida 2005).  Additionally, they have offered workshops to help people develop skills to 

begin the process of asset mapping. 

The areas of a community that are central to the mission and history of PRO 

Neighborhoods include: individual skills and talents; associations and local networks of 
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relationships; institutions and professional entities; physical assets; and, economic assets 

(Prime 2003).  PRO Neighborhoods helps grassroots neighborhood groups to understand 

the importance of these areas through workshop trainings as well as giving grant monies 

to establish communication within neighborhoods.  An example of one such grant 

recipient is a wildcat development that had a variety of problems and virtually no 

communication between residents (Ishida 2005).  PRO Neighborhoods awarded a grant to 

the neighborhood to hold a neighborhood social function with residents, local community 

groups and institutions such as the local fire department and Pima County.  This enabled 

residents to meet each other and talk about issues of concern.  The goal of the community 

gathering was get to know each other before tackling their issues (Ishida 2005).   

The following are the areas of a community described by PRO Neighborhoods 

that grassroots groups need to identify in order to become a unified neighborhood group 

that has the ability to solve problems within their community (Nguyen 2005).  The 

individual skills and talents of community members need to be identified in such a way 

that people understand it is not just a data collection exercise but that they are appreciated 

for their abilities and contributions.  Once the skills are identified, they can be divided 

into categories.  These can include “community building skills,” “enterprise skills,” 

“teaching skills” and “artistic skills” (Nguyen 2005).  

The associations and local networks of relationships need to be identified.  These 

are the “engines” of action within a community.  Identifying these associations can be 

accomplished through asking the core group of the neighborhood what associations and 

groups they belong to.  Additionally, you can ask what associations or groups they are 
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aware of.  This will result in a comprehensive list of the neighborhood associations which 

can then be categorized (Nguyen 2005). 

Identifying the institutions and professional entities including government 

agencies, non-government agencies and private businesses needs to be inventoried.  The 

assets of these entities include meeting places, programs they provide, equipment and 

supplies and communication links they have.  The staff may also be an important link to 

the community (Nguyen 2005). 

The physical assets (including land) needs to be inventoried to identify which 

assets are communally owned and managed and those that are privately owned and 

managed (Nguyen 2005).  Accomplishing this will allow the residents to know if a 

project that may entail using some land for a community purpose can be done.  If it is 

communally owned, then they would not have to purchase it and a project could more 

easily be carried out in that neighborhood.  

  Finally, the economic assets need to be mapped out and explained to help the 

community understand how the local economy functions.  It can also demonstrate how 

local resources can be maximized for local economic benefit.  That is, are the products 

and services able to be locally produced (Nguyen 2005).  If they are, then the money will 

likely stay in the neighborhood as opposed to outsourcing to another area.     

 A good analysis and accountability study will be based on these theories so that 

the organization can determine if they are meeting their goals as an asset-based 

community development organization.  The surveys are based on a prior survey that was 

developed by a professional consultant who did an accountability study for the two years 

prior to this study named Tamara Prime and aimed to answer the question:  Is PRO 
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Neighborhoods successfully reaching its constituency and building communities by 

nurturing grassroots neighborhood groups?  “Successfully reaching” refers to PRO 

Neighborhoods ability to help improve neighborhoods throughout Pima County by 

employing the theories of asset-based community development.  “Building communities” 

refers to the ability of PRO Neighborhoods to help neighborhoods mobilize themselves to 

become a unified front that will accomplish issues that the neighborhoods determine need 

attention in their communities.  Unfortunately the surveys did not accomplish this.  They 

were too vague and did not focus on key concepts such as:  capacity building, asset 

development and building community.  As discussed in the recommendations, PRO 

Neighborhoods needs an accountability instrument that will reflect its mission statement 

as well as the concepts that make up asset-based community development. 
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IV. Methodology 

The strategies used to determine PRO Neighborhood’s performance for a two 

year period included two surveys and follow-up phone calls to program participants.  The 

main focus of the surveys was to determine the overall impact PRO Neighborhoods had 

on its constituency.  A variety of questions were aimed at the long term success of the 

neighborhoods as well as the impacts PRO Neighborhoods helped foster.   

 To gather information specifically related to PRO Neighborhoods, two surveys 

were sent to the constituents via U.S. Postal Service that consisted of multiple choice 

questions.  The constituents were those individuals that participated in the leadership of a 

neighborhood project as well as those that participated in a PRO Neighborhoods 

workshop.  The Community Impact Survey had only 39 out of 198 surveys returned and 

of those approximately 21 were usable.  For the PRO Workshop Survey 93, surveys were 

returned out of 469 that were sent.   

 Pro Neighborhoods indicated that the question they wished to have answered for 

both the Community Impact Survey and the PRO Workshop Survey was how the 

programs that PRO Neighborhoods offers impacted their constituency.  PRO 

Neighborhoods thought that the surveys’ focus on this question was adequate to 

determine overall success.  However, further discussion resulted in additional questions 

to be included on the surveys that the PRO Neighborhoods director, project manager and 

student consultant thought were relevant to the specific activities of their programs and 

were included to expand the scope of the responses from the constituents.    The rationale 

for these questions was to have evidence for its funders that the organization is successful 

in empowering its constituents to improve participation and/or to accomplish something 
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positive in a neighborhood.  Additionally, PRO Neighborhoods wants to deliver 

quantifiable results to its four main funding sources to insure funding so that support to 

Tucson’s and Pima County’s neighborhoods will continue in the future.    

  The first survey was the Community Impact Survey (see Appendix B).  This five 

question survey was sent to neighborhood grantee groups to assess the impact of their 

project.  Relevant outcome scenarios were considered and synthesized into a specific 

question that would help PRO Neighborhoods determine the success of their projects.  

The scenarios specifically dealt with how the neighborhoods were impacted.  They were 

given a multiple choice question with different impacts to choose from.   

The low response rate triggered follow-up phone interviews to be conducted (see 

Appendix D) after the Community Impact Survey was returned to determine why some 

respondents were unaware of a project or PRO Neighborhoods all together.  There were 

50 individuals that were contacted for this follow up and 21 responded.  These 

individuals were the group members that participated in a PRO Neighborhoods funded 

project.  The reason only 21 were interviewed was because the others did not return the 

phone calls. They were asked a series of questions to help determine why some surveys 

were returned missing some or all of the information asked. The problem with this follow 

up was that because the Community Impact Survey was blind, that is the respondent’s 

identity was unknown, it was impossible to know if the people called were those that 

were unaware of project activities or PRO Neighborhoods.   

The second survey was the PRO Workshops Survey (see Appendix B).  The aim 

of the PRO Neighborhoods workshops is for participants to gain a variety of skills that 

can be employed to benefit their neighborhoods.  This six question survey was used to 
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determine if workshops attendees gained knowledge or skills that impacted their 

neighborhoods and/or increased their own participation with neighborhood activities.  

The survey also aimed to determine if there was a connection between attending the 

workshops and receiving funding from PRO Neighborhoods. 

The results of the surveys were then analyzed to determine if PRO Neighborhoods 

is fulfilling its mission.  The results were recorded and the numbers of respondents for 

each question were looked at to determine if PRO Neighborhoods is having an impact on 

neighborhoods.  The results show that PRO Neighborhoods is having a positive impact 

according to some of the answers but as discussed in the recommendations, the survey 

was too vague to determine the overall impacts that PRO Neighborhoods programs are 

having on the constituents 

Recommendations are made that are meant to assist PRO Neighborhoods with 

their reporting obligations to its funding sources.  These recommendations were 

developed by synthesizing the survey feedback and determining where PRO 

Neighborhoods might improve upon its programs. It recommends that PRO 

Neighborhoods establish a standardized set of reporting guidelines that may be thorough 

enough to answer specific questions that will help funders and recipient neighborhoods 

determine the successes of PRO Neighborhoods programs.  
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V.  Evaluation Findings 
 
A.  Community Impact Survey 
 

The Community Impact Survey (see Appendix B) was developed by the PRO 

Neighborhoods Executive Director, Program Manager and Student Project Consultant.  

The questions were both derived from a past impact survey and from ideas that were 

thought to assist in a relevant assessment of the success of PRO Neighborhoods.  The five 

question survey consisted of multiple choice questions, two of which multiple answers 

were appropriate.  The questions aimed to determine how many times groups had applied 

for and received funding, the impact the projects had on the neighborhood, the type of 

project and if the groups were involved with the workshops conducted by PRO 

Neighborhoods.  The survey was sent to the neighborhood group leaders of projects that 

took place during the assessment period form from July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2004. 

There were 62 projects which totaled 198 surveys that were sent.  For 62 projects there 

should have been approximately 310 surveys sent (the contact information for all the 

participants who originally signed the application however, was not available).  The 

survey was sent via U.S. Postal Service on February 7, 2005 and was requested to be 

returned on February 21, 2005.  Thirty nine surveys (20%) were returned.   

 
Funding from PRO Neighborhoods 
 
Of the thirty-nine surveys that were received only twenty-one responded to this question:  

how many times have you applied to PRO Neighborhoods for funding and how many 

times have you received funding form PRO Neighborhoods?  

 
 •   Twelve respondents had applied for funding once, five applied twice, four  
                 applied three times and none of the groups applied four times or more. 
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 •   Sixteen received funding once, two received funding twice, and one received  
                 funding three times.  
 
Some respondents (18 individuals) did not fill out this section or were unaware of the 

project and/or PRO Neighborhoods.  It was decided to follow up with a phone survey to 

help determine why some of the respondents did not know of PRO Neighborhoods or 

their project activities.  

