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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In this report I identify what environmental nongovernmental organizations (ENGOs) cite 

as their significant challenges with accountability and propose solutions to those 

challenges, with an internal management strategy through project evaluation.  The 

accountability process can be a problem for some ENGOs, as there is rarely a formal 

process that the organization can rely on.  My goal is to create a report that is useful for 

nonprofit directors, program managers, grant writers, foundations, and anyone invested in 

the success of nonprofits.  The report begins with a discussion of traditional forms of 

reporting accountability through reports to foundations and annual reports.  The 

opportunities and constraints this method poses for ENGOs and their funders are 

highlighted.  Next, common evaluation methods are outlined in order to identify potential 

weaknesses and establish a framework for recommendations.  Then, a survey of selected 

Arizona ENGOs shows in what ways ENGOs struggle with the accountability process.  

This is followed by recommendations for both ENGOs and funders.  The 

recommendations for ENGOs include an anticipatory approach including adjustments to 

project evaluation, budgeting, and staff responsibilities.  For funders, the report explores 

what traditional forms of accountability reporting tend to report, what opportunities are 

missed, and how to modify funder expectations.  Recommendations include a greater 

emphasis on information sharing by requiring an evaluation process as part of the grant 

contract and financially supporting the process.  The conclusion is that some ENGOs 

struggle with accountability through evaluation and that further research is needed to 

discover alternative methods for dealing with it. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Utility for Planners 

For this report, a nonprofit organization is any group recognized by the federal 

government as an organization that does not redistribute its net income and is therefore 

tax exempt.  Other synonyms for nonprofits include “charitable,” “voluntary,” “third 

sector,” “independent,” or “nongovernmental” (NGO) (O’Neill 2002, 3).  I have chosen 

to use the term NGO.  In this report, NGOs refer only to 501 3 (c) organizations, which 

account for about 60% of all nonprofits.  There are millions of nonprofits operating in or 

from the United States, but only 1.8 million are registered with the federal government 

(O’Neill 2002).  With a population of over 292 million people, there is about one 

nonprofit for every 162 people in the U.S.  Nonprofits employ approximately 11 million 

people and expend $874 billion annually in products and services. 

 

NGOs step in where governments cannot or will not provide services (O’Neill 2002).  

They contribute to society by building both roads and civil societies.  They provide for an 

array of services; the IRS allows for 36 different types of NGOs, ranging from 

homeowners’ associations, to cemetery companies, to recreation clubs (O’Neill 2002).  

NGOs affect almost every person’s life in the U.S.  Because NGOs contribute so much to 

society, in the way of social and physical infrastructure, it is relevant for planners to be 

involved with, or at least aware of the impact of NGOs.  Furthermore, since the 

government and planners rely so heavily on these organizations, it is in their interest to 

help make the NGOs as successful as possible. 
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For example, the Sonoran Institute works with local and state government agencies to 

preserve open space and establish livable communities that are environmentally friendly.  

They do so by protecting and restoring thousands of acres of rivers and public open land.  

They also assist state agencies with the planning and implementation of conservation 

plans in Southern Arizona.  Other services include acknowledging designers and builders 

who create projects that are in tune with the community’s values and the desert 

landscape.  A recent recipient of the Sonoran Institute’s “Building with the Best of 

Tucson Award” said, “These awards do a wonderful job of educating the public on what 

to ask for in urban planning and design” (Sonoran Institute 2004). 

 

B. The Role of Accountability in NGO Management 

Most NGOs advance their missions by undertaking projects.  For NGOs, a project is 

successful when its outcome reflects its objectives, as expressed in the mission of the 

organization (Oster 1995).  While certain projects may be more successful than others, it 

is imperative that the balance of the projects be successful.  According to the Arizona 

Nonprofit Capacity Building Initiative, organizational effectiveness is achieved through 

“the ability of an organization to fulfill its mission through a blend of sound management, 

strong governance, and a persistent dedication to achieving results” (2002, 8).  Assuming 

that the organization’s mission reflects some societal need, NGOs’ successes benefit 

society. 

 

In conjunction with the desirable outcome of a project, a successful NGO is an 

accountable NGO.  After the events of September 11, there was a significant jump in 
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charitable giving to American NGOs.  Along with the outpouring of support came a 

greater demand for nonprofit accountability (Jones 2002).  Accountability can be defined 

as being responsible to someone for something (Duca 1996).  There are multiple things 

nonprofits organizations are accountable to and for.  Nonprofits are responsible to 

stakeholders, who in this report include donors and foundations.1  Nonprofits are 

answerable for the outcome of projects that are financed or supported by the stakeholders.  

This report is exclusively concerned with the process of evaluating and reporting for the 

accountability owed to donors and foundations, as opposed to the fiscal responsibility 

owed to the IRS.   

 

Accountability is necessary because stakeholders want to verify that their financial 

support is being used effectively.  Due to competition for funds, nonprofits are compelled 

to report positive, measurable, immediate, performance outcomes to funders.  In return, 

funders reward successful projects with further funding.  Lynn Vincent noted in a recent 

article published in World Magazine, “increasing donor and watchdog pressure gives 

charities an incentive to report their expenses in a manner that makes them appear to be 

efficient” (2003). 

 

Despite its necessity, accountability is seen by many nonprofits as a challenge (Edwards 

1996, Connect 2001, Oster 1995).  This is primarily because preparing accountability 

reports takes time and money that could otherwise be spent on other projects, furthering 

the organization’s goals.  The accountability process, which is most commonly 

                                                 
1 Foundations are nonprofit, philanthropic organizations that are characterized by being supported by a 
narrow base of donors, endowments, and operate by distributing grants to individuals and organizations 
rather than administering the projects themselves (Holcombe 2000). 
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manifested in project or program evaluation, is often overlooked as an asset (Gray and 

Associates 1998). 

 

C. Arizona Environmental NGOs 

Environmental NGOs, or ENGOs as they are called in this report, serve as the population 

for the environmental nonprofit world in Arizona in this report.  ENGOs are NGOs with 

missions to protect some aspect of the natural environment.  ENGOs have a tremendous 

impact in Arizona because they address salient issues like water conservation, habitat 

protection, and forest fire management.  They supplement shrinking government services, 

with at times, better quality.  Additionally, there has been an increased public interest in 

the environment and therefore an increased need for accountability (Oster 1995).  

Examples of ENGOs in Arizona include the Sonoran Institute and the Arizona Native 

Plant Society.  As of 2003, there were an estimated 3,308 NGOs operating in Arizona, of 

which, 135 were ENGOs.  ENGOs generate 1% of the $8,750.9 million in NGO revenue 

in Arizona (Brown 2003), however, this does not reflect their impact on society or the 

environment.  Because there is no “market-value” for environmental protection, its value 

is not captured in the numbers above.  Its value and success is measured differently.  The 

most widely accepted way for ENGOs to report their impact is through the accountability 

process.   

 

D. Myths and Truths About the Accountability Process 

Misconceptions about the accountability process may prevent some ENGOs from 

reaching their full potential.  These misunderstandings may occur because the 
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organization’s staff or Board may be inexperienced or misinformed about accountability 

performance.  Some myths and truths are highlighted below and are later discussed in 

Chapter II: Traditional Methods of Accountability Reporting and in Chapter VI: 

Recommendations.  

 

Myth #1: Evaluators must be outside the project. 

Truth: It has been suggested that it is unreasonable to expect a project manager to 

evaluate his/her own project (Oster 1995).  However, if the evaluation process is 

established before the project is administered, there is less room for biased interpretation.  

Experts suggest that not only is it possible to conduct an in-house evaluation, it is 

preferred as involved individuals have an intimate knowledge of most of the associated 

issues (McNamara 1999; Rossi et al. 1999).  In this study some respondents report 

evaluating their own projects, albeit with difficulties. 

 

Myth #2: Evaluators can only use traditional methods of data collection. 

Truth: Traditional sources include activity logs, financial reports, or interviews, and are 

useful contributions to the evaluation process (Wether and Berman 2001).  While these 

are significant sources of data, other informal sources should be used as well.  Some 

ENGOs generate and collect information through press releases and newsletters.  These 

are useful because they include relevant hard facts about the project, like project activities 

and dates which are useful when demonstrating causality. 

 

Myth #3: Evaluation cannot internalize outside factors. 
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Truth: Wether and Berman in Third Sector Management (2001) explain how “SWOT” 

analysis (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats) can be used to evaluate the 

external environment in which the ENGO operates.  First evaluate the ENGO’s strengths 

and weaknesses.  Then identify external opportunities to capitalize on organizational 

strengths.  Next identify threats and determine if parts of the organization can be 

strengthened to deflect them.  By identifying the strengths and weaknesses before the 

project implementation, identifying external factors later will be easier.  However, avoid 

the “Bluesky” pitfall (Kearns 1996).  This occurs when strengths are overestimated and 

weaknesses underestimated.  Be conservative about your ENGOs capabilities and revisit 

them before and after each new project. 

 

Myth #4: Evaluation is time consuming and expensive. 

Truth: If evaluation is used as a project management tool, it need not be expensive or 

time consuming.  When the evaluation is internalized as part of the project 

implementation, the evaluation can be conducted by the project manager.  Internalized 

evaluation still uses management’s time, but it would not be an overhead expense 

because it is an integrated step in the project.  However, even when used as a project 

management tool, evaluation does require resources.  Therefore, ENGOs and funders 

should negotiate prior to project implementation for funding evaluations if the foundation 

requires evaluation reports.  Most respondents find evaluation time-consuming and 

expensive, so steps that might reduce resources used would help most ENGOs. 
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Myth #5: ENGOs with big budgets are more accountable than ENGOs with smaller 

budgets. 

