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Abstract 

 While human resource best practices have been proven to reduce turnover and 

absenteeism and increase employee satisfaction and productivity, many nonprofits neglect this 

realm of volunteer management. Specifically, volunteer selection is a field that has been given 

little discussion in the context of volunteer management strategies. Through my research, I 

discovered that some volunteer roles are very similar to paid positions and thus may benefit 

from rigorous selection methods. While nonprofits that utilize a larger number of low skill or 

episodic volunteer may not find it worthwhile to screen volunteers, organizations that serve 

vulnerable populations and rely heavily on volunteers should consider implementing human 

resource best practices by requiring a volunteer selection process. Such screening methods 

might test for volunteer success predictors such as reliability and dependability. Nonprofits may 

find that the most effective and efficient volunteer screening tools are application blanks and 

structured interviews. By focusing more on volunteer selection, nonprofits may be able to 

ensure that they are fostering a long term partnership with the highest quality potential 

volunteers. 
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Statement of Purpose 

Volunteer experiences have greatly shaped my character and direction in life. This is 

why, as a business management student, I have focused my coursework on nonprofit 

management. Throughout my studies, I have come to the conclusion that volunteer 

management is critical to the success of any nonprofit organization. However, I noticed that 

human resource best practices used in for-profit companies often appeared to be undeveloped 

in nonprofits. Specifically, volunteer selection seemed to be a virtually nonexistent topic.  I 

wondered whether there could be improvement in this area, or if the lack of structure in 

selection existed for a reason. These questions lead me to investigate what selection methods, 

if any, are used by nonprofits to fill volunteer roles. I hoped to discover whether nonprofits 

could and should adopt best practices in selection used by businesses. 

 

 

Statement of Relevance 

Volunteers are valuable resources for communities everywhere because they have the 

power to educate, deliver important services, support the arts and athletics, facilitate social and 

economic development, and keep our communities safe, healthy, and clean when government 

and businesses fail to meet these needs. According to the Independent Sector, a coalition of 

non-governmental organizations, volunteer time in Arizona is worth, on average, approximately 

$19.48 per hour. In 2008 alone, 61.8 million Americans contributed 8 billion hours of 

community service, valued at $162 billion (idealist.org). Volunteers make a significant impact in 

our communities, and their monetary value cannot be ignored. 

While volunteers are incredibly valuable to society, they occasionally cause problems for 

volunteer managers. In 2011, the treasurer of a New York volunteer fire department was 

accused of stealing around $500,000 (firelawblog.com). While this is an extreme case of 

volunteer behavior damaging a nonprofit, other common outcomes can negatively impact any 

organization. For example, nonprofits often face low performance, non-attendance, and 

turnover of volunteers as a result of the absence of obligations in volunteer work (Boezeman, 

771). In fact, one third of people who volunteered in 2005 did not continue that activity the 
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following year (nationalservice.gov). In 2006, approximately 61.2 million Americans 

volunteered, but 21.7 million of these people (over one-third) did not volunteer with any 

nonprofit in 2007. Since “these volunteers gave about 1.9 billion hours in 2006, and the value of 

their donated time was about $20 per hour4—that calculates to about $38 billion in lost 

volunteer time in one year” (ssireview.org). In other words, volunteer turnover costs nonprofits 

about $38 billion in lost labor each year. Many sources cite insufficient recruitment and reward 

systems as the culprit for low reliability and stability, but what if choosing the right people could 

reduce dependability issues? 

Volunteers are often critical to the success of nonprofits organizations and the wellbeing 

of communities everywhere. With so much responsibility and impact our society, why not try to 

ensure that we have the best volunteers making the biggest difference? The value of volunteer 

management programs hinges on the basic assumption that human resources are valuable to 

organizations. If human resource practices are purported to positively impact nonprofits, we 

must first ask if they are important in for-profit companies. The current literature and research 

give a definitive yes. For instance, a 1995 study revealed that a one standard deviation 

improvement of HR best practices was associated with a 7% decrease in turnover, $27,000 more 

sales per employee, and an $18,000 improvement in market value per employee (Huselid 1995). 

Another study showed that firms that value HR practices have a 19% higher survival rate than 

firms who do not value HR practices (Welbourne and Andrews 1996). Similarly, the 100 best 

firms in HR management outperformed companies that were similar in size and industry, over a 

five year period (Fulmer et al. 2003). Literature in the field of strategic management attests that 

an organization’s resources are seen as being valuable if they are both rare and inimitable 

(Carpenter 78). In many nonprofits, reliable and driven volunteers are both rare and non-

substitutable. Therefore, volunteers are a critical resource for the organizations to which they 

give their time. 

Despite the importance of HR, one study concluded that less than half of nonprofit 

volunteer managers adopt proven management best-practices (ssireview.org). Even though 75% 

of nonprofits say volunteers are “a critical component of their business model”, only 11% have a 

“strong volunteer management model” (reimaginingservice.org). To remedy inefficiencies and 
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the  underutilization of volunteers, nonprofit leaders are being encouraged to “develop a more 

strategic approach to managing this overlooked and undervalued talent pool” (ssireview.org). 

However, the very source that makes these recommendations describes a talent management 

approach as “investing in the infrastructure to recruit, develop, place, recognize, and retain 

volunteer talent.” Notice that this solution does not mention selection. 

Literature currently being published reports that the lines between nonprofit and for-

profit are beginning to blur. One nonprofit management book reports that “nonprofit managers 

are expected to be more businesslike… and that many of the changes have involved 

incorporating management approaches” (Worth 8). This “blended body of management 

concepts” is growing in popularity, and many argue that incoming nonprofit managers need 

training in business skills (Worth 9). Articles with titles like “How To Make Your Nonprofit More 

Business-Like” encourage leaders in the nonprofit world to conform more and more to 

corporate practices. For example, many nonprofits are being encouraged to imitate for-profit 

businesses by increasing efficiency, measuring results, valuing accountability and transparency, 

and building a strong brand (nonprofit.about.com). One possible explanation for this shift is that 

a large percentage of the growing number of philanthropic investors earned their wealth during 

careers in for-profit businesses. Such donors often look to invest in organizations that “reflect 

the business environment from which they came—and understand” (nonprofit.about.com). For 

many nonprofits, keeping up with trends in attracting donors means mimicking the corporate 

world. Specifically, finances, decision making processes, web presence, and accountability tend 

to be highly valued. But what about human resource practices? Kerry Dufour, Chief 

Development Officer at the YMCA of Southern Arizona, insists that the best nonprofits follow 

practices similar to businesses” (Dufour). Is volunteer selection one of the keys to success? 

Literature Review 

In my initial examination of current volunteer management literature, I saw that most 

books cover the full spectrum from recruitment to motivation and recognition, but exclude 

selection. Selection is often given a brief mention or neglected altogether. One book I studied, 

titled “The Volunteer Management Handbook”, skips over selection entirely in its table of 

contents, and a book about managing volunteer programs made no mention of selection 
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whatsoever (Connors, Fisher). Recruitment flows seamlessly into orientation and retention 

topics. The sparse information out there mostly only mentions application blanks and informal 

interviews. 

                                                             Hypotheses 

Throughout my research, I hoped to answer four research questions and one application 

question: 

1. What volunteer selection practices and standards currently exist? 

2. Are volunteers and employees similar enough to be compared at the same level? 

3. Would more rigorous selection practices be worthwhile for nonprofits to implement? 

4. Is there a standard trait or skill that is a valid predictor of success in volunteer roles 

across various sectors? 

5. What are the best selection methods for nonprofits to use, and how would these be 

implemented? 

My hypotheses are as follows: 

Hypothesis 1: Volunteer selection practices are limited and often neglected because of 

constraints on time and money. 

Hypothesis 2: Volunteers who commit time regularly are similar enough to employees to 

warrant a tougher selection process. However, more episodic and low skill volunteer roles do 

not. 

Hypothesis 3: Implementing higher selection standards would be worthwhile if there was 

some assurance that the volunteers the nonprofits invested in would stick around. Nonprofits 

would also need proof that the costs of selection processes will be offset by higher productivity 

and commitment by the volunteer. 

Hypothesis 4: Reliability and dependability will be the most universal trait that is indicative 

of a successful volunteer.  

Hypothesis 5: The best selection methods will be those that are inexpensive, quick and easy 

to assess, and valid predictors of success in the specific volunteer role. 
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Methodology 

Published Data Collection: 

 

First, I collected and analyzed existing data in the form of books about employee selection, 

volunteer management, nonprofit management, and related topics. I also used several websites 

to gather information about what volunteer practices and tips exist.  While this base research 

built a strong foundation for my understanding of volunteer selection practices, I wanted real 

world perspectives to guide me to my conclusions and recommendations. 

 

Investigative Research: 

 

In order to really understand the most commonly accepted methods, I needed to go beyond 

theoretical best practices and find out what volunteer selection methods were being used by a 

variety of organizations and for a wide range of volunteer roles. My solution was to interview 

nonprofit leaders and volunteer managers to discuss their opinions of the benefits and 

disadvantages of vigorous volunteer selection methods. I used a snowball sampling method to 

build my interview sample.  I began by first starting with acquaintances and nonprofits leaders I 

had worked with in the past. These interviewees were then able to put me in touch with more 

people in their network. After interviewing the second wave of leaders, I was put in touch with 

an even wider group of potential interviewees. Using this method, I was able to reach a broad 

network of professionals from a variety of nonprofit organizations. Interviews were conducted 

both in person and on the phone, and most lasted about 20-30 minutes. Eighteen interviews 

were conducted in all, with interviewees usually holding the role of volunteer coordinator or an 

executive position. In order to get a representative cross section of organizations, I made sure 

that nonprofit missions and volunteer roles varied widely. See Appendix A for a complete list of 

people interviewed. Appendix B shows the questions I asked each interviewee. 
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Results 

1. What volunteer selection practices and standards currently exist? 

The simple answer is that it really depends on the organization. In my literature exploration 

and interviews, I encountered a wide range of acceptable volunteer selection standards. 