The data indicates that most of the neighborhood groups apply only once to PRO 

Neighborhoods for funding.  This may be because some of the projects are ongoing and 

must be finished before they can apply to PRO Neighborhoods for additional funding.  

More in depth questions would be required to determine why the majority of 

neighborhoods have only applied once.  PRO Neighborhoods however encourages 

neighborhoods to apply for funding from them for additional projects as well as to other 

funding sources. 

 
Project Category 
 

PRO Neighborhoods identifies four different project types eligible for funding 

(Prime 2003).  Other projects can be funded outside these four categories, however, as 

seen in Figure 1.  The project types are:  Public Space projects, where activities are based 

around improving or using land to enhance the quality of the neighborhood (an example 

of this is the Arivaca Safety Fence Project where a fence was put up between the fire 

department and the community center); Cooperative /Entrepreneurial projects aim to get 

neighbors to cooperatively attain or produce a product or service (an example of this is 

the OFLNA Asset Mapping Project where this neighborhood conducted an asset mapping 

project to gather information for a resource directory which will connect neighbors to 
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ongoing projects and events and organize new projects and events); Arts/Humanities 

projects aim to solve a problem, preserve culture, or enrich a neighborhood through the 

arts (an example of this is Amphi Neighborhood Youth Group Project where a video was 

made to clear up stereotypes of the Amphi community); and, Education/Social Support 

projects are geared toward neighbors assisting others, including wellness activities and 

other activities that aim to improve quality of life (an example of this is the Cholla 

Breakaway Strategic Planning Workshop where they addressed substance abuse 

problems on the Cholla High School campus and in the community by utilizing a cultural 

change process) (Prime 2003). 

 

Surveys   

The survey was sent to each of the core leadership of a neighborhood group which 

PRO Neighborhoods requires that there are at least five active residents.  There were 198 

surveys sent out and only 39 people responded and of those 39 only 19 are usable which 

is 10% usable results.  The results of the project type may not be an accurate 

representation for the overall sample because several from one neighborhood group may 

have returned the survey while another group may not have returned any.  There was no 

way to identify for which results the respondents for the question of what type of project 

the individual respondent was funded for.  The results (see Figure 1) show that thirty-five 

percent (8 individuals) participated in Public Space, thirteen percent (3 individuals) 

participated in Cooperative Entrepreneurial, four percent (1 individual) participated 

Arts/Humanities, thirty-nine percent (9 individuals) participated in Educational/Social 

Support and nine percent (2 individuals) participated in projects they labeled “Other.”  
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Verbatim responses from the respondents in the “Other” category were:  “organizational 

support” and “leadership class.”  Further discussion of these results can be found in the 

Recommendations section of the report. 

 

Figure 1:  Project Type 

Public Space
35%

Education/Social 
Support

39% Cooperative 
Entrepreneurial

13%

Other
9%

Arts/Humanities
4%

 
    Source:  Community Impact Survey 
 
 
Neighborhood Impact
 

The respondents for this question were able to choose all impacts that applied to 

their neighborhood.  The following figure (Figure 2), shows the respondents responses 

from the question regarding how the project continues to impact their neighborhood.  The 

most frequently chosen impacts were increased cohesion/sense of neighborhood and 

increased cooperation with thirteen (3%) and ten (2.5%) responses respectively.  The 

“Other” category responses were as follows:  “community development,” “increased 
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emphasis on asset-based community development,” and “increased community 

education.”    

  Figure 2:  PRO Neighborhoods Project Impact on Community 

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

# 
of

 R
es

po
nd

en
ts

1Category

Increased Safety

Increased Cooperation

Cleaner Public Areas

Increased Youth Involvement

Increased Cohesion/Sense of
Neighborhood
No Significant Change

Other

 
     Source:  Community Impact Survey 
 
 

These results show that most respondents felt their neighborhood had been impacted 

positively by PRO Neighborhoods.  The survey did not have a category however, for a 

negative response therefore it can not be asserted without these data that the grantees 

neighborhoods have had only positive impacts.  

 
 
PRO Workshop
 

The question was asked to see if the grantee groups were using other programs 

offered by PRO Neighborhoods.  The workshops are a free service offered to the public 

but registration is required.  The topics for the workshops cover a variety of topics that 
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may help a neighborhood group attain their goals.  Some examples of workshops are 

“Aging in Place”, “Running Effective Meetings” and “Supporting Seniors: Cultural 

Competency.”  Information for the workshops is available on the PRO Neighborhoods 

website, at the PRO Neighborhoods office, through mailers sent out to those on their 

mailing list and is published in the newspaper. According to the results of the survey 

data, ninety-one percent (91%) of the grantees reported attending a workshop.    

