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Spring Forward:
Financial Resilience for Social Justice

The Financial Sustainability Program (FSP) was piloted with seven Kenyan-based Civil Society 

Organizations (CSOs) in 2012 and an additional 45 CSOs, based in Kenya, Uganda and Tanzania, 

completed the program in 2014. In that same year, the program launched in India where a further 

16 CSOs participated in the program. This initial phase of the program was sponsored by Ford 

Foundation to work with their grantees, close to 70 in total.

 

In addition to working with CSOs in Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania and India, Spring Strategies, at the 

time of writing this report, works with CSOs based in Canada, the Netherlands, Belgium, the 

United States, Colombia, Brazil, Argentina, Thailand and South Africa.

In 2015, the FSP program underwent a thorough evaluation, one result of which was the 

renaming of the program as Spring Forward: Financial Resilience for Social Justice in June 2015.
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Executive Summary
The starting premise of the Spring Strategies Financial Sustainability Program (FSP) is that: 

Civil society organizations are critical in achieving a socially and environmentally 

just	world.	A	key	accelerator	and	also	inhibitor	is	the	financing	of	this	work,	often	a	

great challenge for frontline leaders. At Spring Strategies, we ask ourselves, what 
if leaders for rights and justice were to bring the same level of resilience to their 

financing	needs	as	they	bring	to	their	programming?	

To address this question, Spring Strategies launched the eight-month Financial Sustainability 

Program	in	2012	to	work	with	leaders	and	their	organizations	to	achieve	greater	financial	

sustainability and resilience. The Ford Foundation-sponsored program was piloted in Kenya 

(2012) and then expanded to include participants in Uganda (2013) and Tanzania (2014), 

reaching close to 60 East African civil society organizations by 2015. 

The FSP is designed to equip organizations to address challenges emerging from a dynamic and 

uncertain funding environment and political context. In East Africa (and elsewhere), there is 

greater competition for fewer aid dollars for work on human rights and social and environmental 

justice, donors generally are placing greater restrictions on who gets their funding and how 

their funds can be used, and civil society organization (CSO) activity is under greater scrutiny 

by government. At the same time, as East African economies grow, there are untapped 

philanthropic opportunities. To help master this complexity, the program:

• Emphasizes that, in a constantly changing funding environment, those organizations that are 

proactive, creative, and resilient are the ones that will thrive; 

• Customizes and calibrates to build on the unique strengths and potential of both individuals 

and their organizations at their given stage of development;

• Helps participants develop a seamless understanding of the interface between program, 

resource	mobilization	and	strategic	finance	and	how	they	all	support	the	mission;

• Is grounded in collaboration and networking between individuals, organizations and 

movements, as part of a larger ecosystem of interdependent relationships;

• Takes participants on a journey that transforms hearts and minds, actions, relationships  

and systems. Participants graduate from the program with a ‘new normal’ and the tools  

to sustain it;

• Seeks to maintain momentum through peer support, ongoing coaching, and continuing 

education through online seminars and interactive platform.

In	its	approach,	Spring	Strategies	seeks	to	not	only	build	skills	in	five	result	areas	–	funding	

landscape (analysis and proactivity); resource mobilization (prospecting, growth and 

diversification);	strategic	finance	(analysis,	budgeting	and	building	reserves);	quality	of	

engagement (communications and compliance) and leadership practice (staff and board 
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capacities and networking) – but also foster shared leadership and new attitudes and practices 

that contribute to resilience and innovative thinking.

 

The	program	consists	of	a	baseline	organizational	and	financial	diagnostic;	an	innovative,	

interactive	one-week	training	focused	on	resource	mobilization	and	strategic	finance	that	

concludes with the development of an action plan; a six to seven month implementation phase that 

includes	accompaniment	support	from	Spring	Strategies	and	peer	learning;	and	a	final	workshop.

Spring Strategies commissioned this evaluation to assess how participants in the 2012 and 2013 

program groups were doing 18 to 24 months since completing the program and to feed back 

that learning into the program’s ongoing evolution since renamed Spring Forward: Financial 

Resilience for Social Justice.

This evaluation employed the following methods: a d ocument review; a survey of 2012 and 

2013 participants; case studies of seven organizations drawn from all three years (2012, 2013 

and 2014); focus group discussion (FGD)/learning circles in Kenya and Uganda; key informant 

interviews;	observation	of	two	two-day	advanced	workshops	in	Kenya	(June	2015);	and	financial	

health check-ups of seven organizations. 

 

Key findings:

Overall the balance of the evidence indicates that the program – which can be judged through 

three lenses: the satisfaction of participants with the quality of the program, changes in 

individual and organizational capacity and practice, and the degree to which participants have 

become	more	financially	resilient	–	has	been	largely	successful.	

Survey results and interviews indicate that the program has promoted stronger leadership, 
better teamwork, and more effective positioning of participating organizations:

• The vast majority of participants feel positive about their capacity to meet  

challenges	because	of	increased	confidence	in	their	leadership,	adaptive	capacity	 

and organizational resilience. 

• The program supports executive directors to become more decisive decision-makers and 

provides space and techniques to advance strategic thinking.

• It also supports the evolution of the three-person ‘pivot’ team that attends the training into a 

leadership	team	that	shares	responsibility	for	resource	mobilization	and	strategic	finance.

• It improves organizations’ positioning, ability to deliver on mission, and capacity to respond to 

changes (setbacks and opportunities) in the funding landscape. 

In terms of resource mobilization practice,	the	vast	majority	of	organizations	report	significant	
progress, including:
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• Ongoing, inspiring communication with donors;

• Development of a resource mobilization infrastructure including clear roles and 

responsibilities, budgeting for resource mobilization and donor mapping and prