10/1/2021
To:

CHS Board Executive Committee

From:

Brian Maness

Re:

Updates and preparation for October 6, 2021 meeting

Dear Trustees,
I hope you are all well. While it is still early in our 2021-2022 fiscal year, there has been a tremendous
amount of work, challenges, and successes since we began a new year in July. We look forward to
sharing and discussing many updates during our executive committee meeting next week.
We had hoped for a more normal operating environment in terms of our programs and services at this
stage of the pandemic. The surge of Covid with the Delta variant has continued to impact CHS
operations and most of our staff are again working remote and virtually. As the pandemic continues,
the toll on our staff has been profound. I am inspired by and grateful for their resilience and
commitment, but the personal and professional stresses they are navigating are significant.
Programmatically, the pandemic is causing significant challenges with our Foster Care to Permanency
program, specifically with recruiting families and training and licensing new families. While we have
celebrated the completion of many adoptions in July and August, the combined result of these issues
has been a decline in the number of children served daily.
We have also experienced a decline in the number of families served in our Intensive Family
Preservation program. The primary challenge is a reduction in referrals from county social service
agencies resulting from high staff turnover (within county DSS’s) and reduced reports of child
maltreatment. We are acutely focused on addressing these challenges for these critical programs.
Our parenting education and support programs continue to grow, mostly tied to our collaboration with
Ready for School, Ready for Life. Our Healthy Steps and Navigation programs are serving large numbers
of families in Guilford County, and we have added staff in these programs. We have also had success in
recruiting OB/GYN practices as sites for Navigation services.
Tied to Covid and other economic factors, we are experiencing the most challenging labor market I can
recall. Staff retention and employee recruitment are significant concerns. Our success depends on a
qualified and capable workforce and our growth will be negatively impacted if we are not able to
address these challenges effectively.
Our meeting next Wednesday will begin at 12:00. Our agenda includes several important topics including
an update from our Governance Committee regarding board nominations and revisions to our bylaws,
updates on programmatic and influence initiatives, fundraising progress, updates on organizational
development initiatives, as well as a financial report and update on our 2020-2021 financial audit(s).
In preparation for our meeting next week, we have included the following for your review:
1- Draft meeting agenda
2- Minutes from the Executive Committee meeting in April 2021
3- Minutes from the last Executive Committee meeting in August 2021
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4- Program Summary Report through August 2021
5- Unaudited financials for the 2020-2021 fiscal year
6- Year-to-date financials through August 2021
7- Human Resources report
8- Philanthropy report
9- Institute for Family – Report on the Investing in Families Webinar Series
10- Building Relationships, Strengthening Neighborhoods by Seth D. Kaplan
Note: The last item is an article from the most recent edition of the Stanford Social
Innovation Review which addresses community systems change, the role of
relationships, and the timelines and patience required to see change and progress.

Lastly, I think you would enjoy and find value in the following videos produced by the Institute for
Family.
Social Capital Video
Password: IFF2020!
Being Gina Video
Password: IFF2020!
Thank you, always, for all you do in support of our work. Please let me know if there is anything you
would like to discuss prior to our meeting.
My very best,
Brian
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Children’s Home Society of NC
Board of Trustees Executive Committee
Meeting Agenda
October 6, 2021
Our Mission: To promote the right of every child to a permanent, safe, and loving family.

Welcome and Call to Order

Cathy Levinson

Approval of Minutes

Cathy Levinson

CEO Comments

Brian Maness

Upstream Engagement

Brian Maness

CHS Governance Committee Updates

Susan McDonald

Program and Impact Reports

Rebecca Starnes
Matt Anderson

Human Resources and Employee Experience

Carli Guanciale

Philanthropy Updates

Kristen Smalley

Financial Report and Update on 2020-2021 Audit(s)

Vicki Barringer

Other Business
Executive Session

Next meeting:
CHS Board of Trustees – Wednesday, November 3, 2021 - virtual
CHS Board of Trustees Executive Committee – Wednesday, December 8, 2021
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Children’s Home Society of North Carolina
Board of Trustees Executive Committee
April 28, 2021

Attendees – Gary Bowen, Brian Maness, Cathy Levinson, Ellen Linton, Elizabeth Rankin, Mary Sheppard, David
Shuford, Lee Youngblood, and Tony Bucci.
Staff Present - Matt Anderson, Rebecca Starnes, Kristen Smalley, Vicki Barringer, Carli Guanciale, and Karen Alston.
Call to Order: Cathy Levinson called the meeting to order. She welcomed everyone. She thanked Gary Bowen,
Kristen Smalley and her team for a job well done for the success of APTCH and shared remarks.
Approval of Minutes –Cathy Levinson asked for a motion to approve the February 24th minutes. Lee Youngblood
made the motion to approve the minutes with the correction of adding Ellen Linton and David Shuford seconded. The
minutes were approved.
CEO Comments– Brian Maness thanked everyone for their attendance. Brian spent some time discussing the overall
details of our Strategic Business Plan, our strategy over the next few years and shared a slide presentation. Our first
year will be a preparation year for CHS. We will go into more detail at the May board meeting. Brian encouraged
questions and remarks from the board as we are moving upstream in this Strategic Plan process. The committee
shared their perspectives and comments.
Brian shared a book the executive leadership team has read and discussed, Upstream: The Quest to Solve Problems
Before They Happen by Dan Heath. Copies are available.
Program and Impact Updates – Rebecca Starnes shared her excitement seeing Child-Focused Recruitment and
Intensive Family Preservation were featured in APTCH.
Rebecca shared an update on the progress of our Request for Proposals for our Intensive Family Preservation and
SPAN programs, which has been delayed by the State. They have decided to do more planning work and our current
work and scope is continuing through the end of December.
Rebecca shared an update on Child-Focused Recruitment work. The team is doing well and continuing to be creative
with the kids and finding families. More than 60 kids have had their adoptions finalized since July. We have received
another report from the Dave Thomas Foundation, and we are getting better results in North Carolina than other
states. We have been working on contracting issues and she shared an update on funding.
Rebecca shared there is expansion with HealthySteps. Families want the additional support, so new practices are
being added. They will also be able to pilot a program working with expectant mothers.
Matt shared an update on the Foster Care to Permanency program and things are going well. The number of kids
served has been fluctuating. There are some challenges with licensing families and there are some delays. Matt
shared that we are working on implementing an Attachment Based Curriculum called ARC. The first editions of our
Practice Model manual are written. Matt shared the comparison of last year of kids that have exited Foster Care to
reunification and the increase.
Matt Anderson shared a legislative update.
Matt provided an update on the Institute for Family. We are working on the system change initiative that Brian
mention in his comments and how to integrate that into the work of the institute. Matt shared updates on the

three primary things we are working on: 1) strategic partnerships, 2) projects we’re working on (convening,
educating, and storytelling) and 3) funding.
Philanthropy Update – Kristen Smalley shared an update on A Place to Call Home (APTCH) fundraising and
engagement activities.
Many thanks to the Board, who contributed over $158,000. The Board challenges contribute greatly to the
momentum. Current total is about $460,000, and we saved $200,000 with the event being virtual. 370 people
registered for the event from the over 3500 invitations sent and about 120 households signed on. People are
currently responding to the video that was sent out as well. The goal is $1 million, but the budget goal is $786,000,
which Kristen feels confident we will reach with the savings. Kristen received positive feedback on the breadth of
programs highlighted including prevention. 23 staff members gave just over a total of $10,000. There were also outof-state donations received, likely due to the online format.
Human Resources and Employee Experience – Carli Guanciale shared an update that Alex Kelly will be starting next
week in her new role as Director of the Executive Office. The Racial Equity Institute training is next week as we kick
off our equity work. There is a final draft of the equity statement that will be presented to the Board in May. There
will be an employee handbook update presented as well. We are in the middle of benefit renewal and will have
savings this year.
Finance and Information Technology– Vicki Barringer provided a financial report and reviewed materials provided in
the meeting packet.
Other Business
Executive Session
Meeting adjourned at 1:45pm
Respectively submitted by:
Karen L. Alston

Children’s Home Society of North Carolina
Board of Trustees Executive Committee
August 2, 2021
Attendees – Cathy Levinson, David Shuford, Elizabeth Rankin, Mary Sheppard, Lee Youngblood, Gary Bowen, Susan
McDonald, Ellen Linton, Tony Bucci, and Courtenay Fields.
Staff Present – Brian Maness and Alex Kelly.
Welcome and Call to Order - Cathy Levinson called the meeting to order. She welcomed everyone and shared
excitement for the work the Committee is doing.
CEO Comments – Brian Maness thanked everyone for their attendance.
Updates since the May Board Meeting –
Financial – CHS finished the fiscal year with $2.6 million net income and $2.3 million favorable variance to budget.
The Foundation increased from $12.4 million to $16.4 million during the fiscal year.
Strategic Plan – The plan was shared internally with the Agency Leadership Team (ALT) and then all staff. Leaders
have been developing work plans for the 11 initiatives and determining metrics for accountability, including a system
that will be utilized for tracking progress. Brian has had conversations with major donors.
State Budget - $2.25 million in new funding for the Permanency Innovation Initiative (PII) is included in the NC Senate
budget and is anticipated in the House version. The House budget also includes $300,000 in new funding for SaySo.
Get Ready Guilford Initiative – 15 new positions have been hired since May in HealthySteps and Community
Navigation. By the end of this calendar year, 50 full-time staff will work within this initiative. A current challenge is
embedding Community Navigators in all 17 Ob-Gyn practices; CHS is currently in 12. If you have connections in the
remaining 5 practices (Wendover, Green Valley, Eagle, Greensboro, or Physicians for Women), please let Alex
know.
Governance Committee – Please think about nominees and share with Susan McDonald. The Governance
Committee will meet several times prior to the November Board meeting to consider nominees and to prepare a
slate of officers and nominees for Board consideration.
Proposed CEO Priorities and Goals (2021-2022) – Brian presented his proposed priorities and goals for the fiscal
year, as distributed in advance of the meeting. Questions were addressed. The CEO’s proposed priorities and goals
were unanimously supported, pending approval by the full Board during the November meeting.
Lee Youngblood addressed the development of a matrix for evaluation of the CEO’s performance, with clear
standards and objective information. The proposed matrix will be developed prior to sharing with the Compensation
Committee, followed by the Executive Committee. The budget is a top priority on which the CEO should spend his
time, including fundraising for the strategic plan. Areas for objectivity and clear accountability outside the budget
include employee engagement via the annual survey, annual Board survey, and achievement of fiscal year 2021-2022
goals.
Evaluation and potential revision of the organization’s bylaws will be led by Susan McDonald and David Shuford. Any
revisions will be reviewed with the Governance Committee prior to the Executive Committee or full Board.

Executive Session
Meeting was adjourned.
Respectively submitted by:
Alex Kelly, Director of the Executive Office

PROGRAM SUMMARY – Year End
July 1, 2021 – August 31, 2021
Foster Care to Permanency

Children in Care (Last day of the month)
Target
Last Year
603
582
Days of Care
Target
Last Year
187,978
209,056
Completed Adoptions
Target
Last Year
150
135
Currently Licensed Families

573

35,460
27

689

New Family Applicants (FY)
Target
Last Year
911
805
Current Family Utilization Rate

162

54%

Contract Adoption Services

Families Served – Networking Program
Target
Last Year
20
11
Adoptions Completed - Networking
Target
Last Year
5
2
Approved PPA’s
Target
Last Year
25
30
Post Placement Visits
Target
Last Year
95
72
Clients Served Post Adoption Services
Target
Last Year
625
513

7
0
0
9

382

August 2021

Intensive Permanency

Child Focused Recruitment
Target
Last Year
800
852
# Completing Permanency – CFR
Target
Last Year
123
95
Intensive Family Preservation Services - Families
Target
Last Year
452
459
% of Children Remaining with Parents at Case
Closure - Intensive Family Preservation Services
Target
Last Year
90%
97.4%

643

21

56

98.3%

Post Adoption

Families Served – Supportive Post Adoption
Target
Last Year
213
122
Children Served – Supportive Post Adoption
Target
Last Year
222
268
Outpatient Therapy Visits – SPAN
Target
Last Year
600
395

90

180
37

= The progress towards the goal is clearly on track.
= The progress towards the goal is not clearly on track.
= The progress towards the annual goal is not on track.
All numbers are for the current year unless otherwise noted.
Targets are for the full year.