 
B. Phone Interviews (Follow-up for Community Impact Survey) 
 

Eighteen of the respondents for the Community Impact Survey had returned their 

surveys either with no responses or only a few of the questions answered.  Some wrote on 

the surveys that they had no clue what project the survey was referring to and/or what 

PRO Neighborhoods does.  A few possible explanations for this were discussed and it 

was determined that a follow-up phone survey would be beneficial to finding out why 

this may have occurred.  PRO Neighborhoods recognized the importance of the follow-

up survey to explain why some grantees did not respond. The explanations that were 

discussed were that a person may not have realized what they were signing when the 

application for funding was filled out.  Also, it was thought that the time elapsed since a 

project and the lack of involvement by the signing party could have resulted in the 

discrepancy.  The final, least likely was that a signature could have possibly been forged.   

A follow-up phone survey was conducted choosing different project groups 

(neighborhoods) that the PRO Neighborhoods staff felt could answer the questions of 

why they did not have enough information to fill out a survey.  Fifty people were called 

and of those twenty-one people responded to the questions asked.  Those that did not 

respond failed to return the phone calls.  There were three possible survey questions (see 
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Appendix D).  The first was asked to determine if they knew of the project that was 

disclosed to them, then to find out their involvement (see Figure 3) in the project.  Those 

that said they were very involved indicated that they had participated in project activities 

for the duration of the project.  Those that were somewhat involved had put in some time 

but were not involved in day to day activities, such as actually writing the grant proposal.  

Those that were not involved had initially signed the application but did not participate 

further.  If they were not involved, they were asked what their understanding was of their 

responsibilities when they signed the application for funding from PRO Neighborhoods.  

Four of the twenty-one respondents replied that they had no involvement in the project.  

Their responses to the question referring to their understanding of their responsibilities 

were as follows:  “don’t remember signing anything,”  “too much work to be involved,”  

“not enough time” and “I was never asked to sign anything.”  Further investigation into 

this matter needs to be conducted to accurately determine why some did not fill out the 

surveys or why they have forgotten their obligations of involvement.    Those that have 

signed the application form should be contacted throughout the project to determine their 

level of participation which would most likely remind them of their responsibilities with 

the project.  It would also help to explain the lack of, or significant decrease of 

involvement in an on-going project.   
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 Figure 3:  Phone Interview Respondents Projects Involvement 

Somewhat Involved
14%

No Involvement
19%

Very Involved
67%

 
   Source:  Phone Interviews  
 
 
C. PRO Workshop Survey 
 

The PRO Workshop Survey was developed at the same time as the Community 

Impact Survey with many of the same goals in mind.  The Executive Director and 

Program Manager of PRO Neighborhoods along with the Student Project Consultant 

created the survey with the goal of determining how successful the PRO Workshops are 

and if they are having a direct effect on the success of neighborhood groups to achieve 

their goals in their own neighborhoods.  Surveys were sent to each participant in a PRO 

Workshop for the period between July 1, 2002 and June 30, 2004.  The Surveys were sent 

at the same time as the Community Impact Surveys and were also sent through U.S. 

Postal Service.  They were requested to be returned by February 21, 2005.  Ninety-three 

 28



surveys (20%) were returned out of 469 that were sent.  The questions were multiple 

choice with only one question allowing for more than one answer to be chosen.   

 
Neighborhood Impact 
 

This topic encompassed two separate questions.  One asked if their neighborhood 

was impacted by the workshop with a yes/no question and the other asking in what way 

they were impacted.  For those that thought their neighborhood had been impacted, they 

could choose multiple responses to the type of impact they observed (140 impacts were 

recorded). Eighty-four percent (74 individuals) reported that the workshops had impacted 

their neighborhood.  The 84% that acknowledged their neighborhood was impacted by 

the workshop chose the following responses as seen in Figure 4.  “Increased 

Cooperation” and “Increased My Own Involvement in My Neighborhood,” were chosen 

the most of any other responses with 38 and 28 responses respectively.  The “Other” 

category responses were as follows:  “more awareness,” “increased awareness of other 

funding opportunities,” “increased understanding,” “educational resource,”  “better sense 

of place,”  “gained more knowledge as CEO” and “increased awareness.”   

Like the Community Impact Survey responses, attendees of the PRO Workshop 

responded that their neighborhoods have been impacted positively.  The majority 

responded that the workshop helped “increase cooperation,” and “increase my own 

involvement.”  The Community Impact Survey results show that grantees have also 

“increased cooperation.”  This may indicate that the workshops and the PRO 

Neighborhoods grantee programs are effective in mobilizing efforts for neighborhood 

groups, helping them organize and prepare to apply for funding.  Further investigation on 

this subject would be required to support this argument. 

