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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this feasibility study was to determine whether Chicago Market can raise the
necessary funds to launch through a capital campaign that solicits Owner loans as well as donations
from Owners, the community, and foundation and government sources. At the time of the study, a
specific campaign goal was not known due to an ongoing operational feasibility study that would
impact the project’s budget. The Team, consisting of five Chicago Market Owners and volunteers,
used prior estimates to determine that approximately $2.5 million would need to come from sources
outside of bank loans and Tax Increment Financing (TIF) funds. With $600,000 raised in previous
Owner Loan campaigns, the total required from a future campaign was estimated to be
approximately $1.9 million.
Successful campaigns depend on the case for support, major donors, and campaign leadership.
These factors were assessed based on interviews with 35 Owners and a review of potential
foundation and government sources of support.

Case for support
Interviewees generally supported the Market’s mission and expressed a desire for it to launch.
However, most were hesitant to give until the Market’s plans are very firm, and some to the extent
that there is activity occurring in the storefront.

Major donors
Prospects at the high giving levels ($75,000+) do not likely exist in the current Owner base or in
Owners’ networks.
The Chicago Region Food System Fund is the only current viable foundation prospect, which has the
potential to result in a grant of up to $250,000. However, the likelihood of award is not known.
Beyond this prospect, foundations will likely not be a large source of funding for the Market.
The City of Chicago’s TIF funding and the USDA Farmers Market and Local Food Promotion Program
(LFPP), already identified by the Market, are the most viable government funding sources. However,
the likelihood of funding from LFPP opportunities is low because they are national and highly
competitive. The Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity’s Rebuild Illinois
Regional Economic Development Grant could be an opportunity, but it requires significant work for
both the application and reporting which the Market may not have capacity for at this time.

Campaign Leadership
No interviewees self-identified as wanting to be a leader of a capital campaign cabinet. There would
need to be further search and cultivation of current Owners who would be willing and able to
participate at a high-level on such a campaign.

An analysis of the key campaign factors indicates that at this time it is unlikely that the Chicago
Market could raise the approximately $1.9 million needed to launch the Market. The outcome of a
capital campaign for the Market could be much greater than indicated if major donors were to
become involved in the project or the Market could further solidify its chances of success in the
grant funding mentioned.
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FOUNDATIONS
The team completed the following work to assess the viability of
foundation grants to the Market:
Research on and review of:
Foundations that have funded efforts around agricultural co-ops,
community food systems, or causes specific to Chicago between 20142019
The 40 top-giving foundations in Illinois
The foundation members of Fresh Taste
Attempted outreach to foundations with perceived alignment, including:
Food:Land:Opportunity (F:L:O)
The Builder’s Initiative
Walter S. Mander Foundation
MacArthur Foundation
Lumpkin Family Foundation

Conclusions
The one current viable prospect in the area of private foundation funds for the Market is the Chicago
Region Food System Fund, which seeks to bolster the region’s communities and local food system to
withstand COVID-19. The Fund has awarded $4.2million through a first round of grants and
anticipates opening a second round of grants in September 2020, potentially with a focus on building
long-term resilience for a just future food system capable of handling shocks like COVID-19. Grants
could be up to $250,000, but no grants in the first round reached this amount and few were above
$150,000. The Fund has not yet announced definitively whether it will open up this second round of
grants, nor whether it will shift its focus from immediate relief to long-term resilience. If both of
those things happen, the Team recommends pursuing this opportunity.
Beyond this prospect, however, foundations will likely not be a large source of funding for the Market
due to several factors:
Many of the foundations’ priorities did not align to the Market’s mission, and/or they do not
support capital expenses
Many foundations are currently focused on racial justice and COVID-19 relief efforts which the
Market’s impact is not strongly aligned
Relationships are key to foundation fundraising success, which takes times and is often most
productive when you have advocates or individuals vouching for you with the funding entity (e.g.,
making an introduction), the Market does not have many of those connections presently
The Market has not yet been able to build relationships with the foundations with which it has the
closest perceived alignment, specifically F:L:O has not responded to outreach, with no movement
since the last email conversation last year
Outreach to the MacArthur Foundation yielded that the Foundation does not anticipate making
capital grants and is focused on the South and West sides of the city
Lumpkin Family Foundation shared that the Market is not a close fit for their funding priorities
To the Team’s knowledge, the Walter S. Mander Foundation and The Builder’s Initiative have not
expressed interest in talking with the Market, after being approached by an Owner with whom
they have a relationship
A local philanthropist thinks the Market will only appeal to funding entities interested in Uptown,
but with a stronger pitch to how the Market will benefit and connect to the local community
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GOVERNMENT
The team completed the following work to assess the viability of
government grants to the Market:
Research on and review of:
USDA and EPA grants
State of Illinois grants
Attempted outreach to:
Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (IDCEO),
Agency Contact in relation to the Rebuild Illinois Regional Economic
Development Grant Program