Training

Wise Guys Certified Partner Programs
Target
Last Year
42
29
Professionals Trained
Target
Last Year
2,000
3,376

30
12

Educational Programs
Youth Served - Wise Guys

(Level 1, Jóvenes Sabios, Next Level, & SA Prevention)

53

Target
Last Year
4,500
411
Family Education and Support
Target
Last Year
60
34
Partnering for Healthy Parenting
Target
Last Year
30
187
Parenting Under Two Roofs
Target
Last Year
800
581
Group Parent Education
Target
Last Year
1,500
1,196
Individual Parent Education
Target
Last Year
25
10
Healthy Steps Visits
Target
Last Year
14,400
3,336
Community Navigation
Target
Last Year
2,000
N/A

14
25

130
223
0

669
337

PROGRAM SUMMARY – Year End
July 1, 2021 – August 31, 2021
Highlights…
Foster Care to Permanency
The Foster Care to Permanency program has experienced a decrease in placements at the start of the new program year. The impact of Covid is challenging the
Foster Care to Permanency program. New strategies are being used to recruit new foster parents. The team is working to fill several staff vacancies and
incorporating new staff recruitment strategies. We are also working to move applicants through the licensing process as quickly as appropriate.
Child-Focused Recruitment
The Child-Focused Recruitment program has continued to open cases and identify permanent families for youth. Caseloads are full and there is a current waiting
list of 85 youth. There are 146 youth placed for adoption as of the end of August.
Intensive Family Preservation
The Intensive Family Preservation Team has experienced decreased referrals largely as a result of challenges county DSS’s are experiencing with turnover and
vacancies. The Intensive Family Preservation team is partnering with the CHS Business Development Team to communicate with counties to educate new staff
on the importance of this program.
Parent Education
The HealthySteps and Community Navigation are expanding with significant
expansion goals for 2021. As new obstetric sites in Guilford agree to partner, new
staff are being hired and trained to provide Community Navigation. As new
pediatric sites in Guilford agree to partner, new HealthySteps Specialists are hired
and trained. The total program now consists of 36 full-time staff.
Wise Guys
Wise Guys has had more success scheduling fall classes with school systems and
community sites. Largely, classes are being taught remotely. Some classes are in
person with staff using the appropriate PPE. Some schools have scheduled Wise
Guys to begin later this fall.

August 2021

Key

Completed Adoptions – Adoption decrees issued within the current fiscal year
CFR – Child Focused Recruitment
Family Education and Support – individual work with families who are potential
permanency placements for youth in foster care.
HealthySteps – Evidence-based parent education work in pediatric practices in Guilford
County with families of children 0-3 using a model from Zero to Three.
IFPS- Intensive Family Preservation Services
Partnering for Healthy Parenting – Parent Education work in pediatric practice for
families of children of all ages using the Triple P curriculum.
Post Placement Visit – home visit with a family after a placement is made for adoption.
PPA – Pre-placement Assessment, a comprehensive summary report for families seeking
approval to be able to adopt.
SA Prevention – Substance abuse prevention education with youth.
SPAN- Supportive Post Adoption Network

Children’s Home Society of North Carolina, Inc.
Financial Highlights for the Period Ending June 30, 2021 (unaudited)
Activity for the period ending June 30, 2021, reflects an overall Net Operating Income of $2.6 million.
Total revenue is favorable to budget by $873 thousand and expense is favorable to budget by $2.4 million.
The overall favorable revenue variance to budget, $873 thousand, is primarily driven by the Payroll Protection
Program loan (“Other Revenue”) which was recognized into revenue in April at $3.1 million or $1.4 million
better than budget. CHS received the “Notice of Paycheck Protection Program Forgiveness Payment” from
the Small Business Administration in June that forgave the entire loan amount. Additional contributing
factors to the overall favorable revenue variance include County Foster Care Fees favorable revenue variance
due to more children in care than budget ($495 thousand favorable variance), the unbudgeted receipt of
bequest funds ($288 thousand), and a favorable variance to budget in Child Focused Recruitment ($295
thousand – received Dave Thomas Foundation support of $373 thousand and an additional $289 thousand of
support from DHHS). Offsetting these favorable variances, were the unfavorable revenue variances in
Community Navigation ($697 thousand unfavorable), Healthy Steps Program ($325 thousand unfavorable),
Intensive Family Preservation Services-IFPS ($193 thousand unfavorable) and State Adoptions ($159
thousand unfavorable). Although Community Navigation and Healthy Steps reflect unfavorable revenue
variances, both include offsetting expense favorable variances – primarily due to slower than anticipated
expansion of these programs. Additional unfavorable revenue variances include lower campaign and event
revenue than budget ($133 thousand and $131 thousand unfavorable variances).
The overall favorable expense variance to budget is $2.4 million. Primary drivers of this variance include
lower staff salaries/benefits ($1.1 million favorable of which $802 thousand is directly related to the slower
than budgeted expansion of Healthy Steps and Community Navigation), less reimbursable staff travel ($1.0
million favorable primarily due to COVID restrictions), and lower expenses related to fundraising events
($340 thousand favorable).
The Institute for Family (IFF) received a $5 million restricted gift in FY 19/20 of which $55 thousand of
expenses were incurred in the same fiscal year. FY19/20 recognized the $5 million revenue. FY20/21 has an
approved IFF annual budget of $1.4 million, including indirect cost. Year to date expenses were $895
thousand and reflect a $601 thousand favorable budget variance. Net Income was $859 thousand or $637
thousand favorable to budget.
The Children’s Home Society Foundation’s assets are valued at approximately $16.5 million ($1.2 million
money market/checking + $15.1 million long term investments + $134 thousand pledge receivables). The
Society transferred $1 million to the CHS Foundation in May.
The balance of the loan on the Educational Building (Lucas Building) is $361 thousand. There have been no
draws on the line of credit with the balance remaining at $0.
Assets available for sale include the lot located in High Point at 1621/1623 Oneka Rd.
8/18/2021
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Children's Home Society of North Carolina
Scorecard by Program
For the Twelve Months Ending Wednesday, June 30, 2021 - Period 12 - Unaudited
YTD
Actual

YTD
Budget

% of YTD
Budget

Annual
Budget

Financial Performance
Revenue
Contributions
Campaigns
Events
Private Foundations & Grants
Total Private Contributions

758,610
1,108,893
146,437
2,687,185
4,701,124

Government Contracts & Fees

240,500
1,241,500
277,000
3,592,119
5,351,119

19,313,960 19,080,491

Program Fees
Other Revenue

315%
89%
53%
75%
88%

240,500
1,241,500
277,000
3,592,119
5,351,119

101% 19,080,491

309,593

393,100

79%

393,100

3,178,407

1,805,800

176%

1,805,800

Total Revenue

27,503,084 26,630,510

103% 26,630,510

Expenses
Staff
Direct Client
G&A/Fundraising

17,369,152 19,522,230
4,566,579 4,313,520
2,926,214 3,394,760

89% 19,522,230
106% 4,313,520
86% 3,394,760

Total Expenses

24,861,945 27,230,510

91% 27,230,510

*Operating Income/Loss
*Excludes CHS Foundation Support

2,641,139

Draws From/(To) CHS Foundation

Foster Care to Permanency
Contract Adoption Services
Foster Care to Permanency

(1,000,000)

(600,000)

0

Contribution by Program
2,244,543 1,874,929
(32,032)
(14,325)
2,212,511 1,860,604

Family Finding
Child Focused Recruitment
Family Preservation
Intensive Permanency Services
Post Adoption Lifelong Services
Post Adoption Network Services (SPAN)
Post Adoption - Outpatient Therapy
Post Adoption
Wise Guys - Youth Education
Wise Guys - Certified Partners
Training
Parent Education
Educational Services
Fundraising
General and Administrative
*Operating Income/Loss
*Excludes CHS Foundation Support
Draws From/(To) CHS Foundation

-440%

0%

(600,000)

0

120%
224%
119%

1,874,929
(14,325)
1,860,604

25,491
90,274
626,731
742,496

17,965
(546,400)
742,068
213,633

142%
-17%
84%
348%

17,965
(546,400)
742,068
213,633

(193,583)
84,987
5,010
(103,586)

(199,350)
82,332
5,620
(111,398)

97%
103%
89%
93%

(199,350)
82,332
5,620
(111,398)

92,207
(55,049)
(91,289)
246,569
192,438

93,042
4,300
(70,105)
428,399
455,636

99%
-1,280%
130%
58%
42%

93,042
4,300
(70,105)
428,399
455,636

1,250,916

627,030

(1,653,635) (3,645,505)
2,641,139

(1,000,000)

(600,000)

0

199%

627,030

45% (3,645,505)
-440%

0%

(600,000)

0
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Children's Home Society of North Carolina
Income Statement Summary
For the Twelve Months Ending Wednesday, June 30, 2021 - Period 12
YTD
Actual
Private Contributions
Contributions
Donations
Memorials and Honors
Bequests
United Way - Undesignated
Total Contributions
Campaigns
A Place to Call Home Contributions
A Place to Call Home Pledges
Little Red Stocking
Hope for the Holidays
Total Campaigns
Events
Private Foundations and Grants
Wise Guys
Child Focused Recruiting
Parent Education
Other
Total Private Foundations and Grants
Total Private Contributions
Government Contracts and Grants
Foster Care to Permanency
State of NC Adoption Fund
County Foster Care Fees
Other Contracts
Total Foster Care to Permanency

Family Education
Contracts for Services
Permanency Innovation Fund - Training
Total Educational Services

% of YTD
Budget

Annual
Budget

367,924
81,885
288,541
20,260
758,610

183,500
57,000
0
0
240,500

201%
144%
0%
0%
315%

183,500
57,000
0
0
240,500

543,707
34,804
460,679
69,703
1,108,893

510,900
275,100
425,500
30,000
1,241,500

106%
13%
108%
232%
89%

510,900
275,100
425,500
30,000
1,241,500

146,437

277,000

53%

277,000

209,334
404,720
1,507,535
565,595
2,687,185

184,075
330,000
2,533,871
544,173
3,592,119

114%
123%
59%
104%
75%

184,075
330,000
2,533,871
544,173
3,592,119

4,701,124

5,351,119

88%

5,351,119

928,000 1,087,000
10,721,693 10,226,715
302,856
320,041
11,952,549 11,633,756

Intensive Permanency
Permanency Innovation Fund
2,245,036
Family Finding Contracts
46,200
Child Focused Recruitment Contracts
386,728
Family Preservation/Reunification - State of NC
2,694,413
Family Preservation/Reunification - County Contracts
96,000
Total Intensive Permanency
5,468,378
Post Adoption
Post Adoption Network Services (SPAN)
Medicaid Outpatient Therapy
Total Post Adoption