Truth: Budget size does need to affect how accountable an ENGO is.  Mission driven 

ENGOs can be highly successful in terms of accountability, regardless of size as Chapter 

V: Findings demonstrates based on survey findings. 

 

E. Dealing with the Accountability Process 

By reviewing the relevant literature and through a survey of Arizona ENGOs, this report 

examines how ENGOs experience the accountability process.  An accountability toolkit 

is proposed that includes recommendations for ENGOs (which can broadly be applied to 

all NGOs) and for donors and foundations.  The premise is that if ENGOs report 

accountability with greater ease, they will be more efficient and able to concentrate their 

resources on their projects rather than on reporting. 

 

There are multiple beneficiaries of this report.  ENGO directors, presidents, program 

managers, and grant writers can use this report to assess their organization’s weaknesses 

by comparing it with other organization’s experiences, to learn how other organizations 

manage for accountability, and to identify ways to improve accountability processes.  

Funders can use this report to understand how the nonprofits they support deal with the 

task of generating evaluations and provide insight into ways to make accountability 

reporting more integrated into program delivering.  Finally, anyone who is invested in the 

success of ENGOs, the stakeholders at large, will learn about how and why ENGOs 

evaluate and report their accountability. 
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II. TRADITIONAL METHODS OF ACCOUNTABILITY REPORTING 

Accountability reporting is the process of collecting and presenting data in report format, 

to foundations and donors, to show them the success of the ENGO’s work.  A grant 

report is generated at the end of a grant’s life cycle in partial fulfillment of a grant 

contract.  An annual report is a report that the organization voluntarily produces, and 

usually includes project successes and financial summaries.  The annual report is created 

with funders, particularly donors, in mind.  Both reports offer indicators of an 

organization’s accountability.  However, there are several specific problems with the 

traditional process of reporting accountability that prevent it from accurately depicting 

the accountability of the ENGO. 

 

A. Challenges for ENGOs 

One major problem is that accountability reporting perforce occurs at the end of a project.  

This creates pressure for the reporter or evaluator.  A lot of data needs to be collected and 

organized in a short amount of time.  The typical protocol for grant reporting is to review 

the proposal to the foundation and revisit those goals and objectives with updates.  

Because the report also impacts future funding, the accountability process becomes 

reporting for the sake of reporting, rather than for internal project evaluation and 

monitoring.  This is so common that Ed Portnoy, Director of the Grants Program for the 

Nina Mason Pulliam Charitable Trust, warns “Don’t do it to satisfy us, do it to fulfill your 

mission” (SLHI 2001). 
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A second problem is that ENGOs may not be able to evaluate the project outcomes, at 

least in quantitative terms.  There has been a long-standing debate about whether or not 

NGOs can measure outcomes and outputs (O’Neill 2002).  With regard to annual reports, 

ENGOs often need to convey complex information to their donors.  Knowing that their 

donors’ time is valuable, ENGOs try to break complicated concepts regarding project 

outcomes into easily read charts and graphs.  While this can be an effective method of 

reporting some types of information, it cannot fully capture the effects an ENGO has on 

broader issues, especially temporal effects.  This is because many environmental projects 

do not experience detectable results for many years.  For example, the legal process of 

listing an endangered species and obtaining critical habitat for it may take decades of 

litigation and waiting.  Moreover, once the desired output is achieved, if it is ever 

achieved, the effects on the target may not be evident for a long time. 

 

A third pitfall for ENGOs is that the time and money spent on preparing reports may not 

be budgeted, and therefore, may be taken away from other projects (Duca 1996).  ENGOs 

may not budget for evaluation because reports are frequently treated as an afterthought.  

In fact, while almost all foundations require grant reports, few ENGOs allocate funding 

for conducting project evaluations or preparing the reports.  If an outside evaluator, or 

grant administrator does the evaluation, it raises overhead expenses for the organization.  

If the project manger, who may not be familiar with the terms of the grant, does the 

evaluation time and energy is expended on compiling the information and formatting the 

report to fit the foundation’s expectations, detracting from the time spent on the project.  

In short, evaluation is often a hidden cost to the agency.   
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The last major problem for the accountability process of ENGOs is the competing “pulls” 

outlined by Ospina, Diaz, and O’Sullivan (2002).  The authors explain in their paper 

titled “Negotiating Accountability,” that NGOs are responsible to two competing groups.  

The first group is their constituents, who create a downward pull for immediate, visible 

results.  The constituents seek a sense that the organization is active.  The other group is 

the donors who create an upward pull, and is responsive to longer-term outcomes.  They 

are more concerned with the finances and management of the organization.  The notion 

of upward pull is also supported by Edwards and Hulme who say that donor funding may 

“reorient accountability upward…and bias performance measurements toward criteria 

defined by donors” (1996, 34).2  According to Ospina et al., the competing pulls create an 

accountability system that results in “negotiated accountability,” a compromise 

attempting to satisfy the two groups.  Sharon M. Oster in Strategic Management for 

Nonprofit Organizations elaborates, “Program evaluation is complicated by the multiple 

constituencies of the typical nonprofit” (1995, 142).   

 

The above four key challenges for ENGOs, performing evaluation at the end of the 

project; being unable to evaluate project outcomes; not budgeting time or money for 

evaluating; and the competing pulls of accountability, diminish an ENGO’s ability to 

manage the accountability process.  These challenges are by no means the only 

challenges ENGOs face in the accountability process.  Other challenges may include an 

unclear understanding of funders’ expectations of the evaluation, lack of experience 

and/or expertise in evaluating, and internal organizational issues which may complicate 

                                                 
2 Support for this theory can also be found in Edwards and Hulme 1994; Fisher 1994; Tanodon 1994. 
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the accountability process.  While these particular challenges are not discussed at length 

in this report, they are further addressed in Chapter VI: Recommendations. 

 

B. Challenges for Funders 

Funders invest much time and consideration in reviewing ENGOs reports.3  They want to 

ensure that their investment is yielding the greatest return.  Reports are an evaluation tool 

for determining the success and accountability of ENGOs.  Therefore, ENGOs are under 

pressure to meet funders’ expectations.  However, according to Wayne Parker, Director 

of Research and Evaluation for Virginia G. Piper Charitable Trust, “We’re not using 

evaluation to determine a pass or fail grade…We’re using it to discover strengths and 

weaknesses of the agency and its programs so we can help them improve” (SLHI 2001, 

1).  Although some foundations emphasize that the reports are not used to punish 

organizations, ENGOs are still wary that this is exactly what they are for.  ENGOs may 

feel that the evaluation process is what will secure or lose further funding.  In order to 

increase the chances of continued funding, data may be presented in the most favorable 

way in order to meet funders’ expectations, without actually lying about the project’s 

outputs.  If data is manipulated, funders are unable to truly evaluate whether their 

investment is performing according to their expectations. 

 

Another challenge for funders is accountability for the sake of monitoring rather than for 

furthering common goals.  As described above, ENGOs may be more focused on 

producing a report that will please its funders than evaluating the project based on its 

merits alone.  In its Evaluation Handbook, the W.K. Kellogg Foundation comments that, 
                                                 
3 Unless otherwise specified, funders refer to both individual donors and foundations. 
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“evaluation should be supportive and responsive to projects, rather than become an end 

itself”(1998, III).  However, because many ENGOs are unable or unwilling to dedicate 

the proper resources to the accountability process, some reports may be generated only 

for the benefit of the funder.  Reporting for the sake of reporting alone weakens valuable 

information sharing because failures are omitted and the learning process remains hidden 

from the funders, leaving other ENGOs to fall victim to similar mistakes. 

 

C. Challenges in General 

There are some issues in the accountability process that effect both the ENGO and the 

funders.  The following challenges are presented by Michael Edwards and David Hulme 

in Beyond the Magic Bullet (1996).  They refer to measuring the impact and 

effectiveness of NGOs through “interpretative” accountability.  It is interpretative 

because they are addressing the fact that the nature of NGO work is complicated and 

muddled.  They identify lack of standard evaluation outcomes and indicators as one 

major shortcoming.  The authors argue that there are no standard indicators because they 

are difficult to identify from project to project.  Without standard measures, NGO 

evaluations are imperfect, may be misconstrued, and may not be trustworthy (Greenfield 

1997).  For example, an ENGO with the goal of protecting endangered species may 

measure their success by reporting the number of species they help achieve endangered 

species status, when a more accurate indicator of their success may be determined by the 

amount of critical habitat they help get designated for those species. 
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Another issue is that NGOs can rarely control the central factors that effect the outcome 

of their work, such as an administration or policy change which impacts the success or 

failure of a project.  There is often no place in the system to assess external 

circumstances4, even when those external factors are other complementary projects 

administered by the same ENGO (Oster 1995).  Sometimes they cannot even identify the 

external factors that may have effected the outcome.  Therefore, it is difficult to truly 

capture what effects a project has on its target.  Although focus on project activities may 

not be enough to show effects, an organization can only be responsible for its actions.  

Changes in external factors are beyond its control. 