 29



 Figure 4:  PRO Workshop Impact on Community 
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Funding
 

Three questions on the Survey dealt with funding and how the workshop may 

have impacted the individuals or neighborhoods with regard to applying/receiving 

funding from PRO Neighborhoods.  Like the Community Impact Survey, some of the 

individuals did not respond to some of the questions.  The first question asked if the 

individual had applied for funding prior to attending the workshop.  Sixty-three percent 

(52 individuals) reported that they had not.  The next question asked if they had applied 

for funding since the workshop.  Seventy-one percent (60 individuals) reported that they 

had not applied for funding and the remaining twenty-nine percent (25 individuals) had 

applied for funding.  The final question then asked if they had applied since the workshop 

how many had received funding.  According to the survey data, seventy-two percent (59 
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individuals) had not received funding as of February 21, 2004.  This indicates that there 

is not a large correlation between attending a workshop and applying/receiving funding 

from PRO Neighborhoods.  However, many participants in the workshops as indicated in 

the Community Impact Survey had received funding from PRO Neighborhoods already.  

Those that have not applied or received funding may just have started to organize and 

will be applying in the future.  Further discussion of this topic can be found in the 

recommendations section.   

 
Participation 
 

The final question asked if the respondents felt that their interaction with PRO 

Neighborhoods had increased their own or other residents’ participation in their 

neighborhood.  The survey data indicates that their or others participation had increased.  

This would require further study to determine how and by how much they have increased 

participation.  PRO Neighborhoods could possibly direct more focus on specific areas 

that have not seen an increase following a thorough investigation.  Additionally, they 

could ask the neighborhoods how they are assessing an increase of participation. 

The survey data provided a few insights with regard to the effectiveness of PRO 

Neighborhoods.  For example, for both surveys respondents indicated that their 

participation had increased.  PRO Neighborhoods would need to ask the survey 

respondents how they are measuring increased participation.  This could mean that they 

participate in community meetings or with neighborhood projects.  Another example is 

with regard to the workshops and the respondents receiving funding.  The data showed 

that there was not a strong correlation between attending a workshop and applying for or 

receiving funding.  This is discussed in the recommendations.   
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In retrospect, the surveys could have contained more detailed questions to 

determine to what extent PRO Neighborhoods programs are benefiting their constituency.  

The reason for this is inexperience of PRO Neighborhoods and the student consultant 

with accountability measures.  The main question that PRO Neighborhoods wished to 

have answered was the how their programs impact neighborhoods.  This survey can be 

used as a learning experience for PRO Neighborhoods that an accountability instrument 

needs to be more specific if their effectiveness is to be evaluated meaningfully.   

Another concern regarding the surveys was the amount of feedback received from 

the constituents.  Approximately twenty percent (39) of the Community Impact Surveys 

were returned with only 19 completely filled out (10%), while approximately twenty-one 

percent (93) of the PRO Workshop Surveys were received.  PRO Neighborhoods could 

benefit further from requiring feedback surveys from all participants at the close of either 

a project or workshop.  Additionally, using a blind survey where the respondents are not 

identified possibly skewed the results because respondents from one group may have 

returned surveys while other groups may not have returned any.  It is recommended that 

in the future the group identify themselves in a survey so that more accurate 

accountability reports can be made.  This will help all the parties involved to determine if 

the programs of PRO Neighborhoods are successful.  By determining the successes of 

individual neighborhoods, PRO Neighborhoods can assess its strengths and weaknesses 

for certain program types or specific projects it grants money to.   
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VI. Recommendations 
 

The following are the recommendations for PRO Neighborhoods that are meant to 

assist them in improving program activities and their accountability instruments for 

reporting to their funders.  Additionally, these are ordered by level of importance and/or 

how easily PRO Neighborhoods can implement them.   

• A more detailed set of questions can be given to program participants after they 
receive funding and after their project has been completed. 

• PRO Neighborhoods should require a statement from the grantee groups citing 
how their project will further the mission of PRO Neighborhoods. 

• PRO Neighborhoods should make a map that will show where projects are 
completed and have them coded as to what type of project it was. 

• PRO Neighborhoods needs to establish what the measures of their mission 
statement are and incorporate them into an accountability instrument. 

• The accountability instrument needs to allow respondents to evaluate, not just 
have positive or neutral answers to choose from. 

• Mission Statement for PRO Neighborhoods needs to be less vague. 
• PRO Neighborhoods should conduct a study to see how participation has 

increased in neighborhoods as a result of their program activities. 
• Need better promotion of PRO Neighborhoods funding resources during PRO 

Workshop activities. 
• The duration of neighborhood projects should be monitored so PRO 

Neighborhoods can establish guidelines for neighborhoods to follow when 
undertaking a certain type of project. 