YTD
Budget

85% 1,087,000
105% 10,226,715
95%
320,041
103% 11,633,756

2,310,755
42,000
100,000
2,887,008
96,000
5,435,763

97%
110%
387%
93%
100%
101%

2,310,755
42,000
100,000
2,887,008
96,000
5,435,763

768,353
22,103
790,456

738,902
30,650
769,552

104%
72%
103%

738,902
30,650
769,552

580,145
522,434
1,102,578

682,175
559,245
1,241,420

85%
93%
89%

682,175
559,245
1,241,420

Total Government Contracts and Grants 19,313,960 19,080,491

101% 19,080,491
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Children's Home Society of North Carolina
Income Statement Summary
For the Twelve Months Ending Wednesday, June 30, 2021 - Period 12
YTD
Actual
Program Fees
Foster Care and Adoption
Confidential Intermediary Services
Family Education
Home Assessments & Related Services
Networking
Total Program Fees
Other Revenue

YTD
Budget

% of YTD
Budget

Annual
Budget

110,778
37,315
45,650
79,570
36,280
309,593

45,000
30,000
136,000
91,400
90,700
393,100

246%
124%
34%
87%
40%
79%

45,000
30,000
136,000
91,400
90,700
393,100

3,178,407

1,805,800

176%

1,805,800

Total Revenue

27,503,084 26,630,510

103% 26,630,510

Operating Expense
Compensation
Professional Fees
Facilities
Equipment
Office Expense
Marketing and Promotion
Fundraising Events
Staff Expense
Total Operating Expense

16,865,240 17,957,040
904,833
703,525
505,551
672,175
414,350
472,910
664,863
701,765
407,783
465,885
15,840
356,500
503,912 1,565,190
20,282,372 22,894,990

94% 17,957,040
129%
703,525
75%
672,175
88%
472,910
95%
701,765
88%
465,885
4%
356,500
32% 1,565,190
89% 22,894,990

Direct Client Expense
Foster Care and Adoption
Post Adoption
Intensive Permanency
Educational Services
Other Client Expense
Total Direct Client Expense
Other Expense
Total Expense
*Operating Income (Loss)
*Excludes CHS Foundation Support
Draws From/(To) CHS Foundation

4,290,649
19,512
210,863
43,237
2,318
4,566,579

3,977,030
9,075
227,270
92,645
7,500
4,313,520

108%
215%
93%
47%
31%
106%

3,977,030
9,075
227,270
92,645
7,500
4,313,520

12,994

22,000

59%

22,000

24,861,945 27,230,510
2,641,139

(1,000,000)

(600,000)

0

91% 27,230,510
-440%

0%

(600,000)

0
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Children's Home Society of North Carolina
Institute for Family
For the Twelve Months Ending Wednesday, June 30, 2021
YTD
Actual
Contributions
Total Revenue

35,850
35,850

$ Variance
to YTD
Budget

YTD
Budget

% of YTD
Budget

Annual
Budget

-

35,850
35,850

-

-

Salaries/Benefits/Taxes
Contract Services
Legal Services
Speaker/Honorarium Fees
Consultants
Equipment & Computers
Software
Telephone
Postage
Subscriptions
Dues (CHS)
Advertising
Video/Filming
Promotional Items
Other Marketing
Mileage
Travel
Total Expense
Indirect Cost
Total Expense (incl. Indirect)

(325,824)
(541,000)
(38,268)
(45,000)
(1,884)
0
(504)
0
(143,483)
(48,000)
(8,704)
0
(14,021)
(20,000)
(1,963)
0
(77)
0
0
(2,500)
(154)
0
(1,503)
(135,000)
(100)
(25,000)
(3,027)
0
(206,576)
(420,000)
(107)
(5,000)
0
(6,000)
(746,195) (1,247,500)
(149,090)
(249,251)
(895,284) (1,496,751)

215,176
6,733
(1,884)
(504)
(95,483)
(8,704)
5,979
(1,963)
(77)
2,500
(154)
133,497
24,900
(3,027)
213,424
4,893
6,000
501,305
100,161
601,465

60%
(541,000)
85%
(45,000)
-0
-0
299%
(48,000)
-0
70%
(20,000)
-0
-0
0%
(2,500)
-0
1%
(135,000)
0%
(25,000)
-0
49%
(420,000)
2%
(5,000)
0%
(6,000)
40% (1,247,500)
40%
(249,251)
40% (1,496,751)

Net Income / (Loss)

(859,434) (1,496,751)

637,315

43% (1,496,751)

Page 5 of 8
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CHS Foundation Activity: July 1, 2020 thru

June 2021

Money Market & Checking Account
June 30, 2020 Balance
Withdrawal - Lucas Bldg Loan Pymts
Deposits/Interest
June 2021

1,129,217
(82,227)
153,266
$1,200,256

Investment Account
June 30, 2020 Value
Investment Advisor & Other Fees
Accrued Interest
Deposits/Dividends
Change in Value of Investments (July to Present)

11,041,077
(30,644)
14,816
1,000,000
3,098,500

June 2021

$15,123,750

CHS Foundation Assets - Money
Market/Checking/Long Term Investments @
June 2021
Pledge Receivable @ month end
Total CHS Foundation Assets Including Outstanding Pledges

$16,324,006
$133,917
$16,457,923

Children's Home Society Foundation
Investment, Money Market and Checking Account Update as of

Fidelity
BB&T Money Mkt/Pinnacle Money Mkt Acct
CHS Foundation Assets - Money
Market/Checking/Long Term Investments @
Pledge Receivable @ month end

8/10/20221

15,295,185
1,192,935
8/10/20221

Total CHS Foundation Assets Including Outstanding Pledges

$16,488,120
$133,917
$16,622,037

Page 6 of 8
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Children's Home Society of North Carolina, Inc &
Children's Home Society Foundation
June 2021
Line of Credit Balance
Lucas Building Loan (loan interest rate decreased from 3.67% to 3.25%, pay off 3/2025)

$0
($361,936)

Properties Available for Sale - FYE20:
1621 & 1623 Oneka, High Point, NC (Vacant Lot)

Page 7 of 8
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Children’s Home Society of North Carolina - Society and Foundation Financial Reports
1. Financial Highlights for the Period Ending MM/DD/YYYY (1 page)
The report provides a brief summary of the financial performance of Children’s Home Society of North
Carolina (CHS) for the period July 1st (beginning of our fiscal year) through the end of the month and
highlights any areas/items that are of particular interest.
2. Scorecard by Program and Contribution by Program for the # Months Ending MM/DD/YYYY (1
page)
This report reflects the financial performance of CHS in 2 different formats.
Scorecard by Program (top half of page) is a snapshot of CHS for the period July 1st through the end of
a particular month. It separates Revenue and Expense by type. There are 4 columns on each of these
reports that show the Year to Date (YTD) Actual, YTD Budget, % of YTD Budget (calculated by
dividing YTD Actual by YTD Budget) and the Annual Budget. Net Operating Income/Loss is calculated
by subtracting Total Expenses from Total Revenue. Noted at the end of the report are any funds
transferred between the Society and the CHS Foundation.
Contribution by Program (lower half of page) is a snapshot of CHS for the same period reflected in the
Scorecard. For each major program area, a net contribution toward the overhead of CHS is calculated
(direct revenue for the program less direct expenses for the program). All programs, except Post
Adoption and General & Administrative, are expected to contribute towards overhead (and budgeted
accordingly). The report contains the same 4 columns as the Scorecard - YTD Actual, YTD Budget, % of
YTD Budget and Annual Budget. Net Operating Income/Loss is reflected as well as noting any funds
transferred between the Society and the CHS Foundation.
3. Income Statement for the # Months Ending MM/DD/YYYY (2 pages)
This is a two-page financial report that reflects the financial performance of CHS in more detail than #2
above. Note that sub-total amounts for revenues are the same as what is shown on the Scorecard (e.g.
Total Contributions, Total Campaigns, Total Events, Total Foundations and Trusts, Governmental
Contracts and Fees, Program Fees and Other Revenue). Expense subtotals are different between reports
since the groupings are slightly different but Total Expenses on both reports are the same. Further, Net
Operating Income/Loss and CHS Foundation Support To/(From) Society are the same on both reports.
4. CHS Foundation Activity – FYE 2017 Activity - July YYYY – MM/YYYY
This report is a snapshot of the activity in the CHS Foundation for the current fiscal year from July 1st
through the end of the month and also shows the most recent value of the combined Foundation accounts.
The CHS Foundation’s assets are currently held in three accounts - money market (Pinnacle/Bank of NC),
checking (BB&T) and long-term investment (Wells Fargo).
Items to Note: CHS Foundation is named as the borrower of the loan outstanding on the Education
(Lucas) Building and pays a monthly payment of approximately $7,400 from its checking account.
5. Children’s Home Society of North Carolina, Inc. and Foundation Update
The report reflects additional areas of financial interest for both the Society and the CHS Foundation. The
report currently includes the outstanding loan balance on the Educational Building and the Line of Credit
with Pinnacle/Bank of NC. Also highlighted are properties currently for sale.
9/19/2018
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Children’s Home Society of North Carolina, Inc.
Financial Highlights for the Period Ending August 31, 2021 (unaudited)
Activity for the period ending August 31, 2021, reflects an overall Net Operating Loss of $24 thousand and a
favorable variance to budget of $264 thousand.
Total revenue is unfavorable to budget by $345 thousand and expense is favorable to budget by $610
thousand.
The overall unfavorable revenue variance to budget, $345 thousand, is primarily driven by Intensive
Preservation Services program ($127 thousand unfavorable), Healthy Steps ($115 thousand unfavorable) and
Community Navigation ($65 thousand unfavorable). It should be noted that although both Healthy Steps and
Community Navigation programs experienced unfavorable variances to revenue, both programs had
corresponding reductions in expense which mostly offset the unfavorable variances.
The overall favorable expense variance to budget is $610 thousand. Primary drivers of this variance include
lower expenses in Administration ($148 thousand favorable), Foster Care to Permanency ($183 thousand
favorable), Healthy Steps ($98 thousand favorable) and Community Navigation programs ($55 thousand
favorable).
The Institute for Family (IFF) received a $5 million restricted gift which was fully recognized in FY 19/20.
Expenses incurred through FY20/21 were $895 thousand. FY21/22 has an approved IFF annual budget of
$1.4 million, including indirect cost. Total revenue to date is $35 thousand in contributions and $88 thousand
of expenses have been incurred. Net Loss was $70 thousand and $167 thousand favorable to budget.
The Children’s Home Society Foundation’s assets are valued at approximately $16.8 million ($1.3 million
money market/checking + $15.5 million long term investments + $34 thousand pledge receivables). The
Society transferred $1 million to the CHS Foundation in May 2021.
The balance of the loan on the Educational Building (Lucas Building) is $354 thousand. There have been no
draws on the line of credit with the balance remaining at $0.
Assets available for sale include the lot located in High Point at 1621/1623 Oneka Rd.