 

A third challenge with the accountability process, according to Edwards and Hulme, is 

the possibility that transparency, which is closely associated with accountability, may 

allow for oppositional advantage.  In Beyond the Magic Bullet, the authors are referring 

to political NGOs, but as ENGOs are often political in nature this may pose a problem for 

them as well.  Sometimes ENGOs directly oppose policies of government agencies or 

interest of powerful industries such as energy or agriculture.  By exposing the details of 

their organizational operations, ENGOs may be vulnerable to oppositional dismantling. 

 

A final challenge, is the lack of methods for evaluating temporal effects.  At the time a 

report is generated, the evaluator can only hypothesize about what the medium and long-

term effects of the project are likely to be.  Therefore, outcome changes over time are left 

undocumented.  This creates an information gap between past and future projects.  

Because neither the funder nor the ENGO are aware of the long-term effects of the 
                                                 
4 However, some foundations do require this element as part of the grant report. 
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projects (as few ENGOs continue to monitor their project outcomes beyond completion), 

the opportunity for learning and growth is lessened. 

 

The challenges to accountability in general may continue to go unresolved because they 

are too broad in scope.  The lack of evaluation standards and lack of methods for 

monitoring temporal effects are institutional problems that need to be addressed by the 

nonprofit community as a whole.  Industry standards of evaluation could be formalized 

by leading foundations, but would likely be difficult to implement as environmental 

projects tend to vary vastly.  The issue of accounting for external factors, and 

oppositional advantage which is an external factor, will continue to be problematic 

because projects are implemented in very dynamic environments.  Nevertheless, the 

nonprofit sector should attempt to address, if not recognize that all of these factors affect 

an ENGO’s capability to report its accountability.  
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III. EVALUATION METHODS 

Accountability, as it is described in this report, focuses on ENGOs’ ability to report their 

accountability to their funders through formal evaluation reports.  Foundations and 

ENGOs consider evaluation through reporting outcome measures a principal element of 

accountability (Urban Institute 2002).  It can increase accountability within the 

community by reporting the organization’s impacts.  Furthermore, it increases 

accountability by allowing transparency into an organization’s methods and 

effectiveness.  This transparency provides foundations and donors the opportunity to 

offer ENGOs instruction to make them stronger.  It can also be helpful as a project 

management tool (Oster 1995).  Of the three methods described below, the Logic Model 

and the Outcomes-Based Evaluation Model have similar components making them 

essentially the same.  They are included as two models because they are each widely 

used.  The following methods are reviewed here because, despite their constraints 

discussed below, they contain vital elements for effective evaluation that will be drawn 

upon in Chapter VI: Recommendations. 

 

A. The Logic Model 

The most commonly used evaluation model is the Logic Model.  It specifically 

documents and explains what resources were used, what activities were carried out in the 

project, and what the impact was on the target.  It is simple to read and serves as a 

roadmap for the ENGO to follow throughout the project.  It also allows funders to 

evaluate the step-by-step process of the project’s implementation (see Figure 1. The 

Logic Model). 
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Figure 1. The Logic Model 
Source: Based on the W.K. Kellogg Foundation’s Logic Model (Kellogg 2002). 
 
 
Most of the following information about the Logic Model is from the W.K. Kellogg 

Foundation’s Logic Model Development Guide (2002).  The first step in the Logic Model 

is identifying resources.  Resources are all of the inputs used in a project that effect the 

outputs.  Program and project activities are the intentional actions that are executed with 

the purpose of bringing about the desired outputs.  Program activities may include 

networking, litigating, and educating, to name a few.  These should be documentable and 

quantifiable.  Outputs are the immediate products of the program or project.  They are the 

intended tangible results of the activities.  

 

The outcomes step is where evaluators may struggle with the Logic Model. Outcomes 

evaluation should describe how outputs affect the target of the project.  They should also 

describe the degree to which the project’s goals were achieved (Wether and Berman 

2001).  Outcomes are difficult to identify and prove because it is difficult to link the 

change in the target’s status to the project’s outputs (Rossi et al. 1999).  There are many 

other factors at work in the environment that may be affecting the target.  Therefore, at 

best, the evaluation can indicate changes in the target that may be outcome-related. 
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These problems have previously been identified as challenges for ENGOs and funders for 

reporting accountability.  ENGOs have difficulty evaluating project outcomes because 

they are not always quantifiable.  The Logic Model does not provide a process to capture 

qualitative data.  Another issue is that the Logic Model does not give the evaluator the 

opportunity to distinguish or analyze external factors.  These external factors are often 

beyond the control of the ENGO.  In addition, it is hard to specify or quantify their 

influence on outcomes.   

 

B. Outcomes-Based Evaluation 

Outcomes-Based Evaluation is similar to the Logic Model in its construct, but different in 

its focus.  While the Logic Model is designed to elucidate the project’s process, the 

Outcomes-Based Evaluation highlights the impacts and potential benefits of the program.  

This model is explained by Carter McNamara in “Basic Guide to Outcomes-Based 

Evaluation for Nonprofit Organizations With Very Limited Resources” (1999) (see 

Figure 2. Outcomes-Based Evaluation Model).  Essentially the first four steps are the 

same in Outcomes-Based Evaluation as in the Logic Model.  In fact, Outcomes-Based 

Evaluation is a type of Logic Model.  Outcomes-Based Evaluation is more focused on the 

outcomes of a project.  It helps ENGOs determine what outcomes they will try to 

measure by requiring descriptions of the targets in terms of what is expected to change 

and the amount of change.  However, this creates the same problem already mentioned 

with the Logic Model.  This model also does not take account of external factors.  

Additionally, it is difficult to predict what the outcomes of a project will be, and 

moreover what the effects the project’s outputs will have on the outcomes. 
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Figure 2. Outcomes-Based Evaluation Model 

Inputs 

Activities 

Outputs 

Outcomes 

Outcome 
Targets 

Outcome 
Indicators 

Process to achieve outputs 

Units of goods or services 

Changes occurred as a result of the outputs 

Desired number or percent of target changed 

Observable and measurable benchmarks of change 

Materials and Resources 

Source: Based on Carter McNamara’s Outcomes-Based Evaluation (McNamara 1999). 
 

Another problem with the Outcomes-Based Evaluation is that benchmarks are hard to 

define prior to project implementation, especially if the project is new or one of a kind 

(Werther and Berman  2001).  Gray and Associates in Evaluation With Power (1998) 

identify some problems associated with Outcomes-Based Evaluations.  The first problem 

is that because the focus of Outcomes-Based Evaluations is on outcomes, opportunities 

for improving and learning may be overlooked.  The second concern is that the heavy 

reliance on quantitative data may further lose important information by not documenting 

how and why outcomes occurred.  A final issue is that due to the pressures of 

accountability, especially the need to quickly produce a report, the report itself may not 

be reliable because all of the factors may not be fully considered. 
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Because of their weaknesses, the Logic Model and the Outcomes-Based Model need to 

be balanced with other methods of evaluating.  The two biggest problems with these 

quantitative data-based approaches are accounting for externalities and utilizing 

qualitative data.  An approach that highlights success in these areas should be 

incorporated into evaluation.  Such an approach is partially found in Mixed-Method 

Evaluations.   

 

C. Mixed Method Evaluations 

Mixed Method Evaluations, as described by Joy Fretchling and Laure Sharp Westat in 

“User-Friendly Handbook for Mixed Method Evaluations” (1997) include qualitative 

methods used in project evaluation.  Qualitative data is used to discover patterns or 

themes in a project.  Qualitative data’s weakness is also its strength; there are few 

standards for qualitative data analysis which allows for greater flexibility than 

quantitative data.  Qualitative data allows a more holistic approach to evaluation than 

quantitative data which tends to look at a system in terms of its process rather than the 

over all impact of the project. 

 

The most salient contribution of qualitative evaluation methods for ENGOs is that they 

allow the evaluator to capture outside factors.  This is not used to make excuses for the 

failure of projects.  Rather, it is necessary to identify obstacles for future projects and 

weaknesses in current projects.  However, there are sometimes disadvantages to using 

qualitative data.  The individual perceiving the data may be biased.  This is especially 

relevant when the evaluator is the project manager and there is not a project evaluation 
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method in place at the start of the project.  A project manager may not be willing or able 

to report the failures of his or her project (Oster 1995).  Another problem may be that the 

volume of the information may be too large.  Because qualitative data often takes a 

narrative form, information gathering and display may be difficult.  Conversely, 

qualitative data may not be comprehensive or complete enough to create a reliable 

evaluation.  In either case, the analysis may be too resource consuming for ENGOs to 

fully utilize.  

 

The Mixed Methods Evaluation approach and the Logic Model and Outcomes-Based 

Evaluation approaches complement each other.  The former complements the latter two 

because it uses qualitative data.  The latter two complement the former because they are 

less vulnerable to bias and are less resource intensive.  However, none of the three 

models provide a real answer for how to account for external factors.    
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V. METHODOLOGY 

ENGOs headquartered in Arizona were surveyed in order to determine if Arizona 

ENGOs struggle with the accountability process.  There are 135 federally registered 

ENGOs in Arizona (Brown 2003), however, ENGOs that are chapter members of 

national ENGOs were not surveyed as their accountability to their national chapters may 

skew responses.  Therefore, because there are so few, and because all ENGOs regardless 

of size must deal with accountability, the surveyed ENGOs vary in size and capacity.  