 

Recommendations are made based on the feedback from the surveys as well as from 

the literature that is pertinent to successful accountability measures.  Some of the data 

may be inconclusive because of such a low return of the surveys.  Though a high 

percentage may seem significant, it is only a fraction of the actual number of participants 

that surveys were sent to.  Additionally, it is important to ask why the response rate for 

the surveys is so low.  An explanation for this may be the time that elapsed between the 

project or program and when the surveys were sent out was too long.  Also, because it 

was a blind survey the constituents may not have felt compelled to return it.  This may be 
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remedied if the constituents are required to complete an accountability instrument during 

or right after their involvement with PRO Neighborhoods programs and are identified on 

the document. Additionally, PRO Neighborhoods may want to use a stratified method of 

accountability where they call certain constituents and schedule interviews.  

   A more complete set of data could be attained after each neighborhood group has 

received funding and has completed their project.  As a requisite to receive a grant from 

PRO Neighborhoods, neighborhood groups could fill out a more detailed and standard set 

of questions which would help to expedite information both to PRO Neighborhoods and 

its funding sources (see Appendix E for sample document).  According to the literature, 

without such a document funders may look to alternative organizations to give funding 

to.  Additionally, the number of NPOs in this country is increasing and may therefore 

necessitate stronger accountability in the future if they wish to continue receiving funds 

from official sources (Edwards 1995, 3).  This would require that PRO Neighborhoods 

maintain contact with the neighborhoods during and immediately after the completion of 

projects.  This would take more effort on PRO Neighborhoods part but would provide 

beneficial data that could answer the question of whether or not they are fulfilling their 

mission.  

 Before funding is dispersed to a neighborhood PRO Neighborhoods should require a 

statement from the grantee of how the project furthers PRO Neighborhoods mission 

statement.  This would help both the neighborhoods and PRO Neighborhoods to 

understand what they are accomplishing as well as have evidence to give to funders that 

shows PRO Neighborhoods is fulfilling its mission. 
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PRO Neighborhoods should make a map of Pima County that shows where they 

have done projects.  It can be coded to know what type of project was done.  This would 

enable them to see where projects are focused or if they are distributed evenly throughout 

the County.  If it is shown that certain areas have high concentrations of grants, PRO 

Neighborhoods could appeal to other areas through mailers or some other form of 

advertisement.  It would benefit PRO Neighborhoods to have represented neighborhoods 

all over Pima County so that support can continue from the funders and constituents.  To 

keep costs down for this project, PRO Neighborhoods could use a student intern.  

 PRO Neighborhoods needs to establish what the measures of their mission 

statement are and incorporate these into a final assessment.  A few examples of this could 

be to directly tie the objectives to capacity building and asset development.  Ask the 

constituents directly if they have done this and how.  The mission itself is easily 

understood (building community by nurturing grassroots neighborhood groups) but there 

is not a standard for measuring the outcomes of neighborhood group success.  There is an 

opportunity for PRO Neighborhoods to set the standard with a solid accountability 

instrument so that when funding sources such as the City of Tucson and Pima County are 

establishing the annual budget they may look to PRO Neighborhoods as a nonprofit 

partnership community leader which would help insure that funding from these sources 

remains steady. 

The mission statement for PRO Neighborhoods needs to be less vague.  In order 

to have an accountability instrument that can measure the successes of programs for Pro 

Neighborhoods the mission must be direct and measurable.  The details that could be 

added would relate to the objectives mentioned above for the measures of the mission.  
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These were capacity building and asset development.  The accountability instrument 

should have a list of objectives that can tie directly back to the mission.  The background 

section of this report details the importance of the mission for NPOs and the need to be 

able to relate an accountability assessment back to the mission.  According to Edwards, 

this will allow the funders and the constituency to have tangible results of the program 

activities for PRO Neighborhoods (1995, 9).     

PRO Neighborhoods should conduct a study to see how participation has 

increased in the neighborhoods.  Eighty percent (80%) of the respondents from the PRO 

Workshop Survey answered that their interaction with PRO Neighborhoods had helped 

increase participation in their neighborhoods.  However, the response rate was low 

enough to make it questionable that neighbors had become more involved. This could be 

accomplished with a similar follow-up survey that was used in this assessment but one 

that asks more specifically what the neighborhood has done to increase and sustain 

participation.  According to Whitaker et. al,  it is important to ask these specific questions 

so that the results may be interpreted by the director and/or board to improve upon 

services and to be able to continue offering these services to the public (2004). This 

information could then be used as a guide for PRO Neighborhoods to improve on 

constituent skills that have been determined to need improvement.  This information can 

also assist PRO Neighborhoods in determining the types of projects that lead to 

sustainable neighborhood participation   

Attending a workshop did not directly correlate to the constituents utilizing PRO 

Neighborhoods services.  To better promote their programs, PRO Neighborhoods should 

increase awareness of funding resources during the PRO Workshop activities.  According 
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to the data received from the two surveys there is a strong correlation between those that 

have already received funding and attending a workshop.  Seventy-one percent (71%) 

reported that they did not apply for funding after attending a workshop.  In contrast, 

ninety-one percent (91%) of those who had received funding did attend a workshop.  