Rev 9/29/2021

Children's Home Society of North Carolina
Scorecard by Program
For the Two Months Ending Tuesday, August 31, 2021
YTD
Actual

YTD
Budget

% of YTD
Budget

Annual
Budget

Financial Performance
Revenue
Contributions
Campaigns
Events
Private Foundations & Grants
Total Private Contributions

27,124
26,985
3,025
855,021
912,155

38,600
0
0
857,050
895,650

3,076,293

3,432,030

Program Fees

37,701

46,350

81%

278,000

Other Revenue

9,834

7,650

129%

45,800

Total Revenue

4,035,983

4,381,680

92% 27,387,480

Expenses
Staff
Direct Client
G&A/Fundraising

2,843,007
698,227
519,373

3,363,880
806,185
500,480

85% 20,281,460
87% 4,836,415
104% 3,069,605

Total Expenses

4,060,607

4,670,545

87% 28,187,480

Government Contracts & Fees

*Operating Income/Loss
*Excludes CHS Foundation Support

(24,624)

Draws From/(To) CHS Foundation

231,500
1,246,000
327,000
4,667,150
6,471,650

90% 20,592,030

9%

(800,000)

0

--

0

Contribution by Program
419,087
274,160
(8,684)
5,065
410,404
279,225

153%
-171%
147%

1,819,200
29,315
1,848,515

Family Finding
Child Focused Recruitment
Family Preservation
Intensive Permanency Services

2,421
115,781
49,077
167,279

1,870
132,870
135,280
270,020

129%
87%
36%
62%

11,275
571,770
811,040
1,394,085

Post Adoption Lifelong Services
Post Adoption Network Services (SPAN)
Post Adoption - Outpatient Therapy
Post Adoption

(31,937)
12,903
(235)
(19,269)

(34,090)
13,505
(220)
(20,805)

94%
96%
107%
93%

(204,840)
81,215
(1,420)
(125,045)

Wise Guys - Youth Education
Wise Guys - Certified Partners
Training
Parent Education
Educational Services

57,756
(3,683)
(20,217)
62,790
96,647

16,255
255
(26,845)
86,065
75,730

355%
-1,444%
75%
73%
128%

97,715
1,465
(160,495)
515,790
454,475

Fundraising

(115,535)

(137,395)

84%

General and Administrative

(564,150)

(755,640)

75% (4,907,675)

(24,624)

(288,865)

Foster Care to Permanency
Contract Adoption Services
Foster Care to Permanency

*Operating Income/Loss
*Excludes CHS Foundation Support
Draws From/(To) CHS Foundation

0

(288,865)

70%
0%
0%
100%
102%

0

0

9%

--

535,645

(800,000)

0

Children's Home Society of North Carolina
Income Statement - Summary
For the Two Months Ending Tuesday, August 31, 2021
YTD
Actual
Private Contributions
Contributions
Donations
Memorials and Honors
United Way - Undesignated
Total Contributions

YTD
Budget

% of YTD
Budget

Annual
Budget

16,936
4,440
5,748
27,124

29,100
9,500
0
38,600

58%
47%
0%
70%

174,500
57,000
0
231,500

20,160

26,985

0
0
0
0
0

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

441,600
294,400
465,000
45,000
1,246,000

3,025

0

0%

327,000

66,228
112,500
374,459
301,834
855,021

25,475
119,920
555,850
155,805
857,050

260%
94%
67%
194%
100%

152,625
494,620
3,335,250
684,655
4,667,150

912,155

895,650

102%

6,471,650

171,500
1,766,436
34,153
1,972,089

175,200
1,900,780
53,340
2,129,320

Intensive Permanency
Permanency Innovation Fund
Family Finding Contracts
Child Focused Recruitment Contracts
Family Preservation/Reunification - State of NC
Family Preservation/Reunification - County Contracts
Total Intensive Permanency

418,310
5,600
21,000
379,472
9,000
833,382

487,370
6,000
16,100
506,180
16,000
1,031,650

86%
93%
130%
75%
56%
81%

2,924,120
36,000
96,600
3,036,880
96,000
6,189,600

Post Adoption
Post Adoption Network Services (SPAN)
Medicaid Outpatient Therapy
Total Post Adoption

115,752
1,555
117,308

119,915
3,900
123,815

97%
40%
95%

719,615
23,400
743,015

Family Education
Contracts for Services
Permanency Innovation Fund - Training
Total Educational Services

79,929
73,584
153,514

92,915
54,330
147,245

86%
135%
104%

557,315
325,880
883,195

3,076,293

3,432,030

Campaigns
A Place to Call Home Contributions
A Place to Call Home Pledges
Little Red Stocking
Hope for the Holidays
Total Campaigns
Events
Private Foundations and Grants
Wise Guys
Child Focused Recruiting
Parent Education
Other
Total Private Foundations and Grants
Total Private Contributions
Government Contracts and Grants
Foster Care to Permanency
State of NC Adoption Fund
County Foster Care Fees
Other Contracts
Total Foster Care to Permanency

Total Government Contracts and Grants

6,825

98% 1,051,250
93% 11,404,930
64%
320,040
93% 12,776,220

90% 20,592,030

Children's Home Society of North Carolina
Income Statement - Summary
For the Two Months Ending Tuesday, August 31, 2021
YTD
Actual
Program Fees
Foster Care and Adoption
Confidential Intermediary Services
Family Education
Home Assessments & Related Services
Networking
Total Program Fees

YTD
Budget

% of YTD
Budget

Annual
Budget

12,277
7,300
7,200
10,925
0
37,701

7,500
5,000
8,000
15,000
10,850
46,350

164%
146%
90%
73%
0%
81%

45,000
30,000
48,000
90,000
65,000
278,000

Other Revenue

9,834

7,650

129%

45,800

Total Revenue

4,035,983

4,381,680

92% 27,387,480

Operating Expense
Compensation
Professional Fees
Facilities
Equipment
Office Expense
Marketing and Promotion
Fundraising Events
Staff Expense
Total Operating Expense

2,754,865
96,930
98,624
166,333
101,925
50,731
3,703
88,143
3,361,253

3,164,750
80,600
102,870
98,275
124,675
67,810
24,000
199,130
3,862,110

87% 19,085,985
120%
443,900
96%
617,220
169%
444,855
82%
788,120
75%
405,510
15%
356,500
44% 1,195,475
87% 23,337,565

674,405
451
20,552
2,819
0
698,227

760,375
1,375
39,400
3,785
1,250
806,185

89%
33%
52%
74%
0%
87%

4,562,205
7,075
236,750
22,885
7,500
4,836,415

Other Expense

1,127

2,250

50%

13,500

Total Expense

4,060,607

4,670,545

Direct Client Expense
Foster Care and Adoption
Post Adoption
Intensive Permanency
Educational Services
Other Client Expense
Total Direct Client Expense

*Operating Income (Loss)
*Excludes CHS Foundation Support
Draws From/(To) CHS Foundation

(24,624)

0

(288,865)

0

87% 28,187,480
9%

--

(800,000)

0

Children's Home Society of North Carolina
Institute for Family
For the Two Months Ending Tuesday, August 31, 2021

Contributions
Foundation Contributions
Total Revenue

YTD
Actual
700
35,000
35,700

YTD
Budget

% of YTD
Budget
0
-33,330
105%
33,330
107%

Annual
Budget

Salaries
Benefits
Contract Services
Speaker/Honorarium Fees
Consultants
Equipment & Computers
Software
Telephone
Advertising
Video/Filming
Other Marketing
Fundraising Event
Mileage
Travel
Staff Expense
Staff Training
Total Expense

(48,450)
(7,945)
(18,243)
0
(8,150)
(62)
(4,545)
(310)
0
0
(75)
0
0
0
(222)
0
(88,002)

(104,650)
(26,165)
(39,150)
(1,650)
0
0
(3,350)
0
(15,800)
(1,650)
(21,650)
(4,150)
(2,500)
(2,500)
0
(1,650)
(224,865)

46% (627,850)
30% (156,966)
47% (235,000)
0%
(10,000)
-0
-0
136%
(20,000)
-0
0%
(95,000)
0%
(10,000)
0% (130,000)
0%
(25,000)
0%
(15,000)
0%
(15,000)
-0
0%
(10,000)
39% (1,349,816)

Net Income / (Loss)
(52,302)
Indirect Expense
(18,128)
Net Income/(Loss) incl. Indirect (70,430)
Cost

(191,535)
(45,511)
(237,046)

27% (1,149,816)
40% (273,066)
30% (1,422,882)

-200,000
200,000

CHS Foundation Activity: July 1, 2020 thru

August 2021

Money Market & Checking Account
June 30, 2021 Balance
Withdrawal - Lucas Bldg Loan Pymts
Deposits/Interest
August 2021

1,200,256
(14,950)
110,310
$1,295,616

Investment Account
June 30, 2021 Value
Investment Advisor & Other Fees
Accrued Interest
Deposits/Dividends
Change in Value of Investments (July to Present)

15,108,933
(9,447)
22,885
397,684

August 2021

$15,520,055

CHS Foundation Assets - Money
Market/Checking/Long Term Investments @
August 2021
Pledge Receivable @ month end
Total CHS Foundation Assets Including Outstanding Pledges

$16,815,671
$33,917
$16,849,588

Children's Home Society Foundation
Investment, Money Market and Checking Account Update as of

Fidelity
BB&T Money Mkt/Pinnacle Money Mkt Acct
CHS Foundation Assets - Money
Market/Checking/Long Term Investments @
Pledge Receivable @ month end
Total CHS Foundation Assets Including Outstanding Pledges

9/27/2021

15,330,984
1,330,557
9/27/2021

$16,661,541
$33,917
$16,695,458

Children's Home Society of North Carolina, Inc &
Children's Home Society Foundation
August 2021
Line of Credit Balance
Lucas Building Loan (loan interest rate decreased from 3.67% to 3.25%, pay off 3/2025)
Properties Available for Sale - FYE20:
1621 & 1623 Oneka, High Point, NC (Vacant Lot)

$0
($354,341)

Children’s Home Society of North Carolina - Society and Foundation Financial Reports
1. Financial Highlights for the Period Ending MM/DD/YYYY (1 page)
The report provides a brief summary of the financial performance of Children’s Home Society of North
Carolina (CHS) for the period July 1st (beginning of our fiscal year) through the end of the month and
highlights any areas/items that are of particular interest.
2. Scorecard by Program and Contribution by Program for the # Months Ending MM/DD/YYYY (1
page)
This report reflects the financial performance of CHS in 2 different formats.
Scorecard by Program (top half of page) is a snapshot of CHS for the period July 1st through the end of
a particular month. It separates Revenue and Expense by type. There are 4 columns on each of these
reports that show the Year to Date (YTD) Actual, YTD Budget, % of YTD Budget (calculated by
dividing YTD Actual by YTD Budget) and the Annual Budget. Net Operating Income/Loss is calculated
by subtracting Total Expenses from Total Revenue. Noted at the end of the report are any funds
transferred between the Society and the CHS Foundation.
Contribution by Program (lower half of page) is a snapshot of CHS for the same period reflected in the
Scorecard. For each major program area, a net contribution toward the overhead of CHS is calculated
(direct revenue for the program less direct expenses for the program). All programs, except Post
Adoption and General & Administrative, are expected to contribute towards overhead (and budgeted
accordingly). The report contains the same 4 columns as the Scorecard - YTD Actual, YTD Budget, % of
YTD Budget and Annual Budget. Net Operating Income/Loss is reflected as well as noting any funds
transferred between the Society and the CHS Foundation.
3. Income Statement for the # Months Ending MM/DD/YYYY (2 pages)
This is a two-page financial report that reflects the financial performance of CHS in more detail than #2
above. Note that sub-total amounts for revenues are the same as what is shown on the Scorecard (e.g.
Total Contributions, Total Campaigns, Total Events, Total Foundations and Trusts, Governmental
Contracts and Fees, Program Fees and Other Revenue). Expense subtotals are different between reports
since the groupings are slightly different but Total Expenses on both reports are the same. Further, Net
Operating Income/Loss and CHS Foundation Support To/(From) Society are the same on both reports.
4. CHS Foundation Activity – FYE 2017 Activity - July YYYY – MM/YYYY
This report is a snapshot of the activity in the CHS Foundation for the current fiscal year from July 1st
through the end of the month and also shows the most recent value of the combined Foundation accounts.
The CHS Foundation’s assets are currently held in three accounts - money market (Pinnacle/Bank of NC),
checking (BB&T) and long-term investment (Wells Fargo).
Items to Note: CHS Foundation is named as the borrower of the loan outstanding on the Education
(Lucas) Building and pays a monthly payment of approximately $7,400 from its checking account.
5. Children’s Home Society of North Carolina, Inc. and Foundation Update
The report reflects additional areas of financial interest for both the Society and the CHS Foundation. The
report currently includes the outstanding loan balance on the Educational Building and the Line of Credit
with Pinnacle/Bank of NC. Also highlighted are properties currently for sale.
9/19/2018

Human Resources Update
10.6. 2021

Copyright 2021

HR Dashboard

Current Demographics

All Staff Race
3%

4%

All Staff Years of Service

All Staff Gender
13%

42%

39%

All Staff Age
13% 8%

34%

32%

19%

51%

22%

Black
White
Hispanic

11%

11%

87%

Other

Male

Female

4%

0%
Under 20 20's

30's

40's

50's

60's

70's

Under 3

3-5 years

11- 19 years

20 + years

22%

37%

Director Gender

37%

Director Age

12% 7%

22%
17%

22%

Black Female

8%

78%

White Female

White Male

Total Employees - 273

4%

Male
Female

43%

21%

12%

56%

6-10 years

Director Years of Service

Director Race
22%

28%

20's

30's

40's

50's

60's

70's

Under 3

3-5 years

11- 19 years

20 + years

6-10 years

Turnover – 16% for FY 20-21

Pandemic – Covid Update for CHS
- We have had 40 positives cases

- We have protected employees via FFCRA through
August 2021
- Considerations given the President’s Mandate
- The COVID Response Team is currently reviewing the
President’s Mandate, talking to stakeholders, awaiting
guidance from OSHA, and working with ELT to
determine next steps.