However, it is safe to say that most nonprofits I studied do not have the same rigorous selection 

standards that for- profit companies do. On one end of the spectrum, many nonprofits will 

proceed straight to training without even a mention of selection (ncdhhs.gov). Others do have 

screening processes in place, but they “exclude virtually no one” (Ilsley 94). Still others are quite 

selective in their volunteer “hiring”. Of the nonprofit leaders I spoke with, those who did have 

some sort of selection process in place usually used application forms and/or informal 

interviews. 

In general, organizations like museums, hospitals, and public health groups “treat volunteer 

management much more casually” (Ilsley 91). Nonprofits who offer volunteer positions that 

require little or no skill usually do not prioritize selection. Volunteer Resources Manager Sandi 

Brickley, who has a background in Human Resources and was recently named Volunteer 

Manager of the Year, chooses not to screen volunteers. Instead, she lets them self-select out 

(Brickley). Jeanne Miller of Mobile Meals of Tucson said selection comes down to a “you just 

kind of know” philosophy. Other volunteer managers I interviewed agreed that sometimes you 

just have to go with your “gut” instinct. Volunteers looking to work with Tucson Clean and 

Beautiful merely need to fill out an Online Interest Form, which asks for basic information and 

areas of interest (Sonmez).   

Many of the nonprofits I studied asked prospective volunteers to fill out some sort of 

application, but they were often intended to gather demographic information, rather than as a 

screening method. In the for-profit world, the most common ways of doing this are to ask 

applicants to fill out an application and provide a resume. While asking for resumes was 

virtually unheard of in my conversations with volunteer managers, having volunteers fill out an 

application was the norm. Application forms are an attractive selection tool because they are a 

“low-cost way to gather basic data from many applicants”. They also provide a quick and easy 

way to determine whether applicants meet minimum qualifications. For nonprofits, minimum 
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qualifications may be time commitments and age. Many nonprofits also do not allow people 

with court mandated community service. For example, many nonprofits that serve fragile 

populations such as children or elderly homebound adults do not accept volunteers with 

community service sentences. Most applications asked basic demographic questions. One 

exception is the Humane Society of Southern Arizona, which asks volunteers to answer 

questions about their philosophies on certain topics such as euthanizing animals. Responses are 

then judged to ensure that their philosophies are aligned (Sullivan). 

All of the organizations I interviewed who worked with vulnerable populations such as 

children, refugees, or home-bound adults had some form of screening process. Indeed, such a 

screening process is often necessary to protect their clients (Maré). For example, volunteers at 

the Tucson Interfaith HIV/AIDS Network filled out detailed applications that included interest, 

background check, and fingerprint clearance, and would be monitored during training to make 

sure there was a fit (Strange). Background checks and fingerprint clearance were standard 

procedures for many organizations. However, this merely clears them of criminal history and 

does little to help volunteer managers understand their personal strengths and weaknesses. 

Several nonprofits screened not based on personal characteristics, but on commitment. For 

example, the Humane Society of Southern Arizona requires a six- month commitment. A 

handful of organizations I spoke with also screen to ensure that volunteers are choosing to 

commit based on their own interests, as opposed to court mandated community service. 

After application blanks, the most popular selection method was an informal interview. 

If interviews were conducted, the overwhelming majority were unstructured and involved a 

discussion of the future volunteer’s interests.  Jeanne Miller used interview time to tell 

applicants about the history of Mobile Meals of Tucson and have an informal conversation 

(Miller).  Volunteers looking to fill more specialized roles at the Community Food Bank of 

Southern Arizona had informal conversations with a volunteer manager regarding their skill sets 

(Hershberger). Occasionally, interviews were more structured. As Director of a church’s Senior 

High Ministries, Merry Cole Bender was required to have volunteer adult youth leader 

applicants fill out an application and go through fingerprinting and background checks. 

However, Bender went above and beyond the church requirements and conducted one on one 
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interviews as well. In order to gauge candidates’ motivations and objectives, Bender had a 

standardized list of questions pertaining to their objectives for the program, level of 

commitment, willingness to commit to every Sunday, and their background with youth. She was 

also looking for compatible theological views, a sense of humor, and excellent people skills. If 

someone wasn’t a fit for the adult youth leader role, they were steered towards other volunteer 

roles that would be a better match for them (Bender). 

This is just one example of nonprofits going beyond basic demographics and seeking to 

learn more about the potential volunteers’ personal characteristics. The Humane Society of 

Southern Arizona lists on their website minimum volunteer qualifications such as age 

restrictions. However, they take it a step further and list necessary attitudes, such as caring 

about animal welfare and demonstrating a “positive, customer oriented attitude when dealing 

with the public” and a “collaborative teamwork approach when dealing with staff” (hssaz.org) 

Most “highly professionalized organizations… establish highly selective recruitment procedures” 

(Ilsley, 90). This could include correctional institutions, lifesaving programs such as the Red 

Cross, adult literacy programs, etc. Such nonprofits often follow the traditional selection models 

of schools or places of employment. President and CEO of Volunteer Southern Arizona, Lisa 

Humenik, said that she selects volunteers the same way she evaluates potential employees. In 

fact, she said that her volunteer application looks like a standard job application (Humenik). 

Buzzy LeCluyse, who held the same Senior High Ministry position before Bender, said her 

selection approach included certain things that were similar to a job application (LeCluyse). For 

example, she asked about educational attainment and employment, and required three 

references. Volunteer Coordinator Valerie Nightingale felt that she doesn’t learn much from 

references, since applicants don’t select references who will say anything negative about them 

(Nightingale). 

Reflecting on these results, I see that my first hypothesis was supported by literature and 

interviews. However, my original prediction was that time and money constraints would be the 

driving factor in nonprofits choosing less rigorous selection methods. While this is true in some 

cases, we also learned that for some organizations, volunteer selection would not be 



13 
 

worthwhile, regardless of resources. In other words, selection simply does not make sense for 

some volunteer roles, irrespective of the cost or effort it requires.   

 

 

2. Are volunteers similar enough to employees to be compared at the same level? What factors 

affect this? 

If we are going to compare employee and volunteer selection, we must first assume that 

the two are similar enough to be compared at the same level. Articles that advise managers to 

“treat employees like volunteers” obviously presume that the two are similar. For example, one 

source claimed that “if a leader treats employees as if they were volunteers - free to leave at 

any time - the leader pays greater attention to the non-monetary needs of workers, and moves 

from transactional motivation to transformational motivation” (psychologytoday.com). Many 

websites and blogs attest that employers who treat staff like volunteers increase investment in 

the mission and reduce attrition (betterlifecoaching.worldpress.org). I wanted to know if this 

assumption was echoed by research, as well as by today’s nonprofit leaders. I was also curious 

as to whether volunteer managers thought that the reverse advice - treating volunteers like 

employees - was a useful strategy to pursue. If businesses can select employees in a for-profit 

way, but then treat them like volunteers, why can’t nonprofits use this same strategy? 

The answer to this question varied widely depending on the size, mission, and structure 

of the nonprofit. The Stanford Social Innovation Review claims that some nonprofits are giving 

volunteers more important responsibilities and “blurring the distinctions between paid and 

nonpaid staff” (ssireview.org). One example of this is the American Cancer Society, who 

“respect and care for volunteers in the same manner that the organization cares for its own 

staff” (ssireview.org). In fact, their chief talent officer includes volunteers in creating curriculum, 

serving as community health liaisons, and serving in other similar elevated functions. Giving 

such responsibilities, the organization tends to depend on volunteers the same way they would 

employees. Erin Strange echoed this idea, saying that volunteers and staff are similar when they 

both provide vital services to the organization. According to Strange, appreciation and 

evaluation might be different, but roles can be quite similar (Strange). Nonprofits with a large 
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volunteer-employee ratio may also find that volunteers have an employee-like function. 

Program Coordinator Evren Sonmez explained that “in our Adopt-a-Park program we constantly 

work with volunteers. They are the program” (Sonmez).  The Volunteer Southern Arizona 

President and CEO said that walking in to the office, “you wouldn’t know who are the 

volunteers and who are the paid staff” (Humenik). She described everyone as staff, the only 

difference being that some are paid and some are not. Another nonprofit I researched had a 

number of volunteers who became paid employees (Nightingale). In their case, “hiring” a 

volunteer led to an actual hiring, so choosing the right volunteers is important. Nightingale 

described attending a refugee volunteer program conference where volunteers were like unpaid 

employees and that you might not even realize they were volunteers. 

Kerry Dufour attests that some policy volunteers at the YMCA treat their role like a 

regular job.  In her opinion, volunteer managers seek to find the best people for the job, 

regardless of whether they are paid or not. They are also motivated by similar things, since 

money “isn’t a huge motivator anyway” (Dufour). Dufour hits on a very important concept - 

motivation. While volunteer motivation is beyond the scope of this paper, it is a relevant 

concept to touch on because of its importance in comparing the two groups. In many ways, 

employees and volunteers share similar motivations. For example, identity, social networking, 

personal growth opportunities, and recognition are all factors that motivate both volunteer and 

employees. According to Frederick Herzberg’s two-factor theory, certain job characteristics 

cause employee satisfaction when present (called motivators), while a separate set of job 

components merely create dissatisfaction when missing (hygiene factors).  For example, 

recognition and responsibility fall into the motivator category, while components such as pay 

and benefits are considered hygiene factors. Using this model, it is clear that both employees 

and volunteers are motivated by related factors. 