Conclusions
The opportunities already identified by the Market - City of Chicago TIF funding and the USDA
Farmers Market and Local Food Promotion Program (LFPP) - are the most viable government funding
sources. While the Board has cultivated a relationship with the Alderman and has significant expertise
on TIF through a current Board member, an Owner who participated in the interviews expressed
concern for the level of TIF funding that the Market anticipates receiving. The Team did not
investigate this thoroughly due to the Board's active work, but the Team is also aware that Chicago
Mayor, Lori Lightfoot pledged at the beginning of her term to have greater scrutiny on TIF
applications with a specific lens on equity. The Market already applied for a $100,000 LFPP planning
grant and will receive notification in September 2020 for which the Board anticipated a 25%
likelihood of award. The Market could also apply for an implementation grant of up to $500,000 in
Spring 2021. Because these opportunities are national and highly competitive, the likelihood of
funding is low.
IDCEO, under the direction of Governor Pritzker’s 5-year Economic Development Plan, released a
Notice of Funding Opportunity on March 9, 2020 titled Rebuild Illinois Regional Economic
Development Grant. The purpose of this grant is to provide grants to strengthen local economies and
encourage the development of regional industry clusters. A project that qualifies for a Rebuild Illinois
Regional Economic Development grant will foster economic development, increase employment, and
the wellbeing of Illinois citizens with investments in infrastructure, facilities, and/or equipment.
Eligible projects include those with costs related to site preparation and improvement, utility work,
and reconstruction or improvement of existing buildings or structure which all potentially align with
the Board’s plans at the Gerber building location.
Chicago Market is eligible for this grant as a for-profit, and the awards can range from $250,000 to
$2,000,000. So if the Market were to be successful in its application, the award would be significant
towards the overall costs of the project. The Team still puts this at a 20% likelihood due to three
main factors: the application is rolling until funds run out but there has been no indication if that has
been met yet or how soon they will be dried up; government grants are very intensive, and this
opportunity includes a requirement of an administrator that has demonstrable grant administration
experience which may be present in the Ownership base but IDCEO will determine their eligibility;
emphasis on projects that are tied to a local or regional economic plan are more likely to be
competitive for future Rebuild Illinois grants which the Market would need extensive assistance to
both facilitate and support.
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OWNERS

The Team used best practices for conducting feasibility study interviews to determine the number of
participants, makeup of participants, and questions asked. Professional consulting firms recommend a
total of 20-40 interviews depending on the size of an organization’s base, so the Team initially set the
goal of 20-30 interviews.
Over the course of six weeks, the Team reached out to 118 individuals via email to invite them to
participate in the study. These included Owners, local real estate developers, and community members
interested in the Market by receiving email newsletters. The Owners were further broken down into
groups, to attempt at getting a more representative sample, including those who had loaned at both
high (over $10,000) and moderate ($5,000 or under) amounts in past campaigns, Owners who did not
loan in the past campaigns, new Owners since the last campaign, present and former Board members,
and present and former volunteers. The Team conducted 35 interviews in total.
Participants were selected for the interviews based
on their primary group. However, the Team found it
important to also recognize the secondary group that
participants belonged in to further demonstrate the
representative nature of the group. A summary is
provided below, and a breakdown for each participant
is available in Appendix A
Group