Organizational Talent Initiative Work Plan
• Identify Organizational Leadership needs via engagement with Armstrong McGuire
- 15 interviews
- Survey
- Recommendations

• Build our Organizational Development capability to include our ability to attract talent,
build our leadership competencies, have annual talent reviews, include comprehensive
leadership reviews, and create intentional succession planning

Organizational Talent Needs Assessment
We have partnered with Armstrong McGuire
Staci Barfield, Senior Advisor
Staci Barfield brings over 25 years of leadership experience in both the nonprofit and for-profit sectors, with significant
successes in maximizing an organization’s operational abilities. Previously, Staci served as the CEO of Children’s Flight
of Hope, Executive Director of National Students of AMF, and Vice President of Development for the National Multiple
Sclerosis Society - Eastern NC Chapter. In the for-profit arena, Staci focused her career in information technology and
business process improvement with Gap, Inc., Andersen Consulting (now Accenture), Sprint, AT&T, and Springs
Industries.
Staci holds certifications in Performance Measurement for Effective Management of Nonprofit Organizations (Harvard
Kennedy School), Leadership in Action (Center for Creative Leadership), and Information Technology Leadership (Santa
Clara University Leavey School of Business). In 2017, Staci was recognized with a Women in Business Award from the
Triangle Business Journal.

Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion
Created the EDI Design Committee to build a work plan
for the EDI strategic plan initiative.
Informed and Included members of the EDI Committee
to lead EDI goal initiatives.
EDI Goals for 2021-2022:
1. Build a shared and common language and define
what Equity, Diversity and Inclusion means to
CHS.
2. Identify content and train all staff on EDI language
and initiatives by end of fiscal year.
3. Build Multi Year EDI plan with Measurable
Outcomes.

601

312
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Philanthropy Tracking - August 2021
Annual Private Contributions FY 14-15
Annual Private Contributions FY 15-16
Annual Private Contributions FY 16-17
Annual Private Contributions FY 17-18
Annual Private Contributions FY 18-19
Annual Private Contributions FY 19-20
Annual Private Contributions FY 20-21
Annual Private Contributions FY 21-22* (current)
TOTAL Private Contributions

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

5,220,613
3,842,441
7,918,514
8,039,286
5,850,051
5,797,330 **
4,701,124
912,155
42,281,514

Foundation Gifts & Pledges FY 14-15
Foundation Gifts & Pledges FY 15-16
Foundation Gifts & Pledges FY 16-17
Foundation Gifts & Pledges FY 17-18
Foundation Gifts & Pledges FY 18-19
Foundation Gifts & Pledges FY 19-20
Foundation Gifts & Pledges FY 20-21
Foundation Gifts & Pledges FY 21-22* (current)
Society Investments in Foundation FY 17-18
Society Investments in Foundation FY 18-19
Society Investments in Foundation FY 19-20
Society Investments in Foundation FY 20-21
Society Investments in Foundation FY 21-22* (current)
Foundation Bequests Discounted ***
Foundation Known Gifts & Pledges
Foundation Conditional Pledges
TOTAL Foundation Commitments

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

2,040,000
880,263
2,437,963
85,890
155,100
20,010
20,000
1,750,000
1,000,000
1,000,000
4,420,588
50,000
13,859,814

GRAND TOTAL

$

56,141,328

A Place to Call Home Campaign FY 21-22
Little Red Stocking Campaign FY 21-22

$
$

21,845
9,900

** FY19-20 Contribution total does not include restricted Institute
for Family gift rec'd 12/31/2019

$

5,000,000

***Foundation Bequests Face Value

$

6,889,467

as of 9/24/21
as of 9/24/21

Source Data: Raiser's Edge and Monthly Board Scorecard
*Data from 7/1/2021 to 8/31/2021

Prepared 9/28/2021

Investing in Families Webinar Series
Performance Report
July 2021

Executive Summary

About the Webinar Series
The Unlearning of Child Welfare continued with Investing in Families, a two-part webinar series organized by
Institute for Family in partnership with Annie E. Casey Foundation, Chapin Hall at the University of Chicago, and
Prevent Child Abuse America.
This two-part webinar series was a deep dive into what it means to invest in families and communities. We
examined emerging research about economic investments that are showing promise in strengthening families and
spotlighted communities that have taken bold steps toward transformational change.
Each 60-minute webinar episode was hosted on Zoom and included IFF hosts Matt Anderson, Director of IFF and
Jaquia Wilson, Project Coordinator for IFF. The panelists were grounded in professional and lived expertise. Our
diverse group of guests exemplify how each of us can build and create new ways to support families and
strengthen communities.
Episode 1 - Economics of Family Well-Being was on May 13th at 3pm EST and included:
• Clare Anderson, Senior Policy Fellow, Chapin Hall at the University of Chicago
• Sixto Cancel, CEO, Think of Us
• Shrounda Selivanoff, Director of Public Policy, Children’s Home Society of Washington
Episode 2 – Bold Actions for Big Change was on May 20th at 3pm EST and included:
• Katie Albright, CEO, Safe & Sound
• Brenda Donald, Director, DC Child and Family Services Agency
• Cherie Craft, Founder/CEO and Executive Director, Smart from the Start
• Preston Gray, Senior Family Leader, Smart from the Start

Key Takeaways
•

The webinar series yielded 1,838 unique registrations. Episode 1 had 937 total users, which is the highest
number of total users the Institute has seen to date for a webinar. Episode 2 had 724 total users despite
having a large organization’s webinar streaming on a related topic at the same time.

•

Attendees were actively engaged, staying on the webinar episodes for an average of 57 minutes, and
producing 1,700+ cumulative comments in the chats.

•

Through the webinar series, we elevated awareness of the upstream economic, concrete and communitydriven supports to strengthen families. More than 80% of attendees surveyed reported that the series
increased their knowledge of this topic.

•

Survey participants gave our webinar series 4.7 out of 5 stars. The majority of respondents said the hosts,
panelists, and value of the conversation were very good or excellent.

•

We have the opportunity to continue family well-being conversations with a growing, engaged audience: we
gained more than 1,000 subscribers to our email list and more than 300 professionals have joined our
LinkedIn Group.

•

We were able to use unique tracking links to determine how many leads each referral source generated. Our
LinkedIn event page performed the best, driving 618 registrations.

•

During Episode 2, 134 individuals out of 300 poll respondents stated they wanted to learn more about
Evidence Based Economic Interventions in an upcoming webinar.

Performance &
Impact

Registration & Attendance
• Total Registrations: 1,838
• Episode 1 (May 13): 937 Total Users (including
phone call-ins); 736 max concurrent viewers
• Episode 2 (May 20): 724 Total Users (including
phone call-ins); 538 max concurrent viewers
• 1,700+ individual chat responses
• Average time on episodes: 57 minutes
• 91% of attendees stayed on the episodes for the
entire duration
• Registrations for On-Demand (May 20-July 13): 83

CHAT COMMENTS:
Jamia Crockett: One of the best webinars to
date....thank you for this clean articulation of
the issues
Denise - Pamela Long: Yes Jaquia! A call to
action is to build the evidence base FOR
including community in the work. It ties
to effectiveness, efficiency, engagement and
utilization!
Michele Miller: Thanks so much! I have been
in child welfare for 25 years and
finally it's wonderful to get to the core issues
and not putting band-aids or enabling
families for outcomes. It is refreshing
and hopeful to talk about empowering our
families and have real conversations with
our children and families

Registration Sources
•

Social media drove the largest number of
registrations (720), primarily due to the
LinkedIn event page, which drove 618
registrations.

•

The second largest driver of registrations
was the InstituteforFamily.org website
(549 from the webinar series landing
page and 56 from the sitewide pop-up
banner). Including links in social media
and email to the landing page in addition
to the direct Zoom registration link was
likely an effective strategy.

Audience
Registrants came from 44 states plus D.C. and 6 countries. Roles represented include:
• 75+ C-Level Registrants
• 800+ Public Sector Management Positions
• 400+ Private Sector Leaders
• 200+ Child Welfare Workers (Direct Care)
• 200+ Community Based Agencies
• 100+ University/Student Registrants
• 70+ Family Advocates
• 20+ Foundations
• 30+ Attorneys

Polls
In each episode of the webinar, we conducted one poll. Here are the results.

417 Respondents on Episode 1 Poll

300 Respondents on Episode 2 Poll

Surveys
Webinar attendees had the option to take a satisfaction survey at the end of each episode.
Roughly 20% of each episode’s total viewers proceeded to take the survey (199 survey responses
for Episode 1 and 125 survey responses for Episode 2). Ratings were high across the board.
Overall webinar satisfaction rating

Percentage of respondents that rated the following
“very good” or “excellent”:
Episode 1

Episode 2

Hosts

94%

91%

Panelists

94%

95%

Value of the conversation

93%

88%

Audio/visual quality

92%

91%

Zoom chat experience

86%

80%

Communications leading up to
webinar

77%

83%

Testimonials
“These are the BEST webinars occurring in the child
welfare sphere right now IMO. I love the open
discussion thinking about our vision. My only sadness is
in knowing that our political landscape is so skewed
toward hurting people who are poor and people of color.
I hope that we can collectively start to change the
conversation.”
“Great discussion, informative, inspiring, hopeful”
“Fabulous. So many ideas that have been percolating in
my head were spoken and I feel so motivated and
hopeful about changes in the future.”
“I thought it was very inspirational. It helps me to hear
the stories and about the services from someone who
has participated or benefitted from them.”

“Intentional and Transformational Dialogue and
Discussions!!! The content was great and each guest
spoke with compassion, love, and the commitment
of strengthening families and communities.”
“One of the most honest conversations I've
participated in. It's long past time to stop trying to "fix"
the current system and invest in creating
comprehensive supportive services that put families
first.”
“This conversation gave me helpful insights, shifted
the way I have been thinking, and got me thinking
about things that were not top-of-mind.”
“It has been eye opening, how investing in
prevention and people makes a difference in
families.”

Direct Impact
Most survey respondents reported that they learned something new from the webinar (97% of
Episode 1 respondents and 67% of Episode 2 respondents). Of those who learned something,
87% and 91%, respectively, said they would be able to apply what they learned to their work.
Additionally, most respondents agreed to taking action for families.
Percentage of respondents that “agreed” or “strongly agreed”
with the following statements:
Episode 1

Episode 2

My knowledge of the economics of family
well-being has increased as a result of
this webinar.