ENGOs were identified using a variety of databases.  The identified population of 

ENGOs in Arizona during 2003 are listed in Appendix D, Arizona ENGOs.  The 86 

identified ENGOs were sent the survey by email and or contacted by phone. 

 

The survey was designed to be answered by the director/president, program manager, or 

grant administrator because they usually deal with the accountability process.  The survey 

was developed using some of the information from Chapter II: Traditional Methods of 

Accountability Reporting on challenges with accountability.  The aim was to determine 

whether Arizona ENGOs’ Board and/or staff members perceive the accountability 

process to be a challenge for their organizations, and if so how they address it.  The 

survey was pilot-tested on a grant writer from an Arizona ENGO for clarity and 

comprehension.  Eighty-six ENGOs were contacted by email or phone and answered the 

same 11 open-ended survey questions (see Appendix A. Survey Questions).  Eighteen 

surveys were completed.   
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Questions six and eight are omitted from Chapter V: Findings.  Perhaps due to their 

language, they yielded unreliable results, each respondent provided widely divergent 

answers with no discernable theme or pattern.  Survey question nine also produces 

unpredicted results, potentially due to the ambiguity of the question.  However, the 

results from this question are included in the findings because many of the respondents 

qualified their ‘yes” or “no” answers with an explanation. 

 

Qualitative data can give meaning to situations and scenarios where numbers cannot, 

however, it can also produce data that is invalid as the result of sampling errors and 

biased questions.  A complete list of Arizona ENGOs is not available.  While some 

directories, like Melissa.com or a yellow pages telephone directory, may list many 

ENGOs, there is no complete directory publicly available.  One reason is because 

ENGOs with incomes less than $25,000 are not required to file IRS 990 forms (990 form 

databases are the easiest way to get information on nonprofits).  Another reason is 

because some directories require membership or user fees to list or search for listings.  A 

final reason may be because some ENGOs are unaware of free directory services and 

therefore do not use them.  Future surveys of ENGOs should try to reach the maximum 

number of participants by searching a combination of databases. 

 

In order to minimize bias in future surveys, questions should avoid emotional terms like 

“struggle”.  Avoiding biased language, especially with a topic like accountability, where 

ENGOs are already sensitive to performance and image, are necessary for yielding 

credible responses.  Additionally, changing the question from a yes/no or open-ended 
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question to a close-ended question would have benefited this survey.  For example, 

instead of asking if the accountability process is a struggle for their organization, a 

question phrased like: 

 

How do you feel about the following statement? 
The accountability process can be challenging. 

 
Strongly Mildly  Neither Agree  Mildly  Strongly 
Disagree Disagree nor Disagree  Agree  Agree 

(1)  (2)   (3)   (4)  (5) 

 

Open-ended questions should only be used when absolutely necessary.  They can yield 

fewer survey responses, as open-ended questions require more time and energy to 

complete.  Furthermore, responses may be difficult to analyze because questions may 

produce a variety of responses with no basis of comparison.  Close-ended questions with 

ordered choices, or partially close-ended questions are useful when collecting data on 

sensitive data because the researcher can gauge how serious respondents think the issue is 

(Salant and Dillman 1994).  In this case, open-ended questions were valuable because 

they produced insightful anecdotes and experiences that are beneficial to the report.   
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VI. FINDINGS 

The final sample of 18 respondents is too small to use for statistical inference, and 

therefore is not intended to represent the entire ENGO community.  Nevertheless, these 

qualitative results describe respondents’ views of accountability.  They are intended to 

share information regarding the accountability process for the benefit of Arizona ENGOs 

and funders.  Greater attention is given to the respondents who qualified their “yes” and 

“no” answers with explanations, because those individuals provided valuable input on 

how ENGOs deal with the accountability process (see Appendix C, Survey Results 

Redacted). 

 

The survey results in Appendix B, Survey Results Summary and Appendix C, Survey 

Results Dialogue are grouped according to ENGO size, in order to maintain the 

anonymity of the ENGOs.  The size of the ENGO is determined by the amount of income 

they generated according to their most recently filed IRS 990.  The size groupings are: 

small $0-49,999, medium $50,000-499,999, and large $500,000-up.  This also allows 

correlations to emerge between the size of the ENGO and the survey responses.  

Furthermore, any descriptive responses that indicate ownership to a particular ENGO are 

summarized in Appendix B, Survey Results Summary in order to ensure such 

information remains undisclosed.  The following findings are not intended to be 

replicable, although they are a sample of the Arizona ENGO population.  They provide 

valuable insight into how ENGOs handle the accountability process, and can be applied 

to a wider audience of third sector participants.   
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A. Survey Respondents 

Of the 18 respondents, 11 describe themselves as the president or executive director of 

their ENGO, 3 as assistant or associate directors, 2 as program managers, and the 

remaining two are a founder and a grant writer (see Figure 3. Survey Respondents). 

 

Figure 3. Survey Respondents

Other 
2

Program 
Manager 

2

Assistant/ 
Associate 
Director

3
President/ 
Executive 
Director

11

N=18 
 

Figure 3.  Survey Respondents 
Source: The Author 

 

These results are expected as the survey was targeted at the executive director, program 

manager, or grant writer.  It is likely that the small percent showing of grant writers is 

because many ENGOs especially smaller ENGOs (those with a $0-50,000 annual 

budget), do not keep a grant writer on staff.  It is important to keep in mind that at least 

70% of the survey respondents come from the administrative body of their ENGOs where 

accountability is often regarded most important. 
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B. Accountable to Whom or What? 

Each separate answer within the response is given a point and organized into six 

categories: Board of Directors, Board of Directors only, funders, members, the public 

and/or environment, and other (see Figure 4. To Whom or What ENGOs are 

Accountable). 
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Figure 4. To Whom or What ENGOs are Accountable  
Source: The Author 

 

Ten of the respondents report they are accountable to the Board of Directors, and five 

report being accountable to the Board of Directors only.  Of the 18 respondents, 15 name 

the Board of Directors as who they are accountable to, this may reflect a centralized 

organization.  However, there is no correlation between the responses and the sizes of the 

ENGOs.  Of the eight respondents who do not report being accountable to the Board of 

Directors, one indicates that their ENGO is accountable to members and/or partners only.  

Only six of the respondents cite funders as who they are accountable to.  It should be 
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noted that some ENGOs may not receive funding from foundations or donors and may 

consider their members as their funders.  Assuming this is true, only three of the 12 who 

do not report being accountable to funders report accountability to members.  The fact 

that the majority of the respondents report accountability to the Board could mean that 

the perception is that the Board operates as the face of accountability to funders and the 

public.  This contributes to the resource-intensive nature of evaluation because the 

administrators, not the project managers, are ultimately responsible for the completion of 

the evaluations.  The eleven “other” responses include: “people in the field,” “partners,” 

“other agencies,” “IRS,” and “elected officials.” Because these responses were typically 

accompanied by another answer like “Board of Directors”, and they do not fit into the 

other categories, they were grouped together.  The diversity of response indicates that 

accountability is a word used for various concepts and does not have a narrow definition 

in the field. 

 

C. Accountable for What 

In response to what their ENGOs are accountable for, 15 of the respondents describe their 

mission or stated their mission statement.  Only three said they were accountable for the 

proper administration of their funds (see Figure 5. What ENGOs are Accountable For).  

The responses to this question also suggest that accountability is used to refer to 

qualitatively different concepts. 
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Figure 5: What ENGOs are Accountable For

Mission 
Statement

83%

Proper 
Administration 

of Funds
17%

N=18  

Figure 5. What ENGOs are Accountable For 
Source: The Author 

 

This does not necessarily demonstrate how different ENGOs approach the accountability 

processes.  The respondents who report being accountable for proper fund administration 

likely believe they are accountable to their mission as well, but because their projects are 

designed to fulfill their missions, their evaluation of the projects to funders indicates 

accountability for their mission.  These three respondents may be from an ENGO that is 

at a more advanced level of evaluating and accountability as they are aware that proper 

administration of funds insures accountability to their mission as well as to their funders.  

However, it may also reflect the ambiguity of the word “accountable” in the context of 

project evaluation. 

 

D. Accountability as a Project Management Tool 

When asked if they use the accountability process as a project management tool, half of 

the respondents answer “yes”.  One respondent who answers “yes” elaborates “Yes, in 
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the sense that commitments to funding sources define some of our work program and 

shape some of the data we keep.”  The ones who respond “no” sometimes add caveats 

like the fact that there is not enough foundation funding for evaluation.  Another 

respondent states “We’re a tiny organization with no ‘project management tools’, we just 

have a job to do and we do it.”  Given that project evaluation can be used to manage and 

monitor projects, this report emphasizes how the accountability process and project 

evaluation can be used as a project management tool in Chapter VI: Recommendations.  

 

E. Budgeting Time/Money for the Accountability Process 

When asked if their ENGO budgeted time and/or money specifically for the 

accountability process, 50% answer “no.”  Of those who answer “yes,” one specifies time 

only, another money only.  Both those who respond “yes” and “no” cite a lack of funds as 

an issue when budgeting money for the accountability process.  One respondent reports 

“Our organization is so underfunded! Theoretically, if I was paid a salary…yes, this is 

part of my duties.  Accountability is part of the responsibility of anyone involved in using 

resources that were contributed for a specific purpose.”  Another reports “No, we don’t 

budget time because we lack the funding.  We promise that 80% of funds will go to the 

project and that 20% will go to administrative.”   