Participants' 3 Words to Describe
Chicago Market

Primary

Secondary

Present and former
Board members

4

Developers

1

New Owners

6

Owners who did not
loan

6

7

Owners who loaned
high amounts

8

1

Owners who loaned
moderate amounts

5

2

Volunteers

5

4

3

While the group of participants are not a random sampling, nor do they reflect the proportions of
current and former Board members, volunteers, or Owners who loaned in the past, these are indicative
groups of individuals for potentially high levels of financial investment in a future campaign.
Therefore, the Team specifically pulled out those groups for a higher chance of speaking with some of
them. Developers were included because they were a target group for previous Owner Loan
campaigns. The remaining groups, New Owners and Owners who did not loan, were intended to
represent the broad majority of Owners who have no financially invested beyond the initial Ownership
share.
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INTERVIEW STUDY DESIGN, CONT.
The Team did find halfway through the study that nearly half of the initial 20 interviews were
Owners who had loaned at high amounts which was greatly skewing the results. So a second round
of potential interview participants were selected that included more Owners who had loaned at
moderate amounts, Owners who did not loan, New Owners, Present and former Board Members, and
a new group of Volunteers.
Participants were given basic information about the purpose of and the parameters for the
interview in the initial outreach, which can be seen in Appendix B. Calls lasted thirty minutes on
average. Analysis was completed through both quantitative and qualitative means using basic
algorithms and grounded theory, respectively. The Team conducting the study are also Owners, and
as volunteers have vested interest in seeing the co-op succeed, but attempts were made to check
for biases through discussions and continually coming back to the data.

Impressions of Chicago Market
Interviews began with another introduction of the study and questions to get to know the
participant and their connection to Chicago Market. This then led to a broader discussion around
their perceptions of why the Market is or will be an important institution and the current strengths
and weaknesses.

IMPORTANT INSTITUTION
The two primary themes for why participants felt that Chicago Market is or will be an important
institution were food and community. Every participant included the importance of food within
their answer. This included supporting local farms and agriculture, shortening the food supply
chain, better understanding where their food comes from, and promoting sustainable practices.
Some stated that the pandemic has proven more than ever how important a shortened supply chain
is for critical food access. Providing healthy and affordable food to the community was also
important.
Community was important from an internal perspective of meeting other Owners and building
connections within the co-op, and 23 (66%) participants expanded this to include the Uptown
community. The general consensus was that Chicago Market could benefit the broader community
beyond its products through job opportunities and invigorating the economy.
However, a number of participants claimed the that the Market and Board needed to take more
concrete steps than the previous items. The diversity of the neighborhood was seen as a strength,
but there needed to be an intentional strategy that includes the needs of the community. There was
concern about the Market perpetuating gentrification and inserting a predominantly white
institution into a diverse community. Some participants felt that leadership had made active strides
toward mitigating this while others felt that it was not enough.
Due to the increase in vulnerabilities of marginalized communities from the pandemic and the
centering of racial justice and equity through protests, some participants were concerned that the
co-op may not receive as much funding without proving that it was taking significant steps to make
equity a core priority moving forward. This included concerns of inclusivity around the products
offered in the store and whether prices would be accessible to the majority of Uptown residents.
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STRENGTHS
In order to better understand what excited participants about the co-op and what made them
concerned, each was asked to discuss their perceived strengths and weaknesses of Chicago Market.
The cooperative model and values-driven approach was a foundational strength for most
participants. Participants also felt that the democratic principle of cooperatives was a way to push
back against big grocery and have more input in their food. A few stated that the Board’s
acceptance of multiple viewpoints and a diversity of ideas was a strength, but others said this
could sometimes hamper the ability to execute decisions and tasks. Overall, Chicago Market’s
mission was seen as core to compelling Owners to further invest and as important for identifying
any new individuals or entities that might be interested in supporting the Market financially.
Participants also broadly said that the Market had strength in its people. They felt that both the
Board and volunteers had done a great job of bringing together people who were passionate about
the mission. However, Owners who joined earlier in the co-op’s history were concerned that there
was an erosion of enthusiasm due to lack of momentum, Owners moving, or frustration with the
timeline. A few felt that the number of Owners was a strength while others felt it was a weakness
because the goal of 2,000 Owners still has not been met.
Some participants explicitly pointed to the dedication of volunteers and perseverance of the Board
as strengths. They felt that there was a lot of passion for the project which could translate into
excitement and increased financial support. A couple of participants were also concerned that
reliance on volunteers was part of the reason that opening was taking so long, and others had
difficulties in plugging in as volunteers either because no one got back to them or they were not
sure how their skills would align with the organization’s needs.
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WEAKNESSES
I