81%

85%

I plan to take action on something I've
learned in this webinar.

86%

80%

What Respondents Learned
EPISODE 1 VERBATIMS:

EPISODE 2 VERBATIMS:

“I was unaware of much of the history of the system and how it really oppresses
people and always has”

“The importance of including community members,
especially those with lived experience, in designing
supports for families”

“The need to look more specifically at economic challenges faced by families and
addressing those needs so that families don't need to be in child welfare”
“The role inequality, oppression, and racism play in the breakdown of family
preservation.”
“the specific data about race: the fact that 53% of African American children
experience a child abuse investigation by the time they are 18. Also that only 15% of
the child welfare budget goes to prevention”
“That language matters- empowerment Vs restoration”

“That I can do more to lobby for funding for
programs that actually work.”
“Continued focus on resiliency - impact of poverty
and not having the basic needs (food, shelter,
safety) that impacts the overall ability to move
forward in life. Utilizing funds/investments that
serve the families.”

“Specific dollar amounts that are invest in cases as opposed to families/communities.”

“Concrete strategies to better engage community
members and other stakeholders. It was also
enlightening to hear how a child welfare agency
was working with the community/funders/
politicians/etc to identify and implement prevention
strategies and effectively reduce the number of
children coming into care.”

“How funding is the driving force behind services but aren't being utilized in a way that
truly supports families and children”

“Information about Family Resource Centers and
how affective they have been in various states.”

“That there is an emerging trend for data and for people to look at the things that truly
make them successful in a proactive society that would rather prevent trauma and
suffering than react to it.”

How Respondents Will Apply Learnings To Their Work
EPISODE 1 VERBATIMS:

EPISODE 2 VERBATIMS:

"In the co-design efforts of local projects- ensuring the
authentic voice of families that have experience accessing
services."

“I am on the steering committee of a FRC initiative for our state, and I am
hoping to be able to influence some state systems to fund an expansion of
that effort. Talking with government folks all the time, these two
conversations help keep me focused on ensuring family and community
voices are heard.”

"Being authentic with the parents I serve. Some come
from really bad situations. Sometimes I can't relate to their
thinking. I learned to really see these parents and get closer."
"I plan to include economic equity issues in the types of
trainings that could become available to those who work in
the System of Care in California. I only hope I am
supported!"
"My organization is proposing a Child Welfare System
Redesign Model and these ideas will be incorporated into
that Model."
"We will be collaborating more with other organizations and
to be advocates in the community with other sectors. We will
work to be more proximate to the people we are serving and
that we will include more parents, youth and others into our
planning systems."

“Rethinking social services and community involvement - investing in the
families we serve. Creating facilitators to remove barriers. Listening to
families and what they need to drive the strategies/change to make things
better.”
"I'm involved in applied research and evaluation projects. when we are in the
design phase of our projects we could be more intentional in engaging family
voices."
"I work with transitional youth from a residential program and support them
in finding resources in Aftercare. The conversation enriched my ability to
help support our youth."
"I will listen more to clients, especially those that have extensive history with
the agency to determine the effectiveness of specific programs and
services."

Areas for Growth
Feedback we received through the surveys also helps us identify areas we can improve in our
next webinar. Learnings include:
• Number of panelists and hosts, hour time frame, and time spent on introductions reduced time
available to get more specific about particular topics. Solutions could include longer webinars
(i.e. 90 minutes), less hosts and panelists, or narrower conversation topics.
• Survey respondents who rated the webinars with 3 stars or less, we asked what they thought
was missing from the conversation. Multiple responses included "examples" or "action plans,"
demonstrating our audience is looking for clear, actionable advice and next steps.
• Given the feedback above, there may be an appetite for deeper dive, smaller group break out
sessions or masterclasses as follow ups to the webinars.

Continuing the Conversation
•

We established a LinkedIn Group where participants can converse and share ideas and resources about
strengthening families. As of July 19, 329 individuals have joined the group as a result of the webinar series.

•

We developed a Conversation Guide that was sent to all webinar registrations to guide individuals and
organizations in having deeper follow-up discussions about ways they can help to strengthen families in their
own communities.

•

Due to overwhelming requests from the surveys, we created a Resource Guide that included links to
additional information referenced in the webinars or shared by participants in chat. This was sent to all webinar
registrants.

•

We also gained more than 1,000 new subscribers to the Institute for Family email listserv, allowing us to
continue messaging them about family well-being.

•

We are now pushing audiences to the on-demand versions of the webinar series through web, social, and
email. We’re leveraging content from the webinar and creating Continuing Conversations video interviews
with some of the panelists to keep topics top-of-mind.

Thank you!
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change efforts that focus on boosting social capital and collective efficacy through building
, Systems
relationships within communities show promise. But do we have the patience to wait for them to work?

Building

Relationships,
Strengthening

Neighborhoods
BY SETH D. KAPLAN
Illustration by Lucy Jones

P

hilanthropists and social investors recognize that
systems change is necessary to address a range of
social problems. Initiatives aimed at individuals and
implemented in a piecemeal fashion have repeatedly come up short. By seeking to address specific
problems—or even particular aspects of specific
problems—at the level of the individual, these initiatives ignore the
underlying drivers responsible for the problems.
Efforts to improve safety, education, health, and work prospects
depend on improving the social system—and this system can differ
neighborhood by neighborhood, as economist Raj Chetty and others
have shown. Moreover, such systems are complex and their problems resist quick and easy solutions. “System work seeks to address
social problems by making substantive and lasting changes to the
system in which the problems are embedded,” writes Christian
Seelos, systems theorist and director of the Global Innovation
for Impact Lab at the Stanford Center on Philanthropy and
Civil Society. “Doing such work requires thinking about causal
architecture.” 1
One of the main drivers at work in such causal architecture is
relationships. They forge an interrelated and mutually reinforcing
cycle that affects a person’s ability to manage or take advantage of
his or her challenges and opportunities. For example, can this person find help looking for a job? Does she have access to a mentor
who can help her complete school and go to college? Do the norms

in her neighborhood promote long-term relationships and marriage?
The answers to such questions shape lives.
Most nonprofits operate in sector silos and focus on one social
issue, considering any work on the underlying social dynamic beyond
their scope of responsibilities. But a handful of organizations seek
to reform underlying architectures by addressing the web of relationships neighborhood by neighborhood. They begin with the
assumption that individual well-being and social outcomes depend
on a foundation of healthy, place-based relationships, and they seek
to build up social capital step by step as a prerequisite for efforts to
improve housing, education, and health.
Community Renewal International (CRI) and BakerRipley (formerly known as Neighborhood Centers) see the connections between
people as each neighborhood’s most critical asset. By identifying,
empowering, and connecting a network of local leaders across a
neighborhood and linking them to leaders elsewhere, they build new
models of behavior, new connections to opportunity, and capacities for collective action that previously did not exist. Such efforts
establish a stronger social foundation that is valuable in itself and
essential for addressing other social problems. “People are not the
problem, people are the asset,” Angela Blanchard, former head of
BakerRipley, writes. “Community development is about unlocking
that asset, releasing people’s potential to move forward together.” 2
Systems thinking can be invaluable in this effort. But we need
a different approach than the one most organizations use. If social
systems are based on relationships—and the institutions, trust, and
norms that drive them—only solutions that address social systems
at this foundational level are likely to prove effective. This insight
requires shifting goals, changing priorities, and thinking much more
holistically about context and how change comes about—and step-
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ping back from a focus on short-term, quantitative achievements. It
also requires faith in the process. Are we prepared to take the leap?
SOCIAL CAPITAL

In recent years, interest in social capital has grown among academics,
philanthropists, and policy makers. Political scientist Robert Putnam,
who did much to popularize the concept, warns in his 2000 book,
Bowling Alone, “Our stock of social capital—the very fabric of our
connections with each other—has plummeted, impoverishing our
lives and communities.” Scholars, journalists, and other commentators have linked seemingly disparate phenomena to declining social
connectedness—from the rise in mortality rates from suicide, alcohol, and drug overdoses to the decline in social mobility to the rise
of former president Donald Trump. As journalist Timothy Carney
writes in his 2019 book, Alienated America, Trump supporters were
the “unattached, unconnected, dispossessed,” in sharp contrast
with the idealism, engagement, and cohesion that were much more
common at the rallies of other presidential candidates.3
Social capital is not as well established as its cousins financial capital and human capital, and the definitions commentators use for it
are inconsistent and often vague. Although it is often considered a
source of help for people in need—in Chetty’s words, “where someone else might help you out if you’re not doing well” 4—social capital
is much more than a safety net. At the individual level, relationships,
trust, and shared expectations make everything, from finding a job
to getting married to staying healthy to conducting business, easier.
On a larger scale, political scientists Bo Rothstein and Dietlind Stolle
conclude that social capital produces “well-performing democratic
institutions, personal happiness, optimism and tolerance, economic
growth, and democratic stability.” 5
Social capital may be best thought of as inhering in relationships
themselves—as Carrie Leana described in her 2011 article on its
role in school reform in Stanford Social Innovation Review.6 It must
be built by more than one person and is most valuable when it is a
product of permanent associations or a set of overlapping, linked,
and mutually reinforcing social ties. This perspective explains why
social institutions—such as families, churches, bowling leagues,
schools, and unions—and neighborhoods matter so much to social
capital’s creation, maintenance, and impact. Friendships and informal social networks also produce social capital, but their heterodox
and less institutionalized nature lowers their capacity and influence.
Indeed, weak but structured social ties may be of greater value to
social capital than strong, unstructured relationships, at least when it
comes to large groups of people (any individual can be an exception).7
Of course, not all networks are constructive. Organized crime and
drug gangs depend on strong social ties and mechanisms to achieve
their aims—a form of social capital used for negative purposes. Social
connections can also be used by elites to maintain their positions, perpetuating inequality. Social norms can constrain certain freedoms.
Distinguishing between bonding social capital, based on in-group relationships, and bridging social capital, which connects people across
groups, can help identify and address divisions in a given population.
COLLECTIVE EFFICACY

Sociologist Robert Sampson’s 2011 work, Great American City: Chicago
and the Enduring Neighborhood Effect, offers perhaps the most com-

SETH D. KAPLAN, a lecturer in the Paul
H. Nitze School of Advanced International
Studies (SAIS) at Johns Hopkins University, is
completing a book on reversing place-based
concentrated disadvantage.