Nonprofits with many volunteers often rely on volunteer power the same way 

companies rely on entry level employees. Emily Hope described the Boy Scouts of America as 

being “a volunteer run organization” and that her job is to guide those volunteers (Hope). 

In terms of public relations, volunteers represent nonprofits in much the same way that 

employees do. This is because they have knowledge of the organization’s inner workings, and 
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represent the organization to their family, friends, and other community members.  Laura 

Magruder, state director and CEO of Communities in Schools of Arizona, highlighted another 

similarity between volunteers and employees: “It’s a common mistake to think you can’t fire 

volunteers. You can” (Magruder). 

Although there are many parallels between volunteer and employees, sometimes they are 

not similar enough to put in the same category. One nonprofit program coordinator explains 

that employees and volunteers are “in different categories because of the different scope of 

their work”. She preferred to describe the two as having an important collaboration, as opposed 

to being interchangeable. 

Overall, Hypothesis 2 was mostly supported. Volunteers who commit considerable time 

and resources to an organization are more likely to be treated and valued like volunteers than 

are more episodic volunteers. 

 

 

3. Would more rigorous selection practices be worthwhile for nonprofits to implement? What 

does this depend on? 

The answer to this question varied among different nonprofits, but many agreed that 

rigorous selection would indeed be beneficial in the long run. One interviewee succinctly 

answered this question with “whether it’s worth it depends on what kind of organization you 

have. You need to develop [volunteer selection] depending on the organization’s needs” 

(Miller). There are many costs and benefits to adopting rigorous selections practices, and it 

would only be worth it for certain types of organizations and volunteer roles.  Although many 

nonprofits might abhor the short term costs of implementing such a system, there is evidence 

that, for some, it would be worth it in the long run. While accepting all volunteers provides 

short-run gains, some say that it is “likely to be an approach that neither meets the 

organization’s needs nor provides a satisfying experience for the volunteers” in the long run 

(Worth 233). 

Getting the best volunteers will increase program effectiveness and could also have a 

financial benefit by reducing turnover. As described previously, turnover can be a costly 
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distraction. It also “represents significant lost investment in volunteer training and experience” 

(Worth 234). Replacing an experienced employee is estimated to cost one and a half times the 

employee’s annual salary (winstonbrill.com). This is due to the costs of training replacements, 

recruitment costs, interviewer’s time, and employee inefficiency during the learning curve 

(Hacker 1). One organization I studied spends $19 per person on background checks and 

devotes over 8 hours of staff time to select and train each individual volunteer (Brickley). I agree 

that the cost of devoting more resources to volunteer selection programs would “be more than 

offset by the saving of costs in recruitment of volunteers and additional paid staff” (Worth 234). 

If only the most promising volunteers are selected, then this will increase volunteer 

impact and reduce turnover. During my interviews, reducing turnover came up again and again. 

Michele Mirto, who is the Director of a Volunteer Lawyers Program, explained that volunteer 

interest often wanes when University midterms or finals come around. She thought that “the 

upside of a more selective process is that, if you’re doing it correctly, you are screening out 

people who might flake out during the semester” and that “spending a little bit more time on 

the front end might help avoid those issues” (Mirto). The fact that turnover hurts organizations 

came up in many of my interviews. Kerry Dufour of the YMCA of Southern Arizona agreed that 

turnover hurts their organization. 

Reducing turnover is especially important when the volunteer role requires a long-term 

commitment or is highly specialized. For example, the most common volunteer responsibility in 

2011 was fundraising (bls.gov). Fundraisers have enormous responsibility for the financial 

wellbeing of the organization, as well as its reputation. For these types of volunteer roles it is 

especially important to think of new volunteers as “an investment, rather than an expense” 

(Hacker 43). Erin Strange, who was on staff at the Tucson Interfaith HIV/AIDS Network, said that 

“a more rigorous [selection] process would result in more follow-through and volunteers feeling 

more engaged” (Strange). Lisa Humenik noted that her nonprofit’s in-depth selection process 

helps instill a commitment in volunteers because they see how seriously she takes their 

commitment.  Buzzy LeCluyse said that a longer selection process “made people reflect on why 

they wanted to volunteer, and if they even wanted to” (LeCluyse ). She added that going 

through an interview process ensured that applicants were committed and knew what they 
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were getting into. This benefit is supported by the social psychology principal of self-

justification, which shows that the harder a person has to try to become a member of a group, 

the more they will value and identify with that group once they are admitted (Aronson 246).   

An in-depth selection process can also help ensure a mutual fit between organizations and 

qualified volunteers, as well as weeding out the “wrong” people. Selection processes can be 

used as a tool for social role-making. The initial application or interview is the candidate’s first 

taste of what the organization’s culture and expectations are (Smith 174). 

Spending more time on selection gives both the volunteer and the nonprofit the 

opportunity to explore whether volunteering is a mutual fit.  This helps ensure that volunteers 

understand what is involved in their commitment (Liao-Troth 51). Lisa Humenik, who practices 

rigorous selection processes at Volunteer Southern Arizona, said the longer process is beneficial 

because it “helps to ensure that we are finding volunteers who are a good match for the 

assignment” (Humenik).  Because selecting “the best people” creates a “really good team 

atmosphere”, Humenik said the process is “definitely worth it in terms of time and cost.” In 

some cases, spending more time getting to know a volunteer candidate will discourage 

volunteers whose contribution would be unsuccessful or short lived (Ilsley 94). Finding this out 

sooner rather than later would be beneficial for both the organization and the volunteer. 

According to one author, “gently discouraging volunteers who seem likely to be unhappy in an 

organization can benefit everyone by preventing miserable experiences for volunteers and 

organization alike” (Ilsley 95). The YMCA of Southern Arizona’s Kerry Dufour agrees that many 

aspiring volunteers “are well meaning, but limited by their willingness or abilities” (Dufour). 

Linda Johnston agreed that not accepting all volunteers would “weed out people who were 

incompetent, who in some cases actually slowed down the process and caused errors that are 

time consuming to correct” (Johnston). 

Volunteer selection also decreases the likelihood of the unpleasant situation that Laura 

Magruder mentioned: firing a volunteer. Some volunteer managers will spend time and money 

retraining, increasing supervision, or reassigning the volunteer. However, there are times when 

these fail and letting a volunteer go becomes necessary (Magruder). In a survey of volunteer 

managers, 82% rated terminating a volunteer as being a difficult or very difficult issue for them 
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(casaforchildren.org). Some nonprofit leaders I spoke with did admit that firing a volunteer is 

sometimes necessary, but that this turnover hurts the organization (Dufour). Some nonprofits 

require a high standard from their volunteers and will remove them if they don’t perform up to 

that standard (Nightingale). When a volunteer needs to be fired, this is indicative of a flaw in 

volunteer management. It’s possible that problems occurred in job design, training, or 

supervision. As my research suggests, it could also have been a problem with the screening 

process. Perhaps the troublesome volunteer wasn’t a fit from the beginning.  Investing time and 

energy in volunteer selection will “pay off in the end when you avoid a bad hiring decision” 

(Hacker 43). Although selection measures are not omnipotent, and inevitably “bad apples” will 

still exist, that is no reason to blindly take on volunteers who will not benefit the organization in 

the long run. Church youth director Merry Cole Bender affirmed that “being more vigilant in the 

selection process” allowed her to get a quality volunteer staff that was committed to their work. 

Other interviews uncovered similar opinions; raising selection standards to a higher level would 

allow them to “seek and retain the best people for the job” (Dufour). 

Spending more time screening an applicant gives volunteer managers a better chance to 

uncover an applicant’s unique talents. Since a growing number of volunteers are retired 

professionals, tapping into their specialized skills can be immensely valuable to an organization 

(ssireview.org).  Getting a better feel for an applicant’s abilities may allow the volunteer 

manager to utilize that person in a way that is more valuable to the organization. 

As many nonprofits are growing and becoming more business-like, it may sometimes be 

necessary to standardize volunteer management procedures. Buzzy LeCluyse, Director of a 

church’s Senior High Ministries, said that application steps changed through the years as the 

program became more established and grew. A YMCA employee stated that being more 

thorough in the selection process makes things more efficient in the long term (Buchanan). 

While some nonprofit managers were enthusiastic about implementing more stringent 

selection practices, others felt that it would not be worthwhile. With national volunteer rates 

declining around 4% annually, some nonprofits may not have the luxury of picking the best 

people (ssireview.org).   Several nonprofits I spoke with said that there are not enough 

volunteers expressing interest to be selective and that more rigorous measures would eliminate 
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too many people. For example, Erin Strange expressed concern that weeding out volunteers 

might mean that there would not be enough left (Strange). Another interviewee expressed that 

“they needed as many people as they could get” (Johnston). Some nonprofits, such as those 

facilitating disaster relief efforts, may need volunteers urgently, and not have time for screening. 

Indeed, some nonprofits may “be in such need of volunteers that they may be tempted to 

accept anyone who may indicate an interest” (Worth 233). This point draws another parallel 

between nonprofits and the for-profit sector because when companies have few job applicants, 

devoting resources to selection is much less important. 