There was also frustration expressed towards the Board in their decision-making process, lack of
transparency, perceived capacity issues due to small size, and stagnation. Eight participants stated
that the Board did not manage expectations well in terms of their vision for the store which they
perceived as having caused serious setbacks and potential sunk costs. There was also concern of
burnout for both volunteers and the Board.
A number of participants expressed that transparency and communication had been poor in the
past, but they appreciated the increased communications over the last few months. Increased
communications were critical, especially if plans move forward with the Gerber Building, because it
was a large factor into why they may support financially.
While increased communications were a strength, there were many comments on both the internal
and external marketing as being weak. For communications facing Owners, the biggest concern was
a lack of urgency around needs, especially for financing. External marketing concerns were around
visibility, lack of knowledge or misunderstanding of co-ops and Owner requirements, persuasive
and targeted messaging, and, again, urgency to join before the store opens. Participants who voiced
marketing as a weakness felt that it directly would impact the ability to raise funds.
The final major area of weakness that participants stated were the slow pace at which things were
happening and that the store is taking too long to open which led to a sense of hesitancy that the
Market will ever come to fruition. The aforementioned issues with too many ideas, mismanaged
expectations, and reliance on volunteers contributed to participants feeling that progress was
moving too slowly. Roughly half of the participants (16) explicitly stated that they needed to see
some activity in the store or some selling of food by Chicago Market in order to feel confident that
it will happen and/or provide any additional financial support. The study will go more in depth on
this point in the section on participants’ perceptions of a fundraising campaign.
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Gerber Building as Chicago Market Location
In the introductory information initially sent to potential study participants, a summary of where the coop was in relation to staying at the Gerber Building (hereafter referred to as Gerber) and its decisionmaking process was included, as well as a link to more in-depth information hosted on the website. At
this section of the interview, participants were reminded of this summary and given updates from the
Firebrand presentation to the Board, if requested.
Overall, participants were in favor of Gerber as the location for the Market with 22 (63%) participants
providing more positive points than negative, 5 participants who had equally positive and negative
feelings about Gerber, and 7 participants who had more negative than positive points. (One person did
not comment directly on the plans for Gerber in their interview due to lack of time.) The most common
reason that participants gave for being in favor of Gerber was overwhelmingly the location. This was in
relation to its potential for traffic from walkers, CTA, and vehicles, and also in reference to Uptown and
perceptions that it is a growing economic area. Participants were also excited by the building itself and
its aesthetics and history. A few participants mentioned that the location had become more attractive to
them with the recent support from CTA to entice the co-op to stay and initial findings from the
Firebrand presentation that posited the location could be very profitable.
The primary concern with Gerber is that it is too big with significant associated costs. There are also
logistical concerns with the shape of the building, the issues that were encountered in the initial
studies, and how operations and feasibility would be affected should the co-op be located there.
Another concern was whether it would be competitive due to the location with locals having the options
of Aldi, Target, or smaller grocers, and individuals or households commuting to shop having a
compelling enough reason to make the trip.
When asked whether they would support the co-op generally and financially regardless if it was at
Gerber, three participants explicitly said that they would not, and seven participants said that they were
understanding if the co-op needed to move locations and would still support. Eleven participants were
hesitant that they would continue to support Chicago Market, especially financially, if the location was
no longer at Gerber. Their support was largely contingent on location still being either very close to the
current spot or in nearby neighborhoods. They also wanted to know whether this location would be
viable before investing again. There was concern that enthusiasm would dip even lower if Gerber was
not the location which would have implications for fundraising and overall momentum.

FUNDRAISING FEASIBILITY REPORT

09

//

AUGUST 2020

Perceptions of a fundraising campaign

Along with a summary of the situation with Gerber, participants were given a synopsis of past
fundraising campaigns and the goals of this study as part of the initial email solicitation. They were
informed of the past Owner Loan Campaigns falling two-thirds short of the $1.8 million goal.
Interviewers explained that, based on prior operational studies, approximately $2.5 million would have
to come from sources outside of bank loans and Tax Increment Financing (TIF) funds to meet the overall
budget requirements of opening the store. They were told the study was looking into the possibility to
meet that goal through Owner loans (which would include the initial $600,000 raised in prior
campaigns), donations, and foundation and government grants. Participants were then asked the
following questions:
Why do you think other Owners or community members would give to the project?What would
encourage you to contribute?
What do you think will be the biggest challenge for the campaign?Do you have any thoughts on who
might consider a lead gift/loan to the project, for example a gift/loan of $10,000 or more?
A Campaign Cabinet would likely be formed to help raise the needed funds. The Cabinet would help
identify potential lenders and donors and make asks to those individuals. Do you have any thoughts
on who should be on the campaign cabinet?
Are you aware of other campaigns that might compete with or interfere with this one? Other external
threats?

INCENTIVES TO GIVE OR LOAN
The core reason why participants thought that Owners or community members would want to invest
financially in Chicago Market was because they believed in the mission and were aligned with the
values of the co-op. For many respondents, this reflected directly on why they thought Chicago Market is
or would be an important institution. It was also important for participants that they or others could see
themselves shopping at the store and truly understand what the experience will be like. Participants
also claimed that having a strong connection to Uptown and desire to be present in that community
would be another important factor. And, having a source of expendable income was also seen as
important. Other responses included: knowing the bank loan is dependent on this revenue stream,
having a credible business plan, showing that there are reduced costs in the plan, and creating a sense
of communal support by knowing that others are also investing financially.
A few participants who were Board members, volunteered, or loaned a large amount in previous
campaigns felt compelled to loan out of a sense of duty as someone who had invested time and energy
or even simply as an Owner. While one participant felt that this was unspoken pressure from other
members, all felt that they should show how much they cared about the store through their money.
Some of the reasons that participants gave for not feeling incentivized to give in the past were:
A lack of movement in the plans (1 Owner who did not loan, 1 Developer)
Anticipating large expenses (1 Owner who did not loan, 1 Owner who loaned a moderate amount)Not
having the money to do so (4 Owners who did not loan)
Participants also had a plethora of ideas related to fundraising that the Board may wish to consider. A
list of their suggestions can be found in Appendix C.
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PERSONAL ENCOURAGEMENT TO CONTRIBUTE
Owners who had loaned in high amounts in past campaigns were much more likely to be favorable of a
capital campaign than any other group stating that it is a feasible amount of money to raise and that the
Market should begin now, though they did acknowledge it would not be easy. Three stated that they felt
their loan was a social investment. Other participants (1 Owner who did not loan, 3 New Owners) also
felt that viewing a loan as a means of making a social investment in their community would personally
encourage them to contribute. Participants (2 New Owners, 2 Owners who loaned high amounts, 1
Owner who loaned a moderate amount) thought that loans were a great option to feel like you had more
skin in the game.
Eight participants (4 Owners who did not loan, 4 Owners who loaned high amounts) felt that the ability
to give through donations would encourage them to contribute and saw donations as an opportunity to
also get more external funding. They felt that donations were less confusing than a loan. The Owners
who loaned high amounts in the past largely felt that the loans were already a donation due to the high
level of risk, and the tax deduction of a donation would be more appealing at this time. One participant
also liked that they could potentially split a larger donation over time.
The Developer and one participant who owns a small business were also excited by the opportunity to
donate instead of loan because it was a more common way for businesses to support organizations and
for the tax incentives. The Developer also stated they would be more encouraged to contribute if there
were some incentives for their customer base within the store.
Over half of participants (18), however, said that they would need more information before they would
feel encouraged to increase their financial investment. The most important issue that they perceived as
lacking was a viable business plan that showed both operational feasibility at Gerber and profitability
coupled with visible progress towards opening. Participants wanted clearer information about the
overall financing structure for the project including the bottom-line that is needed from Owners, what
the loan structure is, and what would happen with funds should the project not be completed. They also
wanted more information about where other funds were coming from and the likelihood that they would
be successful. Overall, participants wanted to see more transparency surrounding each aspect of the
store opening.
Sixteen (46%) participants, spanning across all interview groups, expressed that Chicago Market needed
to start activities soon for them to be encouraged to contribute. The majority of these participants did
not have explicit ideas but needed to see some form of commercial activity to prove both progress and
viability. Five participants mentioned connecting to farmers, hosting farmers markets, and having a CSAmodel or some variety of pick up program. Two participants stated that they would prefer a scale out of
Gerber instead of waiting even longer to get the full store opened. Lastly, two participants felt that the
co-op should move on from Gerber and begin in a smaller space quickly.
Of the 16 who felt strongly about seeing activity soon, six participants (2 Owners who loaned high
amounts, 2 New Owners, 2 Volunteers) and an additional three participants (1 Board, 1 Developer, 1
Owner who loaned a high amount) explicitly stated that they would wait to give or loan. Reasons
included: being closer to implementation or seeing the store open, seeing a clear plan and timeline,
others investing first, knowing the location is firmly Gerber, and seeing progress.
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CHALLENGES AND EXTERNAL THREATS
A majority of participants (20 total; 6 Owners who loaned high amounts, 4 Owners who did not
loan, 4 Board, 2 Owners who loaned moderate amounts, 2 Volunteers) expressed uncertainty
around financial support and fear that fundraising efforts would fail. Twelve participants (4
Owners who loaned high amounts, 2 Owners who did not loan, 2 Board, 2 Owners who loaned
moderate amounts, 1 Developer, 1 Volunteer) explicitly stated that the Market needed to identify
new sources of funding outside of the current Owner base and high net worth individuals in order
to reach its fundraising goals.
Across the groups, participants felt that any type of financial investment was a high risk. For
loans, five participants (2 Owners who loaned high amounts, 1 Owner who did not loan, 1
Volunteer) felt that there was a very low likelihood that loans would ever be repaid. For both
loans and donations, participants felt that the co-op not opening or quickly failing also related to
risk and reward.
Eleven participants stated that they needed to see more structure around fundraising to address
the challenges from previous campaigns. The most common aspect that participants brought up
was having specific targets with clear, measurable, realistic, and effective metrics. Participants
also expressed that clearer messaging about the loan structure was important and increasing the
timeframe for loan availability outside of the campaign. One participant also suggested that the
campaign have multiple targeted messages to appeal to different audiences.
External threats that participants identified for a potential campaign, in order of significance,
were the COVID-19 pandemic, prioritized giving to other causes, and the November election.
Fourteen (40%) participants (5 Owners who loaned high amounts, 3 Owners who loaned moderate
amounts, 2 Owners who did not loan, 2 New Owners) were concerned that the economic
downturn and resulting precarity of personal finances would be a large threat to a campaign.
However, a few participants claimed that individuals who were not affected by furloughs, layoffs, or decreased income may have more expendable income from staying at home, and others
did mention that they felt they would have a better grasp of their financial security in the spring
when a campaign is likely to occur. The five participants (2 Owners who did not laon, 2 Owners
who loaned moderate amounts, 1 Board) who mentioned other causes as threats claimed that
either personally they were prioritizing racial justice organizations or they felt that more people
would rather give to nonprofits that are doing more direct work related to social justice or direct
relief from the pandemic. Three Owners (2 Owners who loaned high amounts, 1 Owner who
loaned a moderate amount) viewed the November election as a threat because those donors may
be tapped out by the time of the Market’s campaign.
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LEAD GIFTS OR LOANS
No participants had specific examples of individuals or entities that
they felt were likely to give a leading gift or loan of $10,000 or more.
Some participants brainstormed on leads but nothing they were
certain about. These are included in Appendix C.
A best practice for capital campaign feasibility and planning is to
create a Gift Range Chart which illustrates approximately how many
gifts and prospects will be needed at various dollar amounts. Below is
an example of a Gift Range Chart for a $1 million campaign. By
scaling this twice to get close to $1.9 million, the Market would need
roughly 8 prospects for gifts of over $150,000 and 16 for gifts of over
$75,000 which based on the interviews is very unlikely to currently
exist in the Owner base or their immediate networks.

Source: Donor Search
Campaigns can be successful with a groundswell of smaller level
giving, but this takes volume which the Market also does not have at
this time. Since this study is also looking at grants as a source of
revenue, there is potential that, if awarded, they could substitute as
lead gifts from individuals. However, the success of grant applications
is difficult to predict.

CAMPAIGN CABINET
No participants had specific examples of who should be on a Campaign
Cabinet to help steer a capital campaign. Some participants provided
examples of structure or characteristics that they thought would make
the cabinet successful. Those are outlined in Appendix D.
The Team did identify four participants who stated they would or
might be interested in supporting the campaign as potential cabinet
members. An additional sixteen participants said they were or may be
interested in getting more involved as a volunteer in the Market either
on the fundraising committee, another group, or through a specific-ask.
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WILLINGNESS TO SUPPORT
The interview included questions on the individual’s interest in contributing to Chicago Market in a
smaller fall 2020 campaign (for the second round interviews only; n = 14) and for a larger campaign
likely in spring 2021. The questions were as follows:
If the board decides to move forward with Gerber, would you be willing or interested to support by
either leveling up your ownership or donating before the end of the calendar year? (Second round
only; n = 14)
If the Board decides to move forward with the Gerber building as the location for Chicago Market,
would you consider a gift or loan to help fund it? If yes, in what range would your gift/loan likely
be?
In the future, would you consider a gift or another loan to help fund the Market in a different, yetto-be-identified location?
Results as to whether individuals would support the Market were mixed. The majority of those
interviewed are potentially willing to support the Market in a campaign(s). This is true for both a larger
spring 2021 campaign and a smaller fall 2020 campaign. Less individuals were willing to support the
Market if the location is not the Gerber building.
Based on the interviews, support is most likely if the Market is able to show a concrete plan and
progress towards opening. A lead donation(s) could boost confidence and indicate the progress Owners
want to see; however, based on the interview results, it is unlikely that this lead donation would come
from the current Owner base or even its network.
If the location is Gerber, the Owners who loaned high amounts in the last campaign were mostly willing
to give again but at smaller amounts; and other indications of support were closer to the low thousands.
Individuals by and large did not have concrete suggestions for those who might provide a $10,000 or
higher gift.
The interviews were mixed as to whether participants were more likely to loan or donate. Donations
were seen as an opportunity to also get more external funding due to the requirement of being an
Owner to loan, ability to do so in smaller amounts, and the appeal of a tax deduction. Since the Market
already has a fiscal sponsorship through CDS Fund to provide individuals with tax deduction capabilities
and lack of repayment is favorable to the Market, the Team recommends still including donations as an
option in a future campaign.
The population who responded to requests for interviews is skewed as the majority includes New
Owners who would not have contributed to past loan campaigns and Owners who loaned high amounts
in the last campaign who may have more capacity to give. These populations likely have a different
perspective than the overall Owner base, so results should not be taken as fully representative.
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Table 4. Level of Support Indicated
The following represents the level of support 14 interviewees indicated they
would likely provide, if they supported the Market. This includes:
7 who said they would maybe support
6 who unconditionally said they would support
2 who conditionally said they would support depending on progress
It also represents: 1 Developer, 3 New Owners, 4 Owners who loaned high
amounts; 2 Owners who loaned moderate amounts, 2 Owners who did not loan, 2
Present and former Board members, and 1 Volunteer.
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CONCLUSIONS

Case for support
Individuals still felt connected to the Market’s mission and are interested in having an institution
like the Market in their community. Many are also excited by the Gerber building as the potential
location for the Market. However, most are hesitant to give until the Market’s plans are very firm
and some to the extent that there is activity occurring in the storefront.

Major donors
The success of a capital campaign is largely dependent on significant lead gifts. Prospects at the
high giving levels ($75,000 to $150,000) do not likely exist in the current Owner base and are
highly unlikely to be found in Owners’ networks. Foundations will also likely not be a large source
of funding for the Market. This will make achieving an overall $2.5 million campaign goal difficult.

Campaign Leadership
While there was broad interest from participants in supporting the co-op in a volunteer capacity,
none self-identified as wanting to be a leader of a capital campaign cabinet. Moreover, there may be
bias because participants willing to participate in an interview are likely to have more interest in
becoming more involved, and/or participants may have felt pressured to say that they would also be
willing to volunteer because the interviewer was a Chicago Market volunteer. Therefore, there
would need to be further search and cultivation of current Owners who would be willing and able to
participate at a high-level on such a campaign.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Should the Chicago Market's Board of Directors determine that there is still room to move forward
with a campaign in the event that the overall goal drops significantly or other information is
presented, the Team recommends the following be done within each category.

Case for support
To strengthen the case for support, any future campaign should communicate a firm launch plan as
well as clear and measurable goals for the campaign and progress as it is achieved. Additionally, an
honest and concerted effort toward equity practices in the co-op and the Uptown community is
critical to show Owners that the Market is committed to this value and could potentially expand the
number of prospects interested in supporting the project.Any future campaign should provide
opportunities before and during for Owners to connect with one another in order to help (re-)
generate enthusiasm for the Market. Future campaigns should rely heavily on individual meetings
and phone calls for cultivation of gifts.

Major donors
Without identification of at least 12 prospects for lead gifts of $75,000 to $150,000, achieving an
overall $2.5 million campaign goal is not possible at this time.There are three possible areas for
further exploration in lead gifts or grants:Small business and corporate prospects tied to the
Uptown community High net worth individuals not currently associated with the Market but who are
interested in the Uptown communityIllinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity
(IDCEO) - Rebuild Illinois Regional Economic Development Grant could provide a significant amount
of money, up to $2 million, if the building improvement costs are a substantial portion of the
overall budgetThe Team recommends a part-time paid individual or a highly-dedicated volunteer(s)
who can conduct this research and manage donor cultivation. The Team also recommends reaching
out to the regional representative at the Office of Community Development, the regional planning
commission, or a local or regional economic development organization to further determine
alignment with the IDCEO grant opportunity.

Campaign Leadership
The fundraising committee and Chicago Market Board should reach out to individuals who stated
interest in volunteering and were identified by the Team as potentially beneficial to a campaign
cabinet to further assess their ability to participate. More outreach among the Owner base must also
be done in order to find more individuals who have the capacity to make connections with high net
worth individuals. Lastly, the potential members should be assessed for diversity including their
skills, connection to the community, gender, and racial/ethnic background.
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APPENDIX A

BREAKDOWN OF INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS

Participants were selected for the interviews based on their primary group. However, the
Team found it important to also recognize the secondary group that participants
belonged in to further demonstrate the representative nature of the group.
ROUND 1 INTERVIEWS

Interview #

Primary Group

Secondary Group

1

Owner who did not loan

2

Owner who did not loan

3

Owner who did not loan

Volunteer

4

Board

Owner who did not loan

5

Owner who loaned a high amount

6

Owner who loaned a moderate amount

7

Owner who loaned a high amount

8

Owner who did not loan

9

Owner who did not loan

10

Owner who loaned a moderate amount

11

Owner who loaned a high amount

12

New Owner

13

New Owner

14

Owner who loaned a high amount

15

Owner who loaned a high amount

16

Owner who loaned a moderate amount

17

Owner who loaned a high amount

18

Owner who loaned a high amount

19

New Owner

20

Board

Volunteer

Board

Board

Volunteer

Owner who loaned a high amount
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After initial analysis of the first round interviews ,the Team decided to reach out to more
Owners who did not loan, Owners who loaned a moderate amount, New Owners, and
Present and former Board members, along with a new group of Present and former
volunteers to attempt at a more representative sample.
ROUND 2 INTERVIEWS

Interview #

Primary Group

Secondary Group

21

Developer

Owner who did not loan

22

Owner who did not loan

Volunteer

23

New Owner

24

Volunteer

25

New Owner

26

Volunteer

Owner who did not loan

27

Owner who loaned a high amount

Board

28

Volunteer

Owner who did not loan

29

Owner who loaned a moderate amount

30

Volunteer

Owner who did not loan

31

Board

Owner who did not loan

32

New Owner

33

Owner who loaned a moderate amount

34

Board

Owner who loaned a moderate amount

35

Volunteer

Owner who did not loan

Owner who loaned a moderate amount
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INTRODUCTION MATERIAL TO PARTICIPANTS
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APPENDIX C

PARTICIPANTS' FUNDRAISING IDEAS

Zoom Fundraiser
Auction
Hire someone to help with fundraising
Creating a way to opt in for text updates to be notified when there is a new Market
communication because sometimes emails do not make it through filters into inbox
Framing giving or loaning as an investment in the community and approaching small
businesses for partnership, ex Happy Monday's Coffee
More help from Alderman and small business administration
Create social media talking points for Owners to use for their networks
Look into the possibility of donor-advised-funds
Aligning campaign timing with tax returns
Crowdfunding - shows that other people are willing to contribute and at what level
Potential to work with independent financial investors to pitch social investment as
part of a portfolio
Need to get Chicago Market's name out there more, support an existing community
garden in order to put our name on it
Connect to celebrities from Chicago who may be interested in supporting, Uptown is
a diverse community with lots of music venues in the area, so musicians/bands
might be interested.
Renew excitement through visual renderings of both photos and video of what it
would be like in the store to make it real for people
Could we make loans more enticing by offering shorter terms?
Connect with Rick Bayless
Incorporate farms as part of the ask
Reach out to local nonprofits that are related to food insecurity, may be crossover
interest from their supporters especially if the Market can offer potential benefits to
clients when open
See if the developer who recently purchase City Sports would be interested
In-person event that is outdoors and can be socially distanced
BMO Harris or Boeing, other companies that have supported local nonprofits?
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Who supports the Chicago Food Depository, Lakeview Pantry, and Care for Real?
Consult with individuals who have to make big asks for higher education fundraising
Possible to have a recurring owner fee?
Can Chicago Market franchise in the future?
Has the Board looked into convertible debt?
Truman College, the developer of Steward School lofts
Look into the structure that Chicago Social Affairs did for loans to their solar project
which incorporated donations, can get in touch with the CEO
Building friends makes donors. Connect Owners electronically so people can engage
in discussions and forums for offering ideas without the Board. Will get more of
these issues on the table.
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APPENDIX D

PARTICIPANTS' CAMPAIGN CABINET IDEAS

Business Owners of the Market might be beneficial
Needs a strong figurehead and many more volunteers
Should be largely separate from the Board
Reflect the goals of the campaign, for example having volunteers or subcommittees
that are focused on loans, donations, etc)
Members should be charismatic, know about PR or marketing
Have nonprofit fundraisers train and then mimic what they have done
Ideally should have someone who is well connected and a go-getter
Have people who know, or can be trained to know, how to make large asks