According to PRO Neighborhoods, this means that workshop attendees who have not 

received funding are possibly not yet organized or need direction on how to apply for 

grants.  This could be added into the curriculum of the workshop either by distributing 

some information or by taking a few minutes during the workshop to discuss funding 

possibilities.  

The duration of projects could be closely monitored by the PRO Neighborhood 

staff to establish guidelines for neighborhoods to follow when undertaking a project.  

This would give PRO Neighborhoods a better idea of when it is appropriate to ask for 

accountability reports from the neighborhoods as well as offer guidance for how the 

neighborhoods need to proceed to finish a project in a timely manner.  

In conclusion, if these steps are taken it will require a shift in the protocol for 

reporting activities for PRO Neighborhoods staff.  However, it will not deter from the 

mission of PRO Neighborhoods nor will it alter the goals of the constituency to improve 

conditions in their neighborhoods.  Instead, more accurate accountability measures will 

be the result and allow for PRO Neighborhoods to report better information to its funders.  

This will ultimately have the effect of improving the programs offered by PRO 

Neighborhoods and improving services to the constituency.  
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VII. Conclusion 
 
A. Summary 
 
The investigation into PRO Neighborhoods programs was sought through an 

investigation of literature as well as survey data that was compiled from feedback from 

PRO Neighborhoods constituents.  The literature review detailed the importance of 

accountability in the nonprofit sector, while the surveys aimed to gather specific 

information from the PRO Neighborhoods constituency that would help in determining 

the successes of the programs that PRO Neighborhoods offers.  PRO Neighborhoods is a 

partnership with City of Tucson, Pima County, the United Way of Tucson and Southern 

Arizona, and the Community Foundation for Southern Arizona and receiving funding 

from these sources requires that PRO Neighborhoods be held accountable for their 

program activities and are able to demonstrate through quantitative and qualitative data 

that they are reaching their goals and fulfilling their mission statement.   

 The data that was collected throughout this assessment had some results but is 

better likened to a learning experience for both PRO Neighborhoods and the student 

consultant.  PRO Neighborhoods wants to be able to show the funders and constituents 

that they are empowering grassroots groups.  Empowering can be defined in this context 

as helping individuals or community groups to organize, establish community assets and 

following through on goals of improving their communities.  If the recommendations are 

carried out, PRO Neighborhoods will have the tools to deliver quantifiable results to its 

funders. 
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B. Importance of Accountability 

The literature reviewed some of the common accountability practices of nonprofit 

organizations and the importance of establishing good relationships with funding sources. 

This enables both parties to know what to expect from each other and where 

improvement might be made.  Another challenge to accountability is the lack of a 

standard set of criteria for reporting.  PRO Neighborhoods has four main funding sources 

that operate separately from each other and therefore have different criteria for dispersing 

funds to organizations.  The challenge then is for PRO Neighborhoods to deliver reports 

that detail their progress and meet the accountability requirements of each organization. 

This will ultimately allow each funding source to determine if PRO Neighborhoods 

should continue to receive support and also to base how much support they are willing to 

give. 

 

C. Survey Data  

 The data collected from the surveys’ did reveal some applicable results however, 

they needed to be more detailed in order to quantify whether or not PRO Neighborhoods 

is successfully reaching its constituency and fulfilling its mission.  Several 

recommendations were made that would help PRO Neighborhoods create an 

accountability instrument that would follow up on projects after their completion.  This 

would be an important step if PRO Neighborhoods is to reach a larger audience for the 

purpose of compiling data that can be reported to its funding sources.   

 This should also be done for other programs that are offered by PRO 

Neighborhoods.  Again, this would reach a larger audience of its constituency and would 
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be in a timely manner that would keep the responses to questions more accurate.  One of 

the possible problems with the surveys was that too much time (two years) had passed 

and respondents had forgotten details about certain program activities.  It would also be 

beneficial to submit accountability report to the funders that has been developed by PRO 

Neighborhoods staff who have more intimate knowledge of the procedures of program 

activities.  This creates a platform for all who are involved to take a more personal stake 

in PRO Neighborhoods programs.  
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VII. Appendix 

Appendix A 

 
Letter enclosed with the surveys sent to PRO Neighborhoods programs participants 
 
February 7, 2005 
 
PRO Neighborhoods is always looking for ways to measure how well our programs work 
and to improve how we serve grassroots neighborhoods groups in Pima County. 
 
As someone who has participated in a PRO Neighborhoods sponsored workshop or 
training, we would appreciate if you could fill out the survey on the enclosed postcard 
and put it in the mail.  Just a few minutes of your time will greatly help us evaluate our 
work. 
 