While some volunteer roles are in short supply by nature, some sources say that “a well-

managed program is likely to attract, at least over time, sufficient interest to permit selectivity 

in the hiring of volunteers” (Worth 233). If volunteer managers are short on volunteer supply, 

they may need to examine why this might be. Is it voluntarism in general? Is it the volunteer 

role that is unappealing? What can they do to allow for more selectivity and choice in selection? 

Some organizations felt that “bad” volunteers usually self-select out, and that there was no 

need to select further. The Volunteer Coordinator at the Humane Society of Southern Arizona 

said that most of the less effective volunteers weed themselves out (Sullivan). Many other 

nonprofits leaders I interviewed echoed this feeling that if there wasn’t a fit, volunteers would 

self-select out. For example, a Volunteer Coordinator at a nonprofit serving refugees said that 

the volunteer orientation weeds people out (Nightingale). However, a volunteer eliminating 

themselves from the process means that that individual has already wasted staff time and 

money on training and supervision before they discover that they are not a fit. 

Sometimes, volunteers have already earned their spot in a nonprofit and do not need 

further screening. For example, the Eller College of Management often recruits volunteers from 

their alumni network. Therefore, their successful career in Eller is enough proof of their 

potential to be welcomed as volunteers (Perry). At the Ben’s Bells Project, volunteers are 

categorized as participants and volunteers. Participants generally do the more “fun” work such 

as painting the bells, while volunteers help out more regularly and do whatever the organization 

needs of them, even if it’s not as glamorous. In order to become a volunteer, individuals start as 

participants and are observed by Ben’s Bells staff to see that they are kind, dependable, artistic, 
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and are contributing effectively overall. In our interview, Ben’s Bells founder Jeannette Maré 

added that participants won’t usually want to do more unless they have those characteristics 

anyway. Therefore, screening participants would be more “burdensome than beneficial” 

because they have already screened them, and to do so again would be a duplication of efforts. 

Some nonprofits saw stringent selection methods as going against the spirit of voluntarism. 

Sandi Brickley even said that to test volunteers would be “offensive” (Brickley). Rather than 

turning away potential volunteers, Erin Strange would try to find a different position that would 

work instead, such as sending out mailings (Strange). Ben’s Bells founder Jeannette Maré also 

followed the philosophy that “anyone can help in some way”. Most importantly, implementing 

tougher selection standards would go against her organization’s culture of an open, welcoming 

environment (Maré). In addition to possibly being offensive, forcing aspiring volunteers to go 

through a selection process may deter applicants for other reasons. For example, if the 

application process is “too challenging, it won’t be as user friendly” (Strange). It could also be 

intimidating (LeCluyse). Another nonprofit employee pointed out that making a volunteer 

position feel like a second job is not a desired outcome, because volunteers “just want to have 

fun, have things run smoothly, and be done with it” (Hope). In fact, she thought that having a 

selection process that was “very structured and dry” would hurt retention (Hope). Instead, 

Hope focuses her volunteer management efforts with the Boy Scouts on “being as informal as 

possible” to create a fun and friendly atmosphere that will get volunteers excited about their 

role. Eller College of Management Associate Dean and Director Pam Perry agreed that if a 

volunteer position looked like it was too hard to obtain, it wouldn’t be as attractive (Perry). 

Another drawback to developing selection measures is that it may strain precious time and 

resources. One nonprofit employee explained that “time is your most valuable resource, and 

there is just so much to do with so little time” (Mirto). Many nonprofits do not have a 

formalized HR department and therefore find it difficult to implement more intensive 

procedures. Nationally, one-third of paid nonprofit staff who manage volunteers have never had 

“any formal training in volunteer administration, such as coursework, workshops, or attendance 

at conferences that focus on volunteer management” (ssireview.org). Nonprofits with such 

limited resources would have to examine whether the long term benefits outweigh spending 
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extra time early on. Jeannette Maré said that volunteer selection would be cost prohibitive. The 

Humane Society of Southern Arizona receives 140 new applications per month, and it would be 

“impossible and impractical to give all that individualized attention” (Sullivan). Sullivan 

explained that she would “love to sit down and talk to everyone”, but that being short-staffed 

made it impossible to make selection more rigorous. Instead, she has to go by a “gut feeling” 

(Sullivan). Money and opportunity costs of staff time often lead nonprofits to cut selection 

(Dufour). 

One volunteer manager noted that their volunteer selection processes are “not as rigorous 

as they should be” (Dufour). When I asked CEO of Communities in Schools of Arizona, Laura 

Magruder why this is, she said that change is a big factor. Magruder believes that “rigorous 

selection in an ideal sense is a good and fair system, but if only some nonprofits did it and 

others lagged behind there would be pushback” (Magruder). Since change can be hard to deal 

with, she recommended “raising the bar in a gradual way” to avoid losing volunteers who don’t 

like change. 

One key reason not to spend time interviewing is if your organization does not require 

highly skilled or committed volunteers. Church youth group leader Merry Cole Bender explained 

that “if your goal is numbers and the more hands the better, selection will thin down your 

numbers” (Bender). Evren Sonmez, who works with volunteers at Tucson Clean and Beautiful, 

emphasized that “picking up litter is not rocket science” and that since volunteer tasks do not 

require special skills, anyone is welcome to do it. Making it more competitive is not something 

that she had considered, and probably will not because of the nature of volunteer involvement 

(Sonmez). Similarly, the Community Food Bank of Southern Arizona’s Volunteer Manager 

pointed out that “most anyone can pack a food box”, and that selection was unnecessary for 

such a low skill role (Hershberger). Since volunteer duties at this type of nonprofit involve little 

training and no minimum commitment, spending time selecting volunteers would be a “huge 

waste of time and energy” (Hershberger). If nonprofits do not devote significant amounts of 

time or money to training or orientation, there is less incentive to carefully select volunteers. 

Sometimes, it will not result in a “big loss of effort if someone isn’t a fit” (Perry). 
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While it makes sense that organizations would begin formalizing their volunteer selection 

methods as they grow in scale, some volunteer managers did not agree that nonprofits should 

be more businesslike. The Interfaith Community Services manager sees volunteers as friends, 

and that their volunteer department does not resemble a business (Brickley). 

My third hypothesis was affirmed through my research. Nonprofit leaders who used 

more rigorous selection methods tended to view it as highly beneficial in the long term. Those 

who did not feel that selection was necessary were often managers of episodic or low skill 

volunteer roles. 

 

4. Is there a standard trait or skill that is a valid predictor of success in volunteer roles across 

various sectors? 

Just as recruiting and hiring processes may be different depending on the needs of the 

organization, selection criteria may also be different. No one approach to volunteer selection 

will work across the board. In fact, “an approach that produces a success story in one kind of 

organization might result in disaster when applied to another” (Ilsley 91). However, some 

personal attributes are desired almost universally. 

In the for-profit world, employee selection methods have been tested for validity, 

reliability, and generalizability. Education, related past experience, and cognitive ability tests are 

frequently used. According to some studies, conscientiousness is the single best predictor of job 

success (Funder 224). Likewise, motivation is closely tied to high job performance. One study, 

which surveyed over 3,000 employers, showed that out of 86 possible employee qualities, top 

traits included conscientiousness, integrity, and trustworthiness (Funder 222). Going off the 

assumption that nonprofits are becoming more businesslike, and that volunteer and employees 

can be compared in the same category, shouldn’t standard success factors be similar in 

volunteer roles? 

During interviews, I asked what traits and qualities seem to predict success as a 

volunteer in their organization. Michele Mirto confirmed that what you look for in a volunteer 

are the same things you look for when hiring someone (Mirto). However, commonly mentioned 

traits generally centered less on cognitive ability and more on drive. The most frequently 
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mentioned traits in interviews included reliability, dependability, and availability. Obviously, 

volunteer managers cannot force volunteers to show up when they should or perform at a high 

level. Therefore, volunteers who will show up and do their assigned tasks on a consistent basis 

are valuable to nonprofits. For some nonprofit leaders, reliability can come down to tasks as 

simple as replying to calls or emails in a prompt and professional manner (Hope, LeCluyse). 

Selecting volunteers who are more dependable could help with the turnover problem, and save 

volunteer managers time and money scrambling to find replacements. 

 Commitment to and passion for the nonprofit’s cause were also rated as highly 

important. One YMCA employee said that if volunteers don’t have a passion for the work, it 

doesn’t matter how meaningful volunteer managers try to make it for them (Buchanan). Several 

nonprofit leaders described wanting to make sure there is alignment between what the 

volunteer wants out of the experience and what the role actually offers. In some cases, a lot of 

training goes into volunteers and managers will want to select individuals that are committed to 

the work (Mirto). For any organization, ensuring fit with the organization and passion for the 

mission is critical. Human resource management experts attest that “hiring decisions are about 

finding the people who will be a good fit with the job and the organization” (Noe 157). A 

volunteer who shares the same values and cares about the organization is more likely to excel 

as a volunteer. Therefore, it makes sense that Southern Arizona Legal Aid looks for volunteers 

with a general interest in law, and a church asks volunteers to write faith statements (Mirto, 

Bender). If a volunteer’s interests and values are aligned with the nonprofit’s mission, the 

volunteer is more likely to be motivated to do their best. In fact, “motivational fit is a key 

component in determining whether the person will remain on the job, even more than whether 

he or she can perform the job” (Klinvex 119). Many people can do a volunteer job, but the 

question is whether they want to. Since volunteers, by their very definition, are driven by 

intrinsic motivation only, assessing this is crucial. Exploring the motivation of a potential 

volunteer is especially important in programs where volunteers are working directly with 

vulnerable populations (Connors 71). Assessing motivation and interest in the selection process 

could help volunteer managers pick volunteers whose values are most compatible with the 

organization.   
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General people skills and professionalism were also mentioned throughout several 

interviews. Social skills were especially important for volunteer roles that involved working on a 

board because they need to be able to reach a consensus and listen to diverse opinions 

(Dufour). This source also described hoping that volunteers would serve as a “loud and proud 

advocate” who represent the organization to others through both informal networks and 

fundraising. Similarly, another volunteer manager looks for volunteers who are good with the 

public (Sullivan). A history of working with people was seen as one predictor of people skills 

(Miller). 