The author thanks Anne Snyder for her introduction to Community Renewal International.
She writes about the organization in her
2019 book, The Fabric of Character: A Wise
Giver’s Guide to Supporting Social and Moral
Renewal.

prehensive attempt to methodologically appraise social capital in
neighborhoods. In it, he argues that each neighborhood has more
or less collective efficacy to exercise control, extract resources from
the government, and meet the day-to-day needs of residents. The
concept of collective efficacy is similar to social capital but used
mostly by scholars, and so is less well known. While collective efficacy does not incorporate every possible source of social capital, it
offers a useful proxy to assess dynamics at the neighborhood level.
Collective efficacy measures social cohesion (the “collective” part
of the equation) and shared expectations for control (the “efficacy”
part).8 Collective efficacy, Sampson writes, is a product of “repeated
interactions, observations of interactions, and awareness of potential interactions that … establish shared norms (a sense of the ‘we’)
beyond the strong ties among friends and kin.” As such, intimate
ties matter less than trust and shared expectations.9
According to Sampson’s research, a number of factors strengthen
or weaken collective efficacy. They include socioeconomic resources
(or level of concentrated deprivation), residential stability, spatial
interdependence, reputation, organizational infrastructure, involvement in voluntary activities, identity, and cohesiveness of leadership.10 Sampson describes how “a communality that stands out
beyond residential stability in housing and socioeconomic resources
is durable organizational density (or capacity) combined with a
strong community identity and commitment to place.”
Although collective efficacy can change, it is relatively stable over
time even as residents move into and out of a neighborhood because
of a “reciprocal feedback loop” 11—relationships affect institutions,
which affect norms, which in turn affect relationships, and so forth
into the future. What happens today shapes the social ecology and
even culture that shapes what happens tomorrow.12
Collective efficacy directly influences rates of crime in a neighborhood, according to data Sampson cites. It is also linked to a wide
range of health indicators, such as birth weight, teen pregnancy, rates
of asthma, and heat-wave deaths, as well as self-reported health. One
study even argues that it reduces domestic violence by increasing the
risk of disclosure. Collective efficacy also partly mediates for negative
characteristics, such as concentrated poverty and residential instability. But while it suppresses violence, collective efficacy can also be
undermined by it: Higher levels of violence today mean less efficacy
in the future because it reduces cohesion and lowers expectations.13
These results have been reproduced in a wide range of settings.14
The wealth of “organizational life”—the various formal and
informal institutions and neighborhood activities that bring people
together around joint activities—is especially important, because it
undergirds the informal social control and shared expectations that
make up collective efficacy. Much of organizational life is unofficial,
such as neighborhood watch groups, residential associations, and
weekly children’s activities.15 These groups and activities, according
to Sampson, “generate a web of ‘mundane’ routines that lubricate
collective life, although seldom planned as such.” 16
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Differences in collective efficacy can generate wildly unequal
outcomes. For example, during a 1995 heat wave in Chicago, North
Lawndale saw more than six times as many people die as South
Lawndale, even though the two places were socioeconomically similar. In Heat Wave: A Social Autopsy of Disaster in Chicago, sociologist
Eric Klinenberg blames “a number of surprising and unsettling forms
of social breakdown” that allowed people to “die behind locked doors
and sealed windows, out of contact with friends, family, community
groups, and public agencies.” Comparing various neighborhoods and
ethnic groups, Klinenberg concludes that places with more commercial life in the streets, more vibrant public spaces, and higher population density fared better because of their stronger social ties.17
The efficacy of any individual neighborhood affects surrounding
neighborhoods through a series of spillover effects. Crime and other
antisocial norms, for example, are not easily contained in a specific
locale, contributing to a spreading set of concentrated disadvantages, spatial risks, and vulnerability—and reducing the chance of

uses a three-tier structure to refashion relationships at the micro, meso,
and macro levels across streets, neighborhoods, and whole cities, based
on what it calls Haven Houses, Friendship Houses, and a Renewal Team.
Haven Houses are established around a small number of individual blocks, building a coordinated neighborhood network that
works to strengthen and restore relationships. In each area, a block
leader (there are 1,500 volunteers so far) is trained to reach out and
develop friendships with neighbors; his or her home is designated
as a Haven House. Block leaders organize community events, help
the sick, and counsel those in need, performing “intentional acts of
kindness” with the goal of “remaking their city by making friends
on their street—one neighbor at a time.” CRI staff encourage and
support their efforts, sharing best practices, helping them solve problems, and connecting them to other CRI networks across the city.
Friendship Houses work on a larger, 30-block neighborhood of
1,500-2,000 people. Constructed in the areas with the highest levels
of poverty and crime and hosting a paid, live-in staff member and his
or her family, these centers focus on building trusting, caring, nurturing relationships
across their area and then using the new social
context to enhance the health care, education,
housing, and work of residents. A long-term
commitment is essential; the average length
of service is currently an impressive 13 years.
The Friendship House is designed to include
a large, open community room, front porch,
and playground, and to be used for tutoring, family counseling, mentoring, character-building activities, life-skills programs,
and conflict-resolution assistance.
The Renewal Team, which so far has
enlisted more than 50,000 volunteers in metropolitan Shreveport
and Bossier City, seeks to change norms of caring throughout the
city. In their front yards, team members plant “We Care” signs—evident all across the city—in order to make visible the silent majority
who want to care about others but feel too intimidated or shy to do
so normally. They are encouraged to become more proactive and to
make connections with one another, as well as to encourage other
individuals, faith groups, businesses, and schools to do more for
their communities. Over time, a series of organic networks emerges,
forging new friendships and developing new activities to bring associational life to places where it was previously limited.
Each of the levels, which complement and reinforce each other,
create mediating structures designed specifically to nurture healthy
relationships. They encourage caring and trusting norms, promote
mutually beneficial relationships, and discourage unconstructive
behavior—building social capital and collective efficacy in the process. As CRI’s founder, Mack McCarter, says, “Relationships wither
if they are not nourished” in this fashion. CRI also supplements
existing mediating structures (or institutions) in society—some
formal, like families, churches, and schools, others informal, like
neighborhoods, informal associations, and the media—that are less
effective today than in the past.
CRI’s decentralized structure ensures that the focal points are
very local—usually centered on a few dozen households—and that
initiative comes from the bottom up, giving people a sense of respon-

CRI’s decentralized structure
ensures that the focal points are very
local and that the initiatives come
from the bottom up.

a turnaround. Given that majority-white neighborhoods with low
efficacy are more likely to be situated near neighborhoods with high
efficacy, and majority-black (and, to a lesser extent, majority-Latino)
neighborhoods with high efficacy are often nearer neighborhoods
with low efficacy, the latter are more spatially vulnerable, even when
the former are socially disadvantaged and the latter have high levels
of collective efficacy and middle-class incomes.18
THREE TIERS OF RENEWAL

While Sampson’s work highlights the ingredients that build collective efficacy, it says little about how it can be systematically built. If
collective efficacy can help us assess dynamics in a neighborhood,
then the broader concept of social capital—lessons from systems
thinking—can help us move forward. Very few organizations see
it as their raison d’être to renovate relationships in such a way
that the social capital of an area or neighborhood or community
is significantly enhanced. As Anne Snyder, a former director at the
Philanthropy Roundtable, comments, “The message of studies like
Robert Putnam’s Bowling Alone is that social capital just grows up
naturally and is hard to replace once stripped away.” 19
A few organizations are working to fill this gap by making the
growth of social capital the central pillar of their work. Among these,
CRI is arguably the most systematic. Over several decades, it has gradually crafted a unique model based on what it learned firsthand in local
communities around Shreveport, Louisiana. Today, the organization
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sibility and ownership. The goal is to ensure that enough people in
any neighborhood act intentionally to treat others more positively
and cooperatively, improving and, where necessary, reversing the
ratio of caring to uncaring behavior.
While its focus is always on strengthening social capacities and
building a network of leaders who can model new behavioral norms,
CRI also offers a variety of services. For example, it partners with
some 200 organizations to help adults get their GED and search for
work, improve preventive health care, and upgrade housing stock.
But it provides these services after or in conjunction with the fundamental transformation of relationships and investments in social
capital. The organization—through its “We Care” network—has
even partnered with a local primary school in order to transform
the relationships in and around it.
By bringing the Shreveport area closer together, neighborhood
by neighborhood, CRI seeks to “revillagize the city.” Revillagizing
means encouraging each locale to mold its identity and tell its history
through a series of activities among residents. The effort generates
centrifugal forces that help draw neighbors together and counter
the various pressures in contemporary society that work to draw
them apart. Such change is important in even the wealthiest areas
because associational life in these places has also withered, leaving
residents more isolated and unhappy than in the past.
Much of this effort echoes Sampson’s conclusions about the
importance of a rich organizational life. CRI’s multidimensional set
of activities fosters such culture in a way that a typical nonprofit,
focused on specific services and removed from the immediacy of
the streets where people live, cannot. In addition, by building pride
in and a sense of identity around people’s neighborhoods, fostering
residential stability, improving an area’s reputation, encouraging
volunteering, reducing spatial isolation, and strengthening leadership and ties both between leaders and with others in the urban
area, the endeavor affects the great majority of factors that he cites
as important to collective efficacy.
The complete system—consisting of two Friendship Houses, at
least a dozen Haven House leaders, and more than 50 “We Care”
households—is saved for the 30-block neighborhoods that have the
greatest need. (See “Community Renewal Timeline” below.) Each
was originally high-crime and impoverished. The Friendship Houses

become anchors in neighborhoods that previously had none (better-off areas have such anchors, even if those anchors are relatively
inactive). Ten Friendship Houses now exist in five different neighborhoods across greater Shreveport (including Bossier City), an area
with more than 300,000 people. CRI’s goal is to have 60 Friendship
Houses initiating, developing, and sustaining “safe and caring communities” across 15 neighborhoods (four houses per neighborhood).
These five neighborhoods have seen major drops in crime, gang
membership, and drug use and marked improvements in educational
trajectories, housing quality, job opportunities, property prices, and
satisfaction. Significantly less conflict occurs on the streets and in
the homes, yielding better family dynamics. In Allendale, a neighborhood west of downtown Shreveport, major crime has declined by
three-fifths over the two decades that CRI has been engaged in the
neighborhood (the Friendship Houses opened in 2002); drug dealers
are gone, while former gang leaders are now block leaders. Children
who used to avoid the streets can now play in them. Residents who
used to avoid neighbors now reach out to them.
REPLICATING THE MODEL

A number of organizations have bought into CRI’s three-tiered
approach and replicated its model in other parts of the country. While
impoverished neighborhoods have the most obvious need, these
organizations—like CRI itself—believe that its model addresses a
broader problem; many well-off areas also have far less social capital
than they did a few generations ago.
Shawnee, Oklahoma, is the site of the most advanced replication effort. After the Shawnee Economic Development Foundation
searched for ideas to address growing social isolation and fragility in
the community and presented its findings, the Avedis Foundation,
a local philanthropy dedicated to the health and well-being of the
region’s residents, provided the seed capital to establish Community
Renewal of Pottawatomie County (CRPC). CRPC is an independent
initiative covering a region of 70,000 people. Dedicated to “helping
neighbors restore their communities through intentional relationships,” CRPC uses the CRI model, even extending it into schools to
ensure that youth will grow up immersed in the culture it is building.
Like CRI in Shreveport/Bossier, CRPC has an extensive neighborhood network composed of “We Care” members (more than

Community Renewal Timeline
CRI envisions a six-year window to prepare and fully scale its model of restoring social capital.
PREFORMATION
6-12 months

LAUNCH AND GROWTH
5 years

Educate community, form
organization, select advisory
board, hire staff, recruit volunteers, train staff and volunteers