Thank you in advance and please respond NO LATER THAN FEBRUARY 21st. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Levonne Gaddy 
Executive Director 
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Appendix B 
 
Community Impact Survey 
 
 

1. How many times have you applied to PRO Neighborhoods for funding?   
   Once    Twice    Three Times    Four Times 
 
2. How many times have you received funding from PRO Neighborhoods? 
            Once    Twice    Three Times    Four Times 
 
3. How do you think your PRO Neighborhoods funded project continues to 

impact your neighborhood? 
Increased Safety            Increased cooperation           Cleaner Public Areas 
Increased Youth Involvement       Increased Cohesion/Sense of Neighborhood 
No Significant Change           Other ____________________ 

 
4. What type of project(s) did you get funded for by PRO Neighborhoods?  
         Public Space         Cooperative Entrepreneurial           Arts/Humanities 
                Educational/Social Support             Other___________________ 
 
5.  Have you attended a PRO Neighborhoods workshop? 
             Yes                 No 
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Appendix C 
 
PRO Workshops Survey 
 
 

1. Do you think what you gained from the PRO Workshop has impacted 
your neighborhood? 

             Yes          No 
 
2. If so, in what way? 

Increased safety        Increased Cooperation      Cleaner Public Areas 
                  Increased Youth Involvement        Increased My Own Involvement  
                  In My Neighborhood       No Significant Impact   Other _____________ 
            

3. Did your neighborhood group apply for funding prior to attending a 
PRO Workshop? 

            Yes          No 
 
4. Have you applied for funding from PRO Neighborhoods since the      

                  Workshop? 
            Yes          No 

 
5. Has your neighborhood group received funding from PRO      
      Neighborhoods since the Workshop? 
 Yes         

 
6.  Has your interaction with PRO Neighborhoods helped increase  

 your own or other resident(s) participation in your neighborhood?   
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Appendix D 
 
Phone Interview Survey (Follow-Up for Community Impact Survey) 
 
Do you know about the project? 
 
Yes/No 
 
How involved in the project were you? 
 
Very 
 
Somewhat 
 
Not at all 
 
If not involved, what was your understanding of your role when you signed on? 
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Appendix E 
 
Project Impact Evaluation Example 
 
 
Type &                                          # of People 
Scale of           Have you ever      Attending 
Project            been organized?  Meetings       Follow-up 
Public space 
Small project 
(grant 
amount) 

Yes or No 25 Five new 
committees 
formed 
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Appendix F 
Data Collection: Case Example 1 

 
Staff of a large community-based organization dedicated to health reform initiated an 
evaluation designed to determine the impact of, and lessons learned from, their past and 
present programming. Their evaluation did not focus on the “success” of individual 
projects, but rather concentrated on the organization's progress as a whole in 
implementing its overall mission of improving community residents' access to health 
care, increasing their knowledge of prevention-focused health care, and reducing the 
occurrence of high-risk health behaviors. 
 
An evaluation team, consisting of representatives of each project and an external 
evaluator, previously determined the primary evaluation questions: Have community 
residents experienced greater access to health-care services overall? Do community 
members have increased knowledge as to what constitutes high-risk health behaviors? 
Have high-risk health behaviors decreased among community members? What lessons 
have been learned from implementing these programs? What opportunities have been 
missed in improving the overall health of community members? 
 
The evaluation team examined the purpose, key questions, and human and financial 
realities of what was feasible and also learned that a significant amount of data had 
already been collected by individual projects. As a result, the evaluation team determined 
that data-collection methods selected for this evaluation needed to maximize the use of 
existing data so as not to duplicate efforts and waste precious resources. In order to obtain 
information from a variety of perspectives, however, the evaluation team decided that the 
questions they wanted to answer would be best addressed through a combination of 
quantitative and qualitative data obtained from on-site observations and interviews, as 
well as a review of previously collected data. 
 
On the qualitative side, they planned an extensive review of existing documents, such as 
project-specific interim reports, previous evaluations, mission statements, and 
organizational charts. They anticipated that this review would provide the evaluation 
team with the context of each project's history, goals, and achieved outcomes in relation 
to the organization as a whole. In addition, based on this information, they intended to 
identify key informants for subsequent interviewing and onsite observation purposes. 
 
On the quantitative side, the evaluation team learned that each project was required to 
collect data on an ongoing basis in relation to number of participants/clients served, as 
well as various project-specific information data (such as length of time participants spent 
in a project, number of referrals given, pre- and post-program impacts, etc.). 
Therefore, some data were already available for purposes of this evaluation and did not 
need to be collected again. 
 
By employing these data-collection methods, the evaluation team intended to obtain a 
more complete picture of this organization's health reform efforts to date. 
 
Source: Kellogg Foundation website (http://www.wkkf.org/Programming/Extra.aspx?CID=281&ID=36) 
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