Other desirable qualities described in interviews included related past experience, 

flexibility, having a sense of humor, integrity, and the ability to be quick and independent 

learners. In my opinion, you’d be hard pressed to find a volunteer job where people skills, 

dependability, professionalism, and motivation were not valuable. While the most important 

skills, attitudes, and abilities will vary between organizations, this framework should provide 

nonprofits with some ideas of core traits to select for in the initial evaluation. 

Hypothesis 4 was confirmed to be true by the nonprofit leaders I interviewed. Although 

there are a multitude of traits that predict volunteer success, reliability and dependability are 

the most frequently mentioned qualities tested for in selection. 

Discussion 

After examining my results from literature review and interviews, my first four 

hypotheses have been largely supported. Nonprofits who devote more time and resources to 

volunteer selection have the advantage of being able to choose the most reliable and motivated 

candidates. However, the volunteer selection process does not work in all contexts, or make 

sense for every volunteer role.  Clearly, volunteer selection is not right for every nonprofit. If a 

volunteer manager decided that the long term benefits of merit-based volunteer selection 

would outweigh the short term costs, the next logical steps would be to decide what to select 

for, and how. 

5. What are the best selection methods to use? 

If a manager were to decide that volunteer selection made sense for their organization in 

the long run, what would a more rigorous process look like? The resources and information 
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regarding cost, validity, and reliability of various employee selection methods are vast. For a 

more in depth comparison of various methods, I would recommend nonprofits looking at the 

current research surrounding these options. That way, volunteer managers can match the best 

methods with the needs and limitations of the volunteer positions they seek to fill. However, for 

the purposes of volunteer selection, I am going to highlight some methods that might be the 

most practical and useful. 

Before implementing any sort of selection standards, a volunteer manager must first 

perform some variation of a job analysis to discover what the organization needs from 

volunteers. Managers may be able to identify critical competencies by observing what does and 

does not work and asking current volunteers (Klinvex 10). This critical incidents technique, 

which identifies behaviors that are necessary for success, can help define what sort of traits a 

manager will look for (Schultz 63). Job analysis should allow the employer or volunteer manager 

to articulate minimum acceptable requirements such as experience, skills and abilities (Meyer 

26). 

 Virtually all for-profit companies start their selection process by gathering background 

data on applicants (Noe 166). As we have seen from my interviews, nonprofits are no exception. 

The obvious advantage to this method is that it is low cost and allows for a large amount of data 

to be collected quickly. Managers also have complete control over what information is gathered. 

However, managers must be careful to make sure that all requested personal information is 

relevant to the volunteer role, also known as a bona-fide occupational qualification. 80% of 

large companies and two-thirds of small organizations report conducting criminal background 

checks (Noe 169). Many organizations are required by law to conduct background checks, but 

some may freely choose to do so as an extra precaution. While these methods may be overly 

used, they are efficient and reliable measures for gathering information about a potential 

volunteer. 

The second most common selection method in business is interviews (Connors 69). In a 

nonprofit setting, I see this as being a valid and useful tool. Most interviews conducted by the 

nonprofits I researched were unstructured, allowing for free flow of conversation without 

formalities or advanced planning. They typically included open-ended questions about the 
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candidate’s strengths, weaknesses, career goals, and work experience. Talking freely gives 

interviewers a quick and easy way to gauge the person’s communication and people skills. 

Unstructured interviews are sometimes more valid than structured interviews in judging an 

applicant’s personality (Funder 204). Unfortunately, it also tends to lack consistency between 

candidates (Schultz 69). 

Structured interviews, where the interviewer has a prescribed list of questions, tend to 

be more valid, on average. In fact, it has been shown to have similar validity to cognitive ability 

tests (Shultz 69). Nonprofit managers can quickly and easily come up with a predetermined list 

of questions based on the volunteer job analysis. Ideally, interviews would be structured with 

set situational and behavioral questions. Situational questions, which often start with “what 

would you do if…” tend to have high validity in predicting job performance (Noe 175). 

Behavioral questions, which tend to have the highest validity, often begin with “tell me about a 

time when you…”. Some other interviewing best practices that nonprofits could adopt easily 

and inexpensively include conducting the interview in a professional atmosphere, and active 

listening (Hacker 88). Since many volunteer managers emphasizing ensuring a mutual fit, the 

interview is a great time to provide a realistic job picture to the applicant. This would “not only 

allow managers to evaluate volunteers but also leads the volunteers themselves to a certain 

amount of self-screening” (Ilsley 95). Setting the stage for a structured interview also includes 

using the same interviewer each time, replicating the same environment and tone, and 

recording answers in the same format. All of these components would be relatively inexpensive 

and easy for volunteer managers to do, and the benefits in terms of validity would be quite 

valuable. 

Although useful, interviews can sometimes be low in validity, due to personal bias (Noe 

176). For example, the contrast effect can sway an interviewer’s opinion if they are interviewing 

multiple candidates back to back (Schultz 71). Prior information gathered from applications may 

lead to the halo effects, which is “the tendency to judge someone favorably in many areas 

because of one strong point” (Hacker 100). Since it is “often the interviewer’s gut feeling that 

swings the decision one way or another,” it is not uncommon for decisions to be unintentionally 

swayed by biases (Pritchard 128). 
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Although tests such as work samples, aptitude tests, and personality inventories are 

commonly used in businesses, I would recommend against these methods for nonprofits. While 

these methods can be highly valid at predicting success, they also could require extensive time 

and money to develop. They might also be seen as insulting and over the top in a volunteer 

setting. Another commonly used employment screening tool that would not make as much 

sense for nonprofits are letters of recommendation. As Valeria Nightingale pointed out, 

applications tend to only choose references who will write only good things. This is clearly not 

an unbiased source of information, especially now that many previous employers are hesitant 

to speak frankly for fear of legal ramifications (Noe 168). 

In business, “hiring decisions typically are based not on a single technique but on a 

combination of methods” (Schultz 55). Most businesses follow a selection process that narrows 

down the applicant pool through a series of hurdles (Noe 158). I recommend that, resources 

permitting, nonprofits use a similar strategy. Using two or more selection methods would 

decrease the chances of a non-fit making it through to training. No single method is perfect, but 

using multiple tests allows nonprofits to “build objectivity safeguards into the process” 

(Pritchard 128). 

Hypothesis 5 was supported. Not surprisingly, nonprofit leaders prefer selection methods 

are inexpensive, simple to implement, effective in predicting volunteer success. 

 

Limitations 

 While this research is a promising exploration into the topic of volunteer selection, it is 

by no means exhaustive. Several factors limit the validity and generalizability of my findings. 

First, most of the nonprofits leaders I interviewed were located in Arizona. Sampling a more 

representative cross section of nonprofits in the United States could yield different results, 

opinions, and commonly used practices. Second, my use of qualitative interviews rather than 

structured surveys may have biased the way questions were answered. Finally, this research was 

conducted at a time when the down economy was causing nonprofits to struggle with funding 

and volunteerism. It is possible that I would yield slightly different results in a more prosperous 

time. 
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Conclusion 

After examining my results, I can validate most of my initial predictions. In a world where 

the line between for-profit and nonprofit sectors are beginning to blur, implementing human 

resources best practices in volunteer management is beginning to make more and more sense. 

Volunteers have a tremendous impact on our communities, and ensuring that there is a mutual 

fit between volunteers and nonprofits can sometimes be best achieved through rigorous 

selection methods. Selecting volunteers for qualities such as dependability and passion could 

reduce turnover, instill commitment, and weed out candidates who would not have fit with the 

organization in the long term. However, there is no one-size-fits-all method that will fit the 

needs of every organization. In fact, many nonprofits would rightly conclude that it is not useful 

to devote resources to volunteer selection because of high demand for help or low skill and 

episodic volunteer opportunities. Volunteer managers should take time to examine whether 

their organization would benefit from implementing human resources best practices into their 

volunteer selection process. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A- 

List of Interviewees 

 

Merry Cole Bender 

Senior High Youth Director 

Mountain View Presbyterian Church 

 

Sandi Brickley 

Volunteer Resources Manager 

Interfaith Community Services 

 

Charlie Buchanan 

Membership Operations Director 

YMCA of Southern Arizona 

 

Kerry Dufour 

VP/Chief Development Officer 

YMCA of Southern Arizona 

 

Kristen Hershberger 

Volunteer Manager 

Community Food Bank of Southern Arizona 

 

Emily Hope 

District Executive- Los Angeles Area Council 

Boy Scouts of America 
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Lisa Humenik 

President & CEO 

Volunteer Southern Arizona 

 

Linda Johnston 

Lead Counter 

Mountain View Presbyterian Church 

 

Buzzy LeCluyse 

Senior High Youth Director 

Mountain View Presbyterian Church 

 

Laura Magruder 

State Director-CEO 

Communities in Schools of Arizona 

 

Jeannette Maré 

Founder 

Ben’s Bells Project 

 

Jeanne Miller 

Volunteer Coordinator 

Mobile Meals of Tucson 

 

Michele Mirto 

Director of Volunteer Lawyers Program 

Southern Arizona Legal Aid 
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Valerie Nightingale 

Adult Skill Builder and Volunteer Coordinator 

Lutheran Social Services of the Southwest- Refugee and Immigration Services 

 

Pam Perry 

Associate Dean and Director 

Eller College of Management 

 

Evren Sonmez 

Program Coordinator 

Tucson Clean and Beautiful 

 

Erin Strange 

Director of Client Services 

TIHAN- Tucson Interfaith HIV/AIDS Network 

 

Tracy Sullivan 

Volunteer Coordinator 

Humane Society of Southern Arizona 
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Appendix B- 

Volunteer Selection Methods Interview Questions 

 

1. Please briefly describe your organization. How did you get involved? 

2. Please briefly describe volunteers’ roles in your operations. 

a. How many volunteers do you typically have on a daily, weekly, or yearly basis? 

b. Are volunteers regular or more periodic in nature? 