 

Not only is there no pattern between ENGOs who budget and their size, but there seems 

to be no relationship between those who use the accountability process as a project 

management tool and those who budget time and money (see Figure 6. Relationship 

Between Project Management and Budgeting Time/Money). 
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Figure 6. Relationship Between Project Management and Budgeting 
Time/Money 
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Figure 6. Relationship Between Project Management and Budgeting Time/Money 
Source: The Author 

 

F. Key Complaints About the Accountability Process 

Surprisingly less than one-quarter of the respondents report that the accountability 

process is a challenge for their ENGO.  It is possible that some respondents believe that 

they were being asked about financial accountability.  Additionally, it is possible that 

some ENGOs may be uncomfortable revealing the fact that they struggle with the 

accountability process and therefore responded negatively.  None of the small ENGOs 

report struggling with accountability, one medium ENGO report “yes”, and two large 

ENGOs (half the large ENGO sample) report “yes”. 

 

Some of those who say “no” add things like, “I don’t think so.  There is a learning 

curve,” “No, other than a time commitment,” and “No, other than it is inherently boring, 

tedious work!”  One respondent even says “No. We are very accountable, even if it 

requires extreme levels of extra work and cessation of pay.”  The nature of these 

responses may indicate that the respondents were unwilling to admit that they have a hard 

time with the accountability process because that might mean that they are 
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unaccountable.  It appears many “no” respondents may have felt that they were 

answering “is your ENGO accountable,” not “does your ENGO struggle with the 

accountability process.” 

 

Two of the three who reported being challenged by the accountability process cite 

different reasons.  One respondent cites measuring subjective goals to be a problem.  

Another cites lack of funding for evaluation and meaningful attention by funders to 

evaluation.  Admitting that their ENGO is challenged by the accountability process does 

not mean that they are unaccountable.  Instead it may indicate that the responders are 

thinking about accountability and how to perform better in this area. 

 

The most common complaint about the accountability process was that the ENGOs did 

not have enough resources: time and money, for the accountability process.  Of the eight 

who listed a specific complaint, five cites resources.  This is an expected response as 

corresponding literature indicates that this may be a problem for some ENGOs. 

 

Therefore, it was also expected that the most frequent recommendation ENGOs list for 

funders was to give more funding for the evaluation process.  One respondent remarks 

that their ENGO promises to use only a certain percentage of their funds on 

administrative duties (which they consider evaluation to be) which limits their ability to 

deal with it.  Another respondent suggests that foundations should couple program grants 

with organizational or general operating grants in order to finance the accountability 

process. 
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G. The Accountability Process Benefits ENGOs 

When asked if the accountability process benefits their ENGO, all but one of the 

respondents answers “yes.”  The respondent who answers “no” does not elaborate, but 

some of the “yes” respondents add disclaimers.  One respondent reports “Yes, but only if 

the accountability process is relevant.”  Another reports the accountability process “has 

the potential to be a benefit.”  Therefore, the majority of ENGOs surveyed believe that 

the accountability process benefits their ENGO.  Greater attention needs to be placed on 

ensuring ENGOs can manage accountability.  Based on the survey findings, the 

recommendation to ENGOs are targeted at the ENGO administrators who are 

accountable to the Board of Directors and funders for their mission and the proper 

administration of their funds.  Also based on the findings, the recommendations to 

ENGOs include strategies for budgeting time and money as well as using the 

accountability process as a project management tool.  Suggestions made by respondents 

to funders are further addressed in recommendations to funders. 
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VII. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Accountability allows ENGOs the opportunity to demonstrate how effective they are 

(Epsy 1986).  In reviewing the Myths and Truths about the accountability process 

proposed in Chapter 1: Introduction, coupled with the survey results, Executive Directors 

and Presidents do report evaluation as time consuming and expensive, affirming Myth 

#4: Evaluation is time consuming and expensive).  However, success in accountability 

reporting is not associated with budget size of survey respondents, contradicting Myth 

#5: ENGOs with big budgets are more accountable than ENGOs with smaller budgets.  

This suggests expense should not be an impeding factor in evaluation.  The natural 

characterization of evaluation as too time-consuming to do properly may be too 

simplistic, as almost all respondents clearly report accountability benefits their 

organization.  The survey did not provide insight into the benefits of utilizing internal or 

external evaluators, alternative methods of data collection for evaluation, or controlling 

for external factors in evaluation.   

 

Because almost all of the ENGOs report accountability to benefit their organization, this 

chapter begins with a step-by-step process for ENGOs for implementing an evaluation 

process as an internal management tool as well as an accountability tool.  This is 

followed by suggestions for funders to assist ENGOs become more accountable with less 

effort. 

 

A. Recommendations for ENGOs 

This report concludes with an internal project management tool for accountability. 
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Step1: When drafting a grant proposal for a specific project, invite all staff involved in 

 the project to participate in the proposal writing process.  Have each staff member 

 write their own informal mini grant indicating their goals, objectives, 

 methodologies, and timelines.  This will give project managers and affiliated staff 

 advanced notice of what is expected of them and the relevant deadlines.   

Step 2: Whether or not the grant proposal requires it, draft an evaluation plan for the  

project.  This plan can follow the Logic Model, but incorporate methods that 

include externalities and be prepared to report qualitative results.  The qualitative 

results can be minimized by making some of the project’s goals quantifiable.  The 

evaluation model should include a time sequence that is in line with the promises 

made in the grant proposal.  This will be useful for both the ongoing monitoring 

of the project as well as the final grant report because it will ensure the project is 

in line with the proposal. 

Step 3: Begin implementation of the evaluation plan at the start of the project.  Allow 

 project managers to monitor themselves using the evaluation plan.  Brief updates, 

 with due dates established at the start of the project can be requested by 

 supervisors, but should mainly be done to increase internal information sharing 

 and support project modification in relation to the lessons learned as the project 

 develops. 

Step 4: Monitor the progress of the project using the evaluation plan.  Take notes on  

minor success and failures and begin to attribute causes.  This need not be time  

consuming and can be accomplished by using a spreadsheet.  Document data  
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sources such as interviews, media clips, and reports generated by the ENGO.  

While this does require time to complete, it is the most efficient way to gather 

data. 

Step 5: Prepare the evaluation for the funder.  This should be easier because the relevant  

data, including external factors and qualitative data have been accounted for.   

Additionally, adjustment in the project can be traced to specific events or factors  

and add validity to project management’s decisions.  This allows the funders to  

see how responsive and effective the ENGO has been. 

 

B. Recommendations for Funders 

As mentioned throughout this report, funders can ease the accountability process through 

more funding.  However, this is not a realistic solution, as foundations and donors are 

facing financial difficulties as well.  A useful contribution by foundations would be an 

evaluation framework for ENGOs to follow when implementing a project.  Because 

foundations know what outcomes they are looking for from a project, they should suggest 

ways to identify and monitor them.  The Center for Disease Control (CDC) is working on 

developing a manual with evaluation guidelines for nonprofits that receive grants from 

them.  According to the National Center for Charitable Statistics (NCCS), the 

organization working with the CDC to develop the manual, “the manual will help 

community-based organizations monitor their outcomes and improve their decision-

making process about programs” (http://nccsdataweb.urban.org/ accessed 04/02/04).  

Other foundations, like the W.K. Kellogg Foundation and United Way, have used their 

resources to help develop guidelines for their grant recipients to follow.  Smaller 
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foundations could emulate the W.K. Kellogg Foundation and the CDC by formulating 

their own guidelines. 

 

Foundations can also try to have a representative working with the ENGO to demonstrate 

a real interest in the project’s success as well as provide direction if needed.  Many 

foundations have a program officer, but the interaction between program officer and 

grantee is frequently limited to the deadlines of the grant cycle.  Both foundations and 

donors should be aware of the challenges ENGOs face with the accountability process, 

such as lack of time and funding.  They should also understand that whatever they do to 

ease this process will result in a more effective ENGO. 
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VII. CONCLUSION 

A. Summary 

This report first reviews the challenges of traditional forms of reporting accountability for 

ENGOs, funders, and in general.  The literature review is limited to discussing pros and 

cons of traditional forms of reporting as literature on alternative forms of reporting, such 

as meetings with funders, internal surveys, and narratives is relatively scarce.  Then, it 

presents some common evaluation methods in order to identify weaknesses and establish 

a framework for recommendations.  Next, a survey of Arizona ENGOs is presented and 

analyzed.  Finally, recommendations for ENGOs and funders, including a toolkit for 

internal project management is described.   

 

Accountability and project evaluation are necessary in today’s stressed charitable 

environment.  Watchdog groups like the National Charities Information Bureau and the 

American Institute of Philanthropy can only review NGO’s IRS 990 forms and other 

reports made available by the organizations (O’Neill 2002).  Therefore, rejection or 

acceptance by funders may be the most commanding way of leading ENGOs into greater 

and more sophisticated accountability.  Evaluation helps an ENGO answer: Is the project 

fulfilling its purpose?; Did it reach its goals and objectives?; and What were the reasons 

for the success or failure? (Koteen 1989).  Implementing evaluation strategies as a means 

to manage projects and accountability helps move ENGOs from “getting by” to “leading 

the way”.  Reading the report and following the proposed strategies should help ENGOs 

achieve greater accountability with fewer resources. 
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B. Importance to Planning 

This report is important for planning for three reasons.  The first reason is because 

planners often partner with NGOs in projects.  Because planners are accountable to the 

public, their partners also need to demonstrate accountability.  The second reason is that 

planners will be able to benefit from NGOs that report their accountability because they 

can mimic NGOs that demonstrate high levels of accountability.  The final reason is that 

because planners are interested in protecting the health, safety, and well-being of the 

public they should also care about the nonprofit sector, which significantly contributes to 

the welfare of the public.  Planners often work with or for NGOs to accomplish planning 

goals.  Therefore, they should be involved in the accountability of NGOs. 