Caring Network
Haven House
Friendship House

EVER-RENEWING
COMMUNITY
5-10 years and beyond
Achieve sustained community
funding
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one-tenth of the total population) and block leaders (what CRI calls
Haven Houses), as well as Friendship Houses, in the areas most in
need of support. The goal, the organization says in an overview
presentation, is to “recalibrate the culture of our city and county
towards connection and care” by identifying “caring people,” connecting them to one another, and then equipping them with the
tools to nurture “healthy, caring relationships” neighborhood by
neighborhood—yielding more social capital and collective efficacy
in the process. The idea is to systematically nurture a culture that
can extend “across political, racial, and socioeconomic divides to
produce a domino effect that reduces crime, increases economic
opportunity, and lowers loneliness and isolation.”
The Friendship Houses direct the relational work to where it is
most needed and provide a wide range of services to neighborhood
members. They hold after-school and GED programs and parenting classes, organize community gatherings, provide a community
space and garden, and partner with a wide variety of organizations
to bring resources and assistance to those most in need.
A close partnership with the local school district enables CRPC to
infuse school campuses, from preschool through 12th grade, with CRI
principles. For example, deserving students, teachers, and staff are
awarded special “Caught You Caring” cards by their peers and then
celebrated publicly. The curriculum incorporates “We Care”-centered
character development, including grade- and subject-appropriate
assignments. Trained mentors help those struggling in the classroom because of their difficult social contexts at home. CRPC tackles
absenteeism through a daily class focused on life skills. Lastly, a leadership development program uses clubs and mentors to nurture civic
engagement. In middle and high school, for example, Locker Leaders
learn to be good neighbors by caring for the five peers whose lockers
are nearest theirs (paralleling what block leaders do).
CRPC works with an external evaluation expert to measure its
success. Metrics for each program are carefully tracked (e.g., individuals taking leadership roles, block gatherings organized, students
involved in school programs). Surveys measure five competencies—
self-awareness, self-management, social awareness, relationship
skills, and responsible decision-making—as well as levels of trust,
satisfaction, and hope, in order to track social-emotional skills and
relational health. The expert then compares these results with crime
and other quality-of-life indicators to qualify correlations.
Lead For America, a rapidly growing nonprofit based in Dodge
City, Kansas, is also incorporating the CRI model into its programming. The organization selects, trains, and places two-year fellows
in public-serving institutions in towns and counties across the country and tries to recruit youth who “prioritize humility, service, and
collective impact over self-advancement.” It then encourages them
to stay on after their fellowships and “build place-based initiatives,
start entrepreneurial social ventures, and act as community hubs
to broaden and deepen local connection,” using replication of CRI
as one possible template. In Dodge City, for example, LFA is rolling
out the full CRI package; the first Friendship Houses are due to
open soon after the pandemic ends, and leadership development
programs along the lines of CRPC are being introduced into schools.
There are also CRI “franchises”—which use CRI’s social technology and receive its training but operate independently—on the
Texas Christian University campus and in Abilene, Texas, and the

organization is working to both expand into larger metropolises,
such as Minneapolis and Washington, DC, and recruit military
alumni (who fit the work exceptionally well) to apply their skill set
to replicating the CRI model in new places.
EMPOWERING LEADERS FROM WITHIN

There is more than one way to build up social capital systematically.
Although its model is quite different from CRI’s, BakerRipley, which
operates in and around Houston, also emphasizes the necessity of
growing social capital neighborhood by neighborhood for improving quality of life. It focuses on low-income neighborhoods—places
typically seen only as a collection of problems that need solving and
not as sources of leadership and assets for promoting change. Angela
Blanchard grew the organization multifold over 20 years as its leader,
making it the largest charitable organization in Texas. She writes:
You can’t build on broken. In the past, many communities
were demoralized by formulas that forced them to show up
on the bread lines of government assistance, proving first that
they were sufficiently broken to require help. It did not work.
It will not work. We have to capture instead the deep longing of people to better themselves, to nurture their children,
to learn and to contribute—that is what fuels a sustainable
approach to community development.20
The organization uses what it calls Appreciative Community Building to uncover each neighborhood’s strengths, before working side
by side with residents to connect them with their neighbors and
develop a plan to advance their area. It starts with hundreds of hours
of individual and focus-group interviews and community meetings
with a wide range of people in a neighborhood: long-term residents,
new arrivals, elected officials, religious leaders, business owners, and
school educators. This research ascertains what issues a neighborhood
prioritizes and what relationship networks, skills, and leaders already
exist. BakerRipley then publishes a “Community Voices Report” with
the findings and presents them in a public meeting. This effort helps
reframe the way people inside and outside the neighborhood perceive
it, raising expectations and changing norms in the process.
The organization then asks leading members of the neighborhood to
come together to forge a common vision and create action teams that,
with the help of staff, plan how that vision can be fulfilled. BakerRipley
trains the leaders who emerge from this process and gives them important roles, such as providing input into projects as they are planned
and implemented. It emphasizes leadership development to bolster
the neighborhood’s capacity to work together internally and to reach
out to other parts of the city to advance its goals. BakerRipley trains
local leaders to navigate and take advantage of politics. This marks a
cultural change among the residents it works with, who tend not to
get involved politically. They can now pursue local politics to better
their communities—another way to build social capital.
Only after social capital is in place does BakerRipley invest its
resources and develop targeted funding streams to meet the needs
of a neighborhood. Across all its locales, the organization agglomerates money from 37 different federal, state, and local programs
(including education labor, health, housing, and urban development)21 to serve its neighborhoods with a wide range of services,
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including, in many cases, the construction of a multipurpose community center. “First you build the community, then you build the
center,” Blanchard says.22
In East Aldine, for example, BakerRipley’s interviews discovered
a cohesive neighborhood with a clear identity, but one that had been
marginalized, because the city of Houston annexed the better-off
areas nearby and left it to take care of itself. (East Aldine is a state
management district north of Houston.) Residents were self-reliant
and cooperative—neighbors helped each other, businesses lent to each
other, volunteers were plentiful, and those who prospered invested
in the area and supported communal activities. Residents possessed
a lot of resourcefulness and entrepreneurism and exhibited pride in
the products and services that local businesses created. Children were
dropping out of school, not because of a lack of interest or because they
had academic or behavioral problems, but because they worked in the
family business as translators and cashiers.
These findings led BakerRipley to help
neighborhood businesses with training
and connections to additional resources.
In partnership with Chevron and the Fab
Foundation, BakerRipley established a fabrication laboratory (first in Houston) to enable entrepreneurs to use better tools, learn
from each other, and connect with professionals from elsewhere in the region. The
organization also developed educational
programs that enabled the kids to participate in ways that did not disturb the contributions they were making outside school. A
three-building, eight-acre site will (in addition to its other services)
house all the economic opportunity expansion programs, including
adult education, small-business development, STEM classes for
youth, and workforce skills training. It will be a community center
unlike any other in Houston.23
BakerRipley has successfully replicated its model across the city
and surrounding suburbs, reaching a scale that few, if any, placebased nonprofits ever achieve. It now has more than 60 sites that
serve more than half a million people, and an annual budget of more
than $250 million. In 2016, its career offices found employment for
more than 125,000 people. It opened a credit union and established
a matching program to help with savings: Families that save part of
the tax refund are eligible for a free 25 percent match (up to $250).
In response to requests from neighborhood residents (whom tax
preparers often overcharge), the organization has filed more than
374,000 returns since 2009—“putting over $510 million back in the
pockets of working families,” BakerRipley says. It has about 5,000
students in its many prekindergartens and charter schools, and it
has also established intergenerational programs to help seniors and
youth connect, learn from, and help each other.24

place—as Sampson, Chetty, and others have concluded. Efforts
to build community are most likely to work at this scale. While
broader factors, such as the national economy and urban governance, are important, neighborhoods have an outsize influence
on their residents because of their direct and continuous presence. This effect holds especially for infants, children, and youth
because, as Chetty and his colleagues write, “neighborhoods have
substantial causal effects on children’s long-term outcomes at a
highly granular level.” 25
Second, the three organizations see low-income neighborhoods
as those most in need of greater social capital. Although Americans
are more isolated than they were a few generations ago, only some
neighborhoods face the kind of disconnectedness and social breakdown that severely hamper their lives. The people in these places not
only have fewer resources but are more dependent on their neigh-

Building up neighborhood strengths
instead of trying to overcome
perceived weaknesses respects the
dignity of the people targeted.

A NEW APPROACH

Despite significant differences, CRI, CRPC, and BakerRipley have
some common elements. Combined, the models highlight where
social capital is most needed and how it can be expanded.
First, they focus on neighborhoods because they are the size
at which the most important, micro-level social dynamics take

bors. Sociologist and physician Nicholas Christakis notes that working-class and poor Americans “report relying on their friends and
neighbors for practical help such as child care, spiritual advice, car
and home repairs, and cash gifts or loans more often than middleclass Americans do.” 26
Third, they all see establishing a physical presence as crucial
to building social capital in the neighborhoods where it is most
depleted. Such presence and full-time staffing enable the organizations to develop long-term relationships with residents and
work to improve social ties, expectations, and norms—all of
which contribute to improving individual outcomes. They then
use the physical locales to fill an important gap by acting as an
intermediary, bringing together a variety of public and private
services in one location. These subsequently help them deepen
relationships and better reach residents. The centers help poor
people navigate government bureaucracies, file paperwork, and
fill out applications; avoid being overcharged or cheated; and save
time and money by eliminating the need to visit distant offices.
CRI and CRPC see the relational goals as paramount, and services
as possible only after the goals have been advanced. BakerRipley,
by contrast, sees these goals as a mechanism to achieve outcomes
more effectively.
Fourth, all three organizations prioritize relationships and
bolster them systematically. They employ intricate, multifaceted
frameworks for strengthening and rewiring social networks in
neighborhoods. Identifying, developing, and connecting local
leaders is an essential part of this goal. CRI and CRPC seek lead-
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ers who will model constructive behavior, set new norms for the
area, and gradually shift the culture to make it more trusting
and cooperative. BakerRipley envisions leaders using their networks to bring people together to solve problems, set narratives,
and ensure they take advantage of opportunity. In each case, the
organizations train scores of volunteers to help connect neighbors
and reshape the community.
Together, the approaches of CRI, CRPC, and BakerRipley overturn the assumptions driving many mainstream attempts to help
low-income people and disadvantaged areas. Too often, government and nonprofits consider their assistance the starting point of
change. Needs are mapped, deficiencies are identified, and outside
money is sought, turning local people into clients and dependents. Individuals best able to harness outside resources emerge
as the leaders. Ushering in service providers, experts, and money
becomes more important than building strong internal relationships among neighbors who can help each other. This standard
method of intervention undervalues individual and communal
capacities and encourages residents to think of themselves as
essentially deficient, incapable of improving their and their community’s futures.
The three organizations may draw comparisons to the collective impact model, but important differences remain. Collective
impact models have gained acclaim in recent years by bringing
together organizations and institutions from different sectors
to achieve shared goals. Such models may make existing interventions more effective, but they will inevitably come up short
when targeting the neighborhoods whose problems are highly
relational. These initiatives typically focus on individual outcomes and not on social relationships and catalyzing local leadership, limiting their ability to reach those most affected by social
impoverishment. Moreover, they tend to focus on larger areas,
not specific neighborhoods—where the greatest problems are
likely to emerge because social dynamics can change dramatically within a few blocks.
CRI, CRPC, and BakerRipley approach social problems such as
poverty, crime, and education shortfalls differently. They prioritize
the need to build social capacities and local leadership first and foremost, operating on the assumption that “mutually enhancing relationships” are necessary to achieve better security, jobs, health, and
affordable housing. “The cancer is disconnection,” CRI’s McCarter
says. “We need reconnection.” 27
Relationship building is not easy. The work of these organizations
is labor-intensive and requires long time horizons to succeed. Reconfiguring a neighborhood’s social system requires vision, patience,
and risk-taking, especially given the up-front costs and slow progress that may be difficult to track. Such demands might discourage
many nonprofits and philanthropies. But achieving real systemic
change may require a reordering of priorities. As Seelos suggests,
“Reducing the pace of decision-making, of driving change, of disrupting social orders, and of fueling our appetite to report numbers
that demonstrate how good, how smart, and how responsible we are
may well be the most useful contribution to making philanthropic
work more effective.” 28
In fact, building up neighborhood strengths—even in the poorest areas—instead of trying to overcome perceived weaknesses not

only respects the dignity of the people targeted but is more likely to
succeed in the long term. Communities need “the development of
policies and activities based on the capacities, skills, and assets of
lower-income people and their neighborhoods,” as John Kretzmann
and John McKnight write in their 1993 book, Building Communities
from the Inside Out.29 Such assets include leadership from within
the community: connectors, role models, norm setters, institution
builders, and community organizers. When communities foster leadership from within that can better connect people, they develop the
social capital and collective efficacy necessary to address the social
problems they wish to tackle. n
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