3. How do you evaluate and select volunteers who express interest in your organization? 

4. What is the selection process like? Do you include interviews, ability tests, applications, 

background checks, etc.? Do you ask applications any standardized questions, etc.? 

5. Do you ever turn people away? Why or why not? 

6. What is your selection criterion? What are you looking for in a volunteer? 

7. What are some standard traits or skills to look for in volunteers, across nonprofit 

organizations? Pro-social behavior, dependability, etc.? 

8. What long term benefits could you expect from a more rigorous selection process? 

9. What are some barriers you would predict to encounter in implementing standardized 

HR best practices in volunteer selection? Cost, resistance to change, time constraints, not 

having enough volunteers to choose from, etc.? 

10. What other factors do you think influence whether a nonprofit is willing and able to 

adopt HR best practices in volunteer selection and volunteer management? 

11. Do you think employees and regular volunteers are similar enough to compare on the 

levels of strategic recruitment, selection and retention? Why or why not? 

12. Can you recommend anyone else I can talk to about this? 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C- 

Interview Notes 
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Bender 

Director of Senior High Ministries. 

Had 17 adult leaders that helped. 

Had to commit to regularly volunteering. 

Oversaw mission trips and extracurricular activities. 

Church instituted a safety program with staff and volunteers. We were bound to fingerprint and 

interview and asked to fill out an application. Did do background checks. That was mandated by 

the church. Merry did personal interview to find out personal objectives and motivation. Had 

set questions about their objectives for the program, their level of commitment, willingness to 

commit to every Sunday, their background with youth 

Asked that they be a member of the church, commitment to what the church believe in 

theologically, enthusiasm, sense of humor, people skills were very important. 

There was only one time that she told someone no, because it was not a good fit based on past 

interactions. 

 If they didn’t match into the adult leadership role we would steer them into other places to 

volunteer. Someone might not always be great working with the kids. 

Interview first, then application. 

My first objective was always the youth and their happiness and the integrity of the program. 

Being more vigilant in the selection process we were able to get a really good committed 

volunteer staff 

If your goal is numbers and the more hands the better, it will thin down your numbers. 

Fortunately, we were always ok with numbers. 

With an employee, a formal evaluation process is a part of it and it can’t be done as rigorously 

with volunteers. An annual sit down about what they two people would have liked to see 

differently and what they did well is a good tool. It’s easier to not always be there when they 

need you if you are a volunteer. Did have criteria like not asking them to miss 3 Sundays. 

 

Brickley 
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Interfaith Community Services provides a food bank and emergency financial assistance to Pima 

County residents in need. 

Has a background in HR and wanted to transition away from the corporate world and into a 

position where she could give back. 

Have over 600 volunteers, with 400 being very active. 

Don’t evaluate- just have them self-select out. 

Don’t take court ordered volunteers. 

Have people they have helped come back and volunteer. 

Program managers write job descriptions. 

Must be computer literate and have safe driving skills. 

Look for a personality fit – hard to measure. 

Have informal one on one interviews. 

Ask for background checks, application and motor vehicle driving reports. 

“Don’t do anything that wouldn’t get glowing reviews on the front page of the Daily Star” 

Almost 60 congregations support them and to test them would be offensive 

Have trouble with turnover. Some people only volunteer for 30 days. Spend $19 per person to 

run a criminal background check. It also takes a total of 8 hours of staff time to select and train a 

volunteer. 

Would not say that a volunteer department is like a business. Sees them as friends. 

 

Buchanan 

Works with fundraising volunteers and committee works- special events program committee 

And also the Board of Managers/ Board of Directors 

Usually it will just be a discussion about what those individual’s interests are. 

Fill out brief information about their background and skill sets- ask about educational 

background, family history, professional experiences, for the board they submit a resume. Goes 

to the board for a vote. Talk with staff leadership of that committee. Be introduced to volunteer 

chairperson to see if they are still interested. No real application process for the committees. 

We as staff will approach them based off of who they demonstrate to be aligned with our 
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passions and identify them. Usually either people in the community or people who are already 

affiliated with the YMCA. May be members or program participants. Many occasions they seek 

out volunteers. 

Look for people who are committed to the work that we do and a general understanding of the 

importance of our work. That’s the most key thing. Want to find meaningful work for 

volunteers. If they don’t have a passion it doesn’t matter how meaningful the work is. Must 

understand our cause and become advocates sometimes even before- recommending people to 

join YMCA. For board membership you look for capacity to inspire others and use their network 

and circle of influence to better our organization. Could be business leaders who use 

connections to impact our community. 

Advantages of a rigorous process would be you would have a much larger candidate pool. If you 

aren’t so rigorous it means you’ll just pulling anyone willing. Can be more rigorous if you have a 

larger pool. That way you don’t waste your energy on people not suitable. Want to get the right 

people and the right fit. May be passionate about our cause and our work but not in the role we 

place them in. By being more thorough in the selection process is makes things more efficient. 

Disadvantages- I wouldn’t see any other than the times that you don’t have that large candidate 

pool so sometimes you need someone and don’t want to turn away a willing person even if 

they’re not the most suitable for the work. 

 

Dufour 

 

Laid off from another job and now manages policy making volunteers on the board of directors. 

Policy volunteers are not selected as rigorously as program volunteers such as aerobic 

instructors, coaches, childcare people, etc. 

The YMCA has 1599 people volunteering each year, 100-125 of which are policy volunteers. 

Volunteers give 29,042 hours each year. 

Selection process is “not as formal as it should be” and haven’t put as many resources into it, 

even though some policy volunteers treat their role “like a regular job” 
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Selection process includes an unstructured conversation about what work they have done in the 

community, their willingness to help (including time commitments), goals and interests. This is 

sometimes done at the YMCA office or out to lunch. Much of the recruitment is left to the 

Board Development subcommittee, which is constantly looking for people to join. 

Diversity- economic, race, career choices and gender- is important. So are special skill sets such 

as builders who work on the Triangle Y Ranch Camp. 

Look for people who are like minded in terms of mission and have enough time to devote 

“Volunteer Engagement really enriches our work”. Sees it as a partnership. 

Also looks for willingness to fundraise and related previous skills. Wants someone who will be “a 

loud and proud advocate”. 

YMCA does an annual job and organization analysis and have a binder with job descriptions, etc. 

Also do a skill analysis so that they can recruit volunteers that have those skills. 

Also look for passion for the mission, willingness to learn, dependability, and availability. 

Social skills are important in working on a board because they need to be able to reach a 

consensus and listen to diverse opinions. 

Raising their selection standards to a higher level will allow them to “seek and retain the best 

people for the job” 

Many are well meaning but limited by their willingness or abilities. 

Says they don’t because of the resources it takes. 

Kerry Dufour of the YMCA of Southern Arizona says that they do sometimes kick people out of 

volunteer roles if it’s not a good fit or because of availability, but that turnover hurts their 

organization. 

The best nonprofits follow similar practices to businesses. 

You are finding the best people for the job regardless of whether they are paid or not. They are 

also motivated by similar things- since money isn’t a huge motivator anyway. 

 

Hershberger 

Generally most of our work has to do with warehouse work such as packing boxes. There are 

also volunteers who work as greeters or in administrative function. So there is a variety of stuff. 
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Both short term and regular volunteers who make a weekly commitment and have group 

volunteers. 

Not a distinction in the type of work that short and long term volunteers do. Just a matter of 

making a regular commitment. Everyone has to fill out an online application. Regular volunteers 

come to an orientation tour. Then match what people are interested in doing with their needs 

and scheduling. Short term just schedule a shift- minimum 3 hours at a time and put them 

where we need them the most. Small amount of people who might just walk in but only do that 

if we happen to have work. Most of our work there isn’t a lot of skill needed. Must have physical 

dexterity but most anyone can pack a food box. Isn’t a huge interviewing type process for the 

majority. More specialized things like bilingual or computer skills. Would go a little deeper and 

have informal conversation about their skill sets. No tests. 

Usually works out fine but occasionally it’s not a good match. There is a little bit of lost time in 

there but it doesn’t come up all that often. Not like a place where you have to have training so 

there isn’t a minimum length of commitment. Some places due to the nature of the work you 

invest a lot in training and want to get something back out of it. Not necessary to have rigorous 

process due to the rigor of our work. Huge waste of time and energy. Depends on the particular 

type of role. Rigorous selection process is necessary for some organization but not us. Get a lot 

of short term volunteers because you can just come in and do a shift. Have the blessing of being 

more flexible so we get a lot of volunteers. 