 

C. Further Research 

Further research could clarify what is meant by accountability as this survey suggests that 

definitions vary widely in the field.  Possibilities for the disparities could be due to the 

NGO’s maturity or the experience of the individual being surveyed.  The survey should 

clarify what is meant by accountability and evaluation, as evaluation is one method of 

reporting accountability.  Other research should look at both alternative forms of 

reporting accountability and alternative methods of project evaluation.  Alternative forms 

of reporting could include meetings with funders, internal surveys, and narratives.  These 

would be especially significant if conducted throughout the project rather than at the end 

of the grant period.  Alternative methods of project evaluation are particularly relevant 

for ENGOs as outcome measurements may be difficult to quantify.  Future research 

should look at environmental indicators used by the Environmental Protection Agency, or 
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other accepted sources of environmental information, as a potential model for ENGOs to 

use. 
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APPENDIX A, Survey 

Greetings!  I am a graduate student from the University of Arizona.  My Master’s Report 

is on Nonprofit Accountability.  Part of my research for this report is gathered through 

environmental nonprofits who complete this survey.  If you are willing to participate, 

please answer the following 11 questions.  Your answers will be anonymous.  Please 

indicate if you would like an electronic copy of the final report in May. 

 

Accountability, in this case, refers to a nonprofits organization’s responsibility to fulfill 

their grant contracts (do what they said they were going to do in their proposal) with 

foundations and their mission statements for their donors.  Accountability, as it applies 

here, is detailed in annual reports and grant reports. 

 

1. What is you job title/description? 

2. Who is your organization accountable to? 

3. What is your organization accountable for? 

4. Is the accountability process, such as grant reports and annual report, used as a project 

management tool? 

5. Does you organization budget time and/or money specifically for the accountability 

process? 

6. Does transparency ever pose a political dilemma by giving an opponent insight? 

7. What is your biggest complaint about the accountability process? 

8. Do you feel that reports written to foundations fairly portray your organization? 

9. Does you organization struggle with the accountability process? 
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10. What recommendations do you have for foundations to make the accountability 

process more productive or easy? 

11. Does the accountability process benefit your organization? 
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APPENDIX B, Survey Results Summary 

ENGO Size 
 
 
 
 
Small: 8 
Medium: 6 
Large: 4 

Job Title 
 
 
 

Pres./ED: 11 
Assist.Dir.: 3 
Prog. Mang.: 2 
Other: 2 

Accountable 
to 

Board: 10 
Board only: 5
Funders: 6 
Members: 4 
Pub./Env.: 6 
Other: 11 

Accountable 
for 

 
 
 

Mission: 15 
Proper Adm.
Of Funds: 3  

 No: 8 

Used as 
Project 

Management 
Tool 

 
Yes: 9 

N/A5: 1 

Budget 
Time/Money 

 
 
 

Yes: 10 
No: 7 
N/A: 1 

Complaint 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Struggle
 
 
 
 

Yes: 3 
No: 14 
N/A: 1 

Recommendations
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Benefit the 
Organization 

 
 
 

Yes: 15 
No: 1 
N/A: 2 

 
 
Small 

President and 
Treasurer 

~alliance of 
other 
members 

Mission 
Statement       NO NO None NO None N/A

 
 
 
Small Executive 

Director 

~people in 
the field          
~foundations  
~corporations

proper 
administration 
of the funds YES     YES

waste of time 
and mental 
energy NO give funds YES

 
 
Small 

Administrative 
Assistant to the 
Board Members 

Mission 
Statement N/A      N/A None NO None YES

 
 
 
Small 

President and 
Executive 
Director 

~Board of 
Directors         
~Members      
~Funders 

Mission 
Statement YES      YES N/A NO N/A YES

 
 
Small 

Executive 
Director 

~Board of 
Directors 

Mission 
Statement NO      YES None N/A N/A N/A

 
 
Small 

Executive 
Director       ~Partners 

Mission 
Statement YES NO tedious NO

make known what 
their goals and values 
are YES

                                                 
5 N/A means the respondent did not answer the question. 
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ENGO Size Job Title 
Accountable 

to 
Accountable 

for 

Used as 
Project 

Management 
Tool 

Budget 
Time/Money Complaint Struggle Recommendations

Benefit the 
Organization 

 
 
Small 

Executive 
Director 

~Board of 
Directors 

Mission 
Statement NO    NO N/A NO

more managers who 
keep in touch with 
their grantees YES 

 
 
Small Founder 

~Wildlife         
~Public 

Mission 
Statement       YES NO NA NO None NO

 
 
Medium 

Assistant 
Director 

Board of 
Directors         

Mission 
Statement      NO NO NA NO

make known what 
their goals and values 
are YES

 
 
 
 
Medium 

Program 
Specialist 

~Board of 
Directors        
~Natural 
World 

Mission 
Statement       NO YES

~time 
consuming   
~hard to 
measure 
outcomes YES None YES

 
 
Medium 

Executive 
Director 

~Board of 
Directors 

Mission 
Statement YES     YES

Too much 
bureaucracy NO None YES

 
 
 
 
Medium Executive 

Director 

~Board of 
Directors         
~Other 
agencies 

Mission 
Statement NO     YES

Time 
consuming NO None YES

 
 
 
Medium 

Executive 
Director 

~Board of 
Trustees         
~donors          
~IRS 

fulfilling the 
proposal YES      NO None NO NA YES
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ENGO Size Job Title 
Accountable 

to 
Accountable 

for 

Used as 
Project 

Management 
Tool 

Budget 
Time/Money Complaint Struggle Recommendations

Benefit the 
Organization 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Medium 

Executive 
Director 

~Board of 
Directors         
~Other 
agencies 

Mission 
Statement YES   YES

some 
foundations 
reports require 
more 
administrative 
time than 
seems 
warranted, 
particularly for 
smaller grants NO 

allow for a percentage 
of funds to be used 
for administrative 
procedures YES

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Large 

Associate 
Director 

~Funders        
~Partners       
~Community   
~Elected 
Officials  
~Public at 
large 

Mission 
Statement YES  YES

funders don't 
give enough 
resources to 
monitor 
grantee, 
reflects the 
foundations 
lack of funding 
or staff YES 

couple general grants 
with program grants 
and fund staff time for 
evaluation activities YES 

 
 
 
Large 

Program 
Manager and 
Office Manager 

~Board of 
Directors 

Mission 
Statement NO      YES NO NO None YES

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Large 

Executive 
Director 

~Members      
~Customers   
~Funders        

Mission 
Statement     YES YES None NO

~create easy to use 
system to generate 
information needed 
for accountability         
~schedule report due 
dates with the 
organization rather 
than for YES 
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ENGO Size Job Title 
Accountable 

to 
Accountable 

for 

Used as 
Project 

Management 
Tool 

Budget 
Time/Money Complaint Struggle Recommendations

Benefit the 
Organization 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Large       Grant Writer 

~ funders        
~ public          
~environment 
~IRS 

fulfilling the 
proposal NO NO

not enough 
communication 
between 
project 
manager and 
person 
reporting YES NA YES
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APPENDIX C, Survey Results Redacted 

Question #4: Is the accountability process, such as foundation reports and annual reports, 
used as a project management tool? 
Small • It does help us keep tabs on our progress and keeps me thinking about 

how we are managing resources. 
• Yes, in the sense that commitments to funding sources define some of 

our work program and shape some of the data we keep. 
• We’re a tiny organization with no “project management tools”, we 

just have a job to do and we do it.  
• As much as possible. 

Medium • Not really, measurable outputs are easier to track than outcomes.  
• Not currently.  We have insufficient time to generate regular annual 

reports and receive little or no foundation support at this time. 
• Yes.  Foundation reports track restricted funds’ projects/accounts and 

our annual report tracks our unrestricted funds accounts. 
Large • No. But we do use it for communications and marketing. 

• Yes, both in terms of program development and monitoring. 
• Yes, it is supposed to be but…the Board does not require it. 

 
 
Question #5: Does your organization budget time and/or money specifically for the 
accountability process? 
Small • Our organization is so underfunded! Theoretically, if I was paid a 

salary…yes, this is part of my duties.  Accountability is part of the 
responsibility of anyone involved in using resources that were 
contributed for a specific purpose. 

• Not directly, it is part of the 10-15% administrative time we allocate. 
Medium • We set aside time for reports. 

• Yes, but it is backburner. 
Large • All staff are accountable for the work they do, and personnel time 

projections as part of the budget process take this into account. 
• Yes, money. 
• Yes, we try to budget for program management, with specific budget 

item for new budgets.  It is difficult because institutional funders 
don’t fund this aspect, therefore we must use unrestricted funds for 
this. 

• No, we don’t budget time because we lack the funding.  We promise 
that 80% of funds will go to the project and that 20% will go to 
administrative. 

 
 
Question #7: What is your biggest complaint about the accountability process? 
Small • I end up having to think hard about all the little details of my 

movements along the way when I have time. Not a real big 
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complaint, just a waste of precious time and mental energy. 
• It barely exists in the nonprofit sector. 
• No complaints, it is tedious work to track and record everything, but 

in the end, we are able to show a track record of our work. 
• We are controlled by government agency grants who take no 

accountability for the support yet they control everything we can and 
can’t do.  There are not enough grants that support [what we do]. 

Medium • It is time consuming. 
• There is not enough time, sometimes it is hard to measure. 
• Too much bureaucracy. 
• Some foundations or government funds reports require more 

administrative time than seems warranted, particularly for smaller 
grants. 

Large • I don’t have a complaint about this. 
• Funders don’t monitor enough.  The lack of funding for monitoring 

reflects the funders own lack of funds. There is not enough money 
put into development and how projects are fairing. 

• Information management. Expanding work, but with the same 
budget.  One person to keep up with expanding projects. 

 
 
Question #9: Does your organization struggle with the accountability process? 
Small • No, it is part of running a responsible organization.  Grant writing is 

the huge time-drain and headache. 
• I don’t think so.  There is a learning curve. 
• Only with funding. 

Medium • No, other than a time commitment. 
• No, other than it is inherently boring, tedious work! 
• Not sure. 
• Not really. 
• No. We are very accountable, even if it requires extreme levels of 

extra work and cessation of pay. 
Large • Yes, because of the lack of resources and lack of meaningful attention 

by funders to this issue. 
• Yes, it is identified as a problem.   

 
 
Question #10: What recommendations do you have for foundations to make more the 
accountability process more productive or easier? 
Small • Make sure you give your poor report writer a way to stop thinking 

about survival.  Maybe this sounds like it is not on the issue, but in 
our case the lack of resources makes it very stressful to spend time at 
the computer writing reports when we could use the time to be 
contacting potential supporters.  This is an issue that I imagine other 
organizations do not have to deal with.  We are a bit crazy to keep 
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working without adequate funding.   
• More project managers who keep in closer touch with their grantees. 
• It is helpful to know what their goals and values are, in order to 

support them to participate in innovative projects and efforts that 
might come up. 

Medium • With some of our more subjective goals that are difficult to measure, 
maybe use “increased”, “decreased”, and “stayed the same.”  

• I have never experienced anything too onerous in the area of 
reporting requirements, and in fact, with our primary past supporters, 
we have felt tremendous support and cooperation in that process.  

• Allow a percentage of funds to be used for administrative procedures 
instead of hard costs (materials) or non-administrative staff costs. 

Large • Create easy-to-use system to generate the information needed for 
accountability.  Make sure employees know how they are expected to 
use systems to report on what they are responsible for in a timely 
manner.  Try to schedule report writing and other accountability tasks 
during less busy times in your annual cycle. 

• Provide more general operating grants and couple program grants 
with organization development grants and be sure to provide funding 
to staff time for the activities. 

 
 
Question #11: Does the accountability process benefit your organization? 
Small • Of course.  It helps us be sure that we are on track.  It shows us where 

we have overestimated our expenditures and where we need to 
allocate more funds.  It helps us to better define our accomplishments 
as well and allows us the opportunity to thank the people who have 
made our work possible.  Here is my best practice – I consider the 
foundation-NGO relationship to be not just about money.  I try to 
communicate with the grants officer as a person, to let them know 
how things are going with our work.  They sit in an office imagining 
what we are doing and investing their emotional energy in it.  When 
something good happens, I let them know.  Conversely, if something 
goes wrong, they should be informed.  I always tell them that I 
consider this to be a collaboration with their organization and ours. 

• Yes.  We are a very new and small organization.  Our experience 
with these matters is limited. 

• Of course.  It should benefit all organizations. 
• Overall it benefits all of us and ensures that project funds are spent 

appropriately. 
• Yes, we can point to our development and accomplishments as an 

organization. 
• Not ours in particular. 

Medium • I am sure that it can be meaningful if the accountability process is 
realistic. 
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• In a general sense.  The more we measure our progress and impact, 
the greater integrity we have.  This is good for getting funders and 
helps us improve what we are doing. 

• Well, I suppose one way it does is that it gives us a rare chance to 
pause and reflect about what we’ve accomplished.  When we’ve been 
disciplined about the tracking process of our activities it has helped 
moral and feelings of overwhelm.  This is more a process we choose 
to do internally though, and says nothing about the simple process of 
relating progress to funders.  That is an essentially neutral effect, and 
one we see as reasonable for foundations to monitor the effectiveness 
of their offerings. 

• Yes.  It is an important project management tool. 
• Yes, I believe it does as it makes every one compete on the projects 

and programs which they are supposed to be performing. 
Large • Absolutely.  The questions some foundations ask us have been very 

useful in shaping the direction of our organization, and our ability to 
communicate to other about what we do. 

• It has the potential to do so. 
• Altruistically, yes.  Because otherwise we wouldn’t be doing service 

to the public and community.  It helps our reputation and helps us get 
more money. 
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APPENDIX D, Arizona ENGOs 

ORGANIZATION ADDRESS CITY ZIP PHONE # 
WEB 

ADDRESS 
American 

Hydrogen Society 
1739 W. 7th 

Ave. Mesa 85202 
480-827-

7915 
http://www.cl
ean-air.org/ 

Animal Defense 
League of Arizona 

PO Box 
43026 Tucson 85733 

520-623-
3101 

http://www.ad
laz.org 

The Arboretum at 
Flagstaff 

4001 S. 
Woody 

Mountain 
Rd. Flagstaff 86001 

928-774-
1442 

http://www.th
earb.org/ 

AZ Advocacy 
Network 

PO Box 
25369 Phoenix 85002 

602-650-
1966 

http://www.az
advocacy.org 

AZ Association of 
Conservation 

Districts 

3003 N. 
Central 

Ave. #800 Phoenix 85012 
602-280-

8803 
http://www.aa
cdonline.com/ 

AZ Association for 
Environmental 

Education 
PO Box 
64354 Phoenix 85082 

520-319-
1741 

http://www.ar
izonaee.org/in

dex.php 

AZ Clean and 
Beautiful 

1720 W. 
Broadway 
Rd., Ste. 

101 Mesa 85202 
480-615-

7200 

http://www.ar
izonacleanand
beautiful.org/ 

AZ Heritage 
Alliance 

PO Box 
16282 Phoenix 85011  

http://www.ar
izonaheritagea
lliance.org/ind

ex.htm 
AZ League of 
Conservation 

Voters 
738 N. 5th 

Ave. Tucson 85705 
520-622-

2819 
http://www.az

lcv.org/ 
AZ Native Plant 

Society 
Box 41206, 
Sun Station Tucson 85717  

http://aznps.or
g/ 

AZ Nursery 
Association 

1430 W 
Broadway 

Suite A-180 Tempe 85282  
http://www.az

na.org/ 

AZ Open Land 
Trust 

1915 E. 
Camino 
Miraval Tucson 85718 

520-577-
8564  

AZ Recycling 
Coalition 

1951 W. 
Camelback 
Rd. #445 Phoenix 85015 

480-782-
3430 

http://www.az
rc.org/ 

AZ-Sonora Desert 
Museum 

2021 N. 
Kinney Rd. Tucson 85743 

520-883-
2702 

http://www.de
sertmuseum.o

rg/ 
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AZ Trail 
Association 

PO Box 
36736 Phoenix 85067 

602-252-
4794 

http://www.az
trail.org/ 

AZ Wildlife for 
Tomorrow 

2221 W. 
Greenway 

Road Phoenix 85023  

http://www.wi
ldlifefortomor
row.org/wwd

Water.htm 

AZ Wildlife 
Foundation 

644 N. 
Country 
Club Dr., 

Ste. E Mesa 85201  

http://www.az
wildlife.org/a
wfoundation.h

tm 

Black Mesa Trust 
PO Box 
30456 Flagstaff 86003 

928-213-
9009 

http://www.bl
ackmesatrust.

org 

Black Mountain 
Conservancy 

PO Box 
7192 

Cave 
Creek 85327 

480-575-
5835 

http://www.bl
kmtnconserva

ncy.org 

Border Ecology 
Project 

PO Drawer 
CP, 619 

Briggs Ave. Bisbee 85603 
520-432-

7456 

http://www.bo
rderecoweb.sd
su.edu/bew/dr
ct_pgs/b/bep.

html 

Canelo Project 
HC1 Box 

324 Elgin 85611 
520-455-

5548 

http://www.ca
neloprojet.co

m 

Cave Creek 
Museum P. O. Box 1 

Cave 
Creek 85327 

480-488-
2764 

http://www.ca
vecreekmuseu

m.org/ 
CEDO-Intercultural 

Center for the 
Study of Deserts 

and Oceans 
PO box 
44208 Tucson 85733 

520-320-
5473 

http://www.ce
dointercultura

l.org/ 
Center for 
Biological 
Diversity PO Box 710 Tucson 85702 

520-623-
5252 

http://www.bi
ologicaldivers

ity.org 
Coalition for 

Sonoran Desert 
Protection 

300 E. 
University 
Blvd. #120 Tucson 85705 

520-388-
9925 

http://www.so
norandesert.or

g/ 
Community Food 
Connections, Inc. 