 

Hope 

National headquarters in Texas and then underneath each area there is a council. There are 350 

Boy Scout councils in US. Within council there are 6 districts separated by areas. Only one paid 

in the district and under her are all the volunteers. Boy Scouts is a volunteer run organization 

and I am just guiding them. I run a district/ committee of volunteers focused on fundraising, 

programs, training, membership goals, etc. Under committee are all the other volunteers. There 

are 73 units in her districts- so those are packs of little cubs (troops) and crews for older scouts. 

Within each unit there are anywhere from 5-20 volunteers. Work with 40 key volunteers in her 

district. Usually volunteers have been scout leader at some point in their life but are still 
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interested in giving time to their organization. So they have more time to give in addition to 

their packs and troops. Often have some sort of skill and so she will recruit them because she 

needs that skill on her committee. Ex. District chairman ran his own business for 45 years and 

now has some time on his hands so now that he has that business side he can run meetings and 

provide that business aspect to the committee. 

Troop leaders report to committee members who report to Emily. When she recruits them she 

gives them a job description that says what type of responsibility they are expected to give. 

Most have monthly meetings and yearly goals. 

There is a right way that it’s supposed to happen and the way that it normally happens. Way it’s 

written in Boy Scout bylaws is that there is a committee of people who selects and identifies 

committee members they want for the following year. Called a nominating committee. Need to 

know scouting well and know people in the community well. Ideally 6 people. Look at roster 

and tell them what chairs they need- ex. Camping chair, etc. they would give names and we 

would go down a list to see who is interested. That is all presented as a slate to whole 

committee 45 days later and everyone votes yes or no on that slate. Hard to get those roles 

filled on the committee so what usually happens is she contacts current committee members 

and see who is happy. Might move roles around and if there are vacancies get the word out to 

other. They give names of people they think would be interested. If there’s a large troop or very 

successfully run units can take recommendations from them. There is an application for any 

position within the boy scouts. Include SS number, do background checks on any volunteer at 

any level. Would meet with you to talk about responsibilities and what she was expecting, her 

goals from the district to see if their goals coincided, have that person just come to a committee 

meeting to get a feel for how it will go. Their first meeting would be somewhat informal, just 

having them sitting in. Would be an informal conversation. Try to be as informal as possible with 

people just because it’s best to be as friendly and personable to people are possible so that they 

will get excited about the role and don’t think of it as an extra job for them. I don’t even know if 

I would be able to get people if I did it more rigorously. They are usually parents, sometimes 

retired, but often have a job already. What they want to do with their spare time is not a second 

job. Just want to have fun and have things run smoothly and then be done with it. Having things 
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be very structured and dry would not be able to retain volunteers. Has gone through rigorous 

structure and was prepared for that because of college but some volunteers aren’t in that 

mindset so she needs to put herself at their level. Aren’t working with other business minded 

people. It’s good to be sure that the volunteer is passionate about the organization. Sometimes 

you don’t really know what you are getting into. Making sure that the volunteer knows exactly 

what their role will be and make sure that volunteer manager is as organized as possible. 

Good volunteers are organized, good communicators, even sometime as basic as returning a 

phone call or an email, commitment to the organization, have enough time to give, passionate 

about the program, maybe they themselves were scouts when they were younger 

 

Humenik 

Have volunteers involved in our work, organize community projects. 

Internally have volunteers based on skill based project such as consulting projects. Have 2 

volunteers working on IT and another on development research. Someone helps walk in’s find 

volunteer opportunities for about 15 hours per week. 

Same way we do paid staff. Application looks like a standard job application- education, work 

history, special skills, references, interview- talk to them and get more information about their 

experiences and success, ask them hypothetical situations and previous success, just like an 

employment interview, check 2 references, background check, criminal and sex offender 

registry, driving record, same orientation 

Depends on the position, looking for experience in the particular area, looking for specific skills 

relative to projects we want to fill. 

Reliability, understanding that it’s a commitment, being able to hold to that commitment, also 

to come at it with passion. That’s what drives the commitment. Could be passion for the cause 

or the type of work they are doing. 

Benefits have been that it helps to ensure we are finding volunteers that are a good match for 

the assignment and helps to instill that commitment. Realize that we take it very seriously and 

they do the same. 
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Disadvantages or downsides- none for us. Have a tendency to call and think they can just do it 

so sometimes it’s disappointing for them.  Definitely worth it in terms of time and cost. Because 

then you have the best people, someone who is a good match and had a chance to interact with 

staff member they are going to be working with and generally creates a really good team 

atmosphere. 

Has been in field for 20 years. They are all staff it’s just that employees are paid and volunteers 

aren’t. However, I have a strong ethical commitment to never replace staff with volunteer. 

When they are enhancing services beyond was staff can do time or knowledge-wise, that’s a 

great time to bring in a skilled volunteer. Looks are everyone as part of the team. The only thing 

that’s not alike is that one gets paid and one doesn’t. 

Reimagining Service is a national initiative that involves government and national nonprofits 

and corporations and they look at what it takes for a nonprofit or business to be a service 

enterprise and it really comes down to HR practices. Provide volunteer management training 

workshops to learn best practices 

11%  of nonprofits are doing HR well. 

 

Johnston 

Lead Counter 

Met every week for 3 hours. Count offering and donations from the Sunday service 

Anyone who expressed interest was taken on board because there was a shortage. It was not a 

popular volunteer activity at the church. 

Great counters had honesty and integrity. There are opportunities for theft in the process. 

Aptitude with numbers and accuracy. Accountability, reliability and dependability. Need reliable 

people who will show up when they said they would. 

Would weed out people who were incompetent, who in some cases actually slowed down the 

process and caused errors that are time consuming to correct 

Would have had less people, and they needed as many as they could get. 

 

LeCluyse 
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Director of Senior High Ministries 

Had different volunteer roles based on what people wanted to do. 

Most time consuming primary role was being a part of the youth ministry team. Needed to be 

there 3-4 Sundays. Adult Ministry Team. 

Steps changed through the years as the program become more established and grew. Initially I 

would seek people out and then eventually they sought me out. 

Would schedule a meeting, then ask what they were interested in in terms of volunteer duties. 

Would weed people out who didn’t want to interact with students as much. Could do finances, 

snacks, etc. 

After talking there was an application form that they filled out and included a background check 

Past church involvement, employment information, statement of faith, why they wanted to 

work there, other open ended questions, why they wanted to work with youth, educational 

background. 

Have you ever been convicted of a crime? 

Driving records. 

Asked for 3 references 

Certain things were similar to a job application 

Needed to have been a regular attender or member for 6 months. 

A desire to connect with teenagers, openness to growing together with youth, wanted diversity 

of different personality types. Don’t want everyone over the top enthusiasm but also don’t want 

all introverts. The ability to take the initiative and lead in small group. Wanting to share their 

faith but who were open and didn’t have a forceful agenda. Maturity- Age is not indicative of 

maturity. Comfortability with crowd control. 

For any volunteer role: Being able to be a team member, communication skills, hopeful, 

willingness to read emails in a timely manner, communicate needs 

Did turn people away. One because of negative references given. Asked volunteers to step down 

because of inappropriate interactions or behaviors. Also didn’t hire someone because of a lack 

of follow through in the initial application. 
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Benefits: made people reflect on why they wanted to volunteer and if they even wanted to. 

Made sure they were committed and knew what they were getting into. Student safety was 

critical. Would not want to risk student safety. 

Drawbacks: could be intimidating to certain individuals. Especially the faith statement. Time it 

took to meet with them was all worth it. 

Did an annual evaluation with them at the end of the year. 

 

Magruder 

Post on VolunteerMatch 

About 250 volunteers per year who commit 90 mins per week. 

Fill out an application online with basic demographics. This includes a copy of their driver’s 

license, fingerprint, background check, SS#, DOB and name get sent to Telecore. 

It’s a common mistake to think you can’t fire volunteers. You can. 

Look for patience with kids, dependability, motivation 

No court ordered. 

Rigorous selection in an ideal sense is a good and fair system, but if only some nonprofits did it 

and others lagged behind there would be pushback. Change can be hard to deal with. 

  

Maré 

Ben’s Bells is a community art project that encourages and inspires kindness. 

Separate volunteers (regular, what to do whatever is needed of them) with participants (just 

want to paint and do the fun stuff). 

To become a volunteer, you start out as a participant. Staff observes behavior to see if they are 

artistic, reliable, pleasant, kind, dependable, punctual, smart, problem solvers. They usually 

won’t want to do more and get more involved if they don’t have those characteristics. 

Usually aren’t released unless they are doing things like swearing and causing issues with 

inappropriate behavior. 

“Anyone can help in some way”- except for people with mandatory community service. Have 

them do the less fun work. 
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Over time they have learned which parts of the process require skill and control, and those go 

to experienced volunteers. 

Rigorous selection “would be more burdensome than beneficial”. They have already screened 

them, so it would be a duplication of efforts. It is also cost prohibitive.  It would also be against 

their culture of a open, welcome environment. 

She said that it would probably make sense for other types of nonprofits because it would allow 

them to get volunteers who will work for a longer period of time. Others need more rigor to 

protect clients. 

 

Miller 

Mobile Meals helps preserve the health and dignity of homebound adults by delivering meals 

400 regular volunteers. 

Application process- driver’s license and insurance cards. 

No court mandated service. 

Want people with a history of working with people, detail oriented, reliable, dependable, and 

committed. Interpersonal skills. 

Information interview where she tells them the history of the organization and then they have a 

conversation. 

Whether it’s worth it depends on what kind of organization. Need to develop it depending on 

the organization’s needs 

 

Mirto 

Southern Arizona Legal Aid utilizes volunteer lawyers and law students to provide free civil legal 

services to the poor.  