PO Box 
22216 Phoenix 85028 

602-493-
5231 

http://www.fo
odconnect.org 

Coronado Resource 
Conservation and 

Development Area, 
Inc. 

656 North 
Bisbee Ave. Wilcox 85643 

520-384-
2229 x122  
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Cry In The 
Wilderness 

33397 W 
Buckeye Rd Tonopah 85354 

602-436-
5445  

 
Desert Botanical 

Garden 

 
1201 N. 
Galvin 

Parkway 
 

Phoenix 
 

85008 

 
480-941-

1225 

 
http://www.db

g.org 
Desert Foothills 

Land Trust 
PO Box 

4861 
Cave 
Creek 85327 

480-488-
6131 

http://www.df
lt.org/ 

Desert Watch 

4420 W. 
Cortaro 

Farms Rd. Tucson 85742  
http://www.de
sertwatch.org 

Development 
Center for 

Appropriate 
Technology 

PO Box 
27513 Tucson 85726 

520-624-
6628 

http://www.dc
at.net/ 

Don't Waste 
Arizona, Inc. 

6205 South 
12th Street Phoenix 85042 

602-268-
6110 

http://www.fa
stq.com/~dwa
z/index.html 

East Valley 
Wildlife 

Rehabilitation 
League, Inc. 

Email: 
EVWildlife
@aol.com Chandler   

http://www.ev
wildlife.org 

EcoResults Institute 
PO Box 
23713 Flagstaff 86002 

928-213-
5913 

http://www.ec
oresults.org/ 

Environmental 
Education 
Exchange 

738 N. 5th 
Ave., Ste. 

100 Tucson 85705 
520-670-

1442 
http://www.ee
exchange.org/ 

Environmental 
Fund for Arizona 

644 N. 
Country 
Club Dr., 

Ste. E Mesa 85201 
480-969-

3682 
http://www.ef

az.org/ 

Flagstaff Activist 
Network PO Box 911 Flagstaff 86002 

928-213-
9507 

http://www.fl
agstaffactivist

.org/ 
Free Our Public 

Lands 
819 N. 10th 

Ave. Tucson 85705 
520-791-

2913  

Friends of 
Flagstaff's Future 

PO Box 
23462 Flagstaff 86002 

928-556-
8663 

http://www.fri
endsofflagstaf

f.org 

Friends of Rio 
Salado 

1820 E. Bell 
De Mar 
#N157 Tempe 85283   

Friends of the Santa 
Cruz River 

PO Box 
4275 Tubac 85646   
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Grand Canyon 
National Park 
Foundation 

625 N. 
Beaver St. Flagstaff 86001 

928-774-
1760 

http://www.gc
npf.org 

Grand Canyon 
Trust 

2601 N. 
Fort Valley 

Rd. Flagstaff 86001 
928-774-

7488 

http://www.gr
andcanyontrus

t.org/ 

Grand Canyon 
Wildlands Council 

PO Box 
1594 Flagstaff 86002 

928-556-
9306 

http://www.gr
andcanyonwil

dlands.org/ 

Grand Canyon 
Youth 

PO Box 
23376 Flagstaff 86002 

928-773-
7921 

http://www.gc
youth.org/pag
es/1/index.ht

m 

Gray Hawk Nature 
Center 

3918 Gray 
Hawk Ln. 

Sierra 
Vista 85636 

520-458-
0542 

http://www.gr
ayhawknature

center.org/ 
Greater Flagstaff 

Forests Partnership, 
Inc. 

1300 S. 
Milton Rd., 

Ste. 218 Flagstaff 86001 
928-226-

7123 
http://www.gf

fp.org 
Highlands Center 

for Natural History 
PO Box 
12828 Prescott 86304 

928-776-
9550 

http://highlan
dscenter.org 

Hopkins 
Conservation 

Education Center 715 11th St. Douglas 85607 
520-364-

1458  

Institute for Urban 
Gardening, Inc. 

1012 S. 
Wilson St. Tempe 85281 

480-966-
5816 

http://www.ur
bangarden.org

/help.html 

International Dark-
Sky Association 

3225 N. 1st 
Ave. Tucson 85719 

520-293-
3198 

http://www.da
rksky.org/inde

x.html 

International 
Sonoran Desert 

Alliance 

201 
Esperanza 
Ave., POB 

687 Ajo 85321 
520-387-

6823 

http://www.ch
arityadvantag
e.com/isda/H

OME.asp 
La Ruta de Sonora 

Ecotourism 
Association 

P.O. Box 
687 Tucson   

http://www.la
ruta.org 

Liberty Wildlife 
PO Box 
14345 Scottsdale 85267  

http://www.li
bertywildlife.

org/ 

Malpai Borderlands 
Group 

PO Box 
3536 Douglas 85608  

http://www.m
alpaiborderlan
dsgroup.org/ 

McDowell Sonoran 
Land Trust 

PO Box 
14365 Scottsdale 14365 

480-998-
7971 

http://www.m
slt.org/ 
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Native 
Seeds/SEARCH 

526 N. 4th 
Ave. Tucson 85705  

http://www.na
tiveseeds.org/
v2/default.php

Northern Arizona 
Audubon Society 

PO Box 
1496 Sedona 86339 

928-214-
0415 

http://nazas.or
g 

Open Space 
Alliance of Central 

Yavapai County PO Box 61 Prescott 86302 
928-445-

5038  

Phoenix Mountains 
Preserve Council 

PO Box 
26121 Phoenix 85068 

602-390-
6806 

http://www.ph
oenixmountai

ns.org/ 

Phoenix Zoo 

455 N. 
Galvin 

Parkway Phoenix 85008 
602-273-

1341 

http://www.ph
oenixzoo.org/
zoo/help.asp 

Prescott Alternative 
Transportation 

PO Box 
2122 Prescott 86302 

928-708-
0911 

http://www.pr
escottbikeped.

org 
Prescott Creeks 

Preservation 
Association 

PO Box 
3004 Prescott 86302  

http://www.pr
escottcreeks.o

rg/ 
Sedona Area 
Garden Club, 

affiliate of Arizona 
Federation of 

Garden Clubs, Inc. 
60 Simmons 

Lane Sedona 86351 
928-284-

0596  

Sexto Sol Center 
3514 E. 

Contessa Mesa 85213 
480-854-

7583 
http://www.se

xtosol.org/ 

Sky Island Alliance 
PO Box 
41165 Tucson 85717  

http://www.sk
yislandallianc
e.org/index.ht

m 
Society for 
Ecological 
Restoration 
International 

1955 W. 
Grant Rd. 

#150 Tucson 85745 
520-622-

5485 
http://www.se

r.org/ 
Sonas Soil 

Resource Recovery 
Highway 

72, Post 46 Salome 85348 
928-859-

4144  

Sonoran Institute 

7650 E. 
Broadway, 

Ste. 203 Tucson 85710 
520-290-

0828 
http://www.so

noran.org/ 
Sonoran 

Conservancy 
Fountain Hills 

P.O. Box 
17733 

Fountain 
Hills 85269   

Southeastern AZ 
Bird Observatory 

PO Box 
5521 Bisbee 85603 

520-432-
1388 

http://www.sa
bo.org/ 
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Southeast Arizona 
Land Trust PO Box 116 Sonoita 85637   

Southwest Forest 
Alliance 

PO Box 
1948 Flagstaff 86002 

928-774-
6514 

http://www.s
wfa.org/ 

Stardust Non-Profit 
Building Supplies 

Inc. 
4240 W. 

Camelback Phoenix 85004 
480-668-

0566 

http://www.st
ardustbuilding

.org 

Summerland Corp., 
ATC 

4200 E. 
Summerlan

d Douglas 85607 
520-364-

4611 

http://www.th
edesertshama

n.org 

SW Rivers 
PO Box 

1845 Flagstaff 86002 
928-214-

6492 

http://www.so
uthwestrivers.

org/ 
SW Wildlife: 

Rehab and 
Education 
Foundation 

PMB 115, 
8711 E. 
Pinnacle 
Peak Rd. Scottsdale 85255 

480-471-
9109 

http://www.so
uthwestwildlif

e.org/ 

Tohono Chul Park 

7366 N. 
Paseo del 

Norte Tucson 85704 
520-742-

6455 

http://www.to
honochulpark.

org 

Tucson Botanical 
Gardens 

2150 N. 
Alvernon 

Way Tucson 85712 
520-326-

9686 

http://www.tu
csonbotanical.

org/ 
Volunteers for 
Outdoor AZ 

2140 E. 5th 
St., Ste. 8 Tempe 85281 

480-966-
2689 

http://www.vo
az.org/ 

Wild at Heart 
31840 N. 
45th St. 

Cave 
Creek 85331 

480-595-
5047 

http://www.ef
az.org/wildath

eart/ 
Wildlife 

Conservation 
Council 

2302 N. 3rd 
St. Phoenix 85004 

480-976-
0489 

http://www.ar
izonawildlifec

ouncil.org 
Wildfire Recovery 

Assistance 
P O Box 

3498 
Show 
Low 85902   

Willow Bend 
Environmental 

Education Center 
703 E. 

Sawmill Rd. Flagstaff 36001 
928-779-

1745 
http://www.ed
u-source.com/ 

Yuma Conservation 
Garden, Inc. 

PO Box 
6780 Yuma 85364 

928-317-
1935 

http://www.vo
lunteersolutio
ns.org/yanpi/o
rg/222915.ht

ml 
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