To volunteer you have to be a licensed practicing attorney in the state of Arizona. Work with 150 

law students each year and undergraduate volunteers and volunteers that serve as translators 

and appraisers. They have already been screened by the state bar association. Online 

application through the website. Also offer continuing education credits at no cost if they are 
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willing to volunteer. For the undergrads, they can also sign up on the website. But there is a 

prelaw advisor at the UA and they give her a description of what they are looking for. 

Not eligible for credit. Ask for time commitment of at least 1 semester. A lot of training goes in 

and want to select folks that are committed. Look for people who have a general interest in law. 

People who conduct themselves in a professional manner. Want people who are quick learners 

who can work independently. The same things you look for when you are hiring someone. The 

upside of a more selective process, if you are doing it correctly, you are screening out people 

who might flake out during the semester. Often when midterms or finals come their interest 

wanes. If we spent a little bit more time on the front end we might help avoid those issues 

during the semester. 

Time is your most valuable resource and there is just so much to do with so little time. Would it 

be worth the extra time on the front end? Will the benefits outweigh that extra time on the 

front end? 

 

 

Nightingale 

Main volunteer position is teaching skill building classes. Curriculum for refugee adults who are 

newly arrived. Orient them to our culture and the world of work. Also have volunteers working 

one on one with English as a second language tutoring and teaching. Often work in the homes 

of refugee. Have a women’s empowerment program and there are skill building things under 

that. Teaching and business mentor component. Consulting and guiding them through the 

process of creating a business. Have intern roles where people will be with them for an entire 

semester. Does field trips and follow ups. Takes them to open bank accounts and that sort of 

thing. Have a parenting class where women are learning parenting skills and what that means in 

the US. Have a co-teacher and folks that are providing the childcare. Also have volunteers that 

help with donations for household goods, clothing, etc. 

Everyone has to attend a mandatory orientation with overview of program, population, 

requirements and the process. Then have individual interview with volunteer manager and 

coordinator of program they want to work for. Do have questions that I specifically ask and 
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depending on the position will ask some or all of those. Look for cultural sensitivity, skills in area 

that they are teaching. Need to go through background check and fingerprint clearance. After 

all that comes back they do a placement meeting where they meet with client, case manager 

and translator. Also do reference check. Off site 3 and on site 1.  

Yes they turn people away. If they have an ulterior motive for volunteering, like someone who 

wanted to research for writing a book, wasn’t going to be a fit. Someone else was answering 

phone calls during the interview and had papers not relevant for the position. Did not have skills 

to be a mentor of any kind. If someone appears to be culturally insensitive. Need to have an 

interest or experience working cross culturally. Require people to work with us for at least 6 

months. 

Teaching, cross cultural experience is so important, need to not be judgmental, need to be 

sensitive to people who experience trauma, there are a lot of things you should not be asking 

clients, should not be prosthelitizing, need to understand all of the challenges they could face 

with specific groups. Very varied in education background and work life, people from rural areas 

and cities. Different types of trauma people have experienced in those regions. Want someone 

who will relate well and can be trained to be in those specific roles. 

Advantages are hard to say because there are strict requirements. We are a social service 

agency working with a vulnerable population. How much can you learn before? Hard to say. 

May present themselves as very interested and because it’s a volunteer not a paid position they 

can change their mind on a dime. Don’t feel like I learn much from references. People are not 

selecting people who will say anything negative about them. 

Interview process I can get a sense of the person and an intuition of how they will do in the role. 

Some people appeared to be great and then didn’t work out at all very quickly. 

Process she has now. First we just did background checks and that was really important. HR 

department changed and started requiring fingerprint. Delays the process more and not sure it’s 

necessary. There is a lag time that is out of their control. Don’t have direct contact with 

fingerprint people so it’s all on a whim. Some things are pending for weeks on end. That’s the 

most difficult part of the process. 
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Interviews are very helpful. Able to learn about cross cultural experience and motives. Get a 

sense of whether they are approachable and if clients will feel comfortable with them. Interview 

is the most helpful part. 

Orientation itself weeds people out. People can choose to participate or not from there. 

Have had a number of volunteers become employees so it’s an opportunity to get to know each 

other and decide from there. Can get to know clients on a personal level and how much services 

are going to impact the way that they live. Attended a volunteer conference last year with all 

volunteer coordinators with refugee programs across the country. One thing I learned there is 

that they honored volunteer superstars. Some are literally like employees and just not paid. 

Some people don’t even realize they are volunteers because they could be in case management 

roles that are full time. Require a high standard from the volunteers and will remove them if 

they don’t have that standard. 

 

 

Perry 

Southern SAVMA- Eller in essence is like a nonprofit. We also have volunteer contingents. Have 

thousands of volunteers on the list. First invite every Alumni. If you are a graduate of our 

program you are a good person to do interviewing and case competition judging. Know these 

people and know what kind of training they have. Invite top grads to be a part of Eller College 

Associates. Do interviewing and judging case competition. Trying to get someone to feel more a 

part of the college maybe a retired exec. Show them that we value their career and invite 

someone to be a part of that community. Use it as a bargaining currency. Very regular. No 

selection- just invited and then you are in. Assuming that they are good people because of their 

career in Eller or some informal meeting in the community. Think there is absolutely no time 

and there are no staff members who are volunteer managers. If it looked like it was too hard to 

be part of it wouldn’t be as attractive. It’s something that people earn. For Eller, it’s more than a 

volunteer. It’s an affiliation with a very strong brand. Don’t think they would do it if it was 

harder. Might drop out of process. Because we have events and evaluations, we seem to be able 

to take the risk to have people that may not have the right fit. Usually have 2 or 3 at a time and 
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often get feedback on them. So at that point we might just not invite them back again. Not a big 

loss of effort if someone isn’t a fit. Look for someone who is interested in doing it, interested in 

mentoring and being involved with a university, usually they have some kind of professional 

experience that students would be able to learn something from. For us, it’s actually getting rid 

of the volunteers that’s the hard part. Sometimes a senior’s experience because dated and not 

as relevant. The one critical flaw is that once you’re an associate it’s a lifetime membership. 

Should be an endpoint to it. Don’t know how to do it in a politically correct way. If you don’t 

pick the right people they are in for life. Might be the right fit at first but then time goes by and 

it’s hard to deal with that. For us, if we were really on top of it we would do a lot more 

recognition. 

 

National Association of Volunteer Managers, frameworks and best practices are definitely out 

there. 

 

Sonmez 

In the Adopt A Park program they constantly work with volunteers. They are the program. 

About 210 sites are adopted on a regular basis. They do it every month. Some have been doing 

it for 10-20 years. 

Litter cleanup doesn’t require special skills. It’s all about them being interested. To adopt a site 

they need to be a part of a recognized entity such as a club or neighborhood. Fill out online 

application, just one person on behalf of the group. 

The only time they turn people away is when they don’t qualify the group criteria. 

Showing up is the main point because if you show up that means you’ll do the clean up. 

Communicating and keeping in touch and sending reports. Dependability, sense of responsibility 

because they become stewards of an area, commitment. 

We really haven’t even thought about it and probably won’t because of the nature of their 

involvement. Does not require any specific set of skills. Even handicapped people can help pick 

up litter, etc. Open to a wide range of physical capabilities. Picking up litter is not rocket science. 



52 
 

Not looking to make it more competitive. If people are interested then they are all welcome to 

do it. 

Employees and volunteers are almost in different categories. They have a different scope in 

their work. It’s an important collaboration and they are very integral in making it happen. The 

volunteers are all out in the field, Evren doesn’t even know all of them. 

 

Strange 

TIHAN is an interfaith collaboration between communities to provide support for people with 

HIV/AIDS. 

Care Teams of 4-5 provide social support, rides, etc. to patients. This is a weekly commitment. 

Once a month they may have to provide monthly lunches. 

Phone line staff would have set schedules. 

Volunteers filled out detailed applications that included interest, background check, fingerprint 

clearance, and would be monitored during training to make sure there was a fit. 

Required 6 month commitment. 

Would separate a volunteer if there were boundary issues or alarming behaviors, but they were 

usually accepted as long as they passed a background check. 

If volunteer was not suited for position they would try to find a different position that would 

work instead, such as sending out mailings. 

Often weeded themselves out if there wasn’t a fit. 

Qualities to look for were being accepting, desire, commitment, empathy. These volunteers 

were the most successful. Also wanted availability, dependability, interest and passion about the 

topic. 

Grew from a network of people that the founder knew personally and then had to formalize as 

they grew in scale and volunteers increased in volume. 

Erin admits that this process is not as rigorous as many others. 

A more rigorous process would result in more follow through and volunteers feeling more 

engaged 
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On the other side, you might weed more people out and not have enough volunteers. If it’s too 

challenging it won’t be as user friendly. 

Barriers could be size and lack of expertise of the organization. 

Volunteers and staff are similar because they both provide vital services to the organization. 

Appreciation and evaluation of volunteers might look different, but roles can be similar. 

 

 

Sullivan 

One doublesided sheet of paper application. 

Must make a 6 month commitment. 

Medical restrictions. 

Questions to judge whether their philosophies are aligned (Ex. Putting an animal down, spay 

and neuter policies) 

Monitor them during orientation training. 

Look for people who are good with the public, reliable, dependable, flexible, professional. 

“would love to sit down and talk to everyone” but with 140 new applications per month, it is 

impossible and impractical to give all that individualized attention. Instead you have to go by a 

gut feeling. Being so short staffed, it’s impossible to make it more rigorous. Most bad people 

weed themselves out. 

 

 

 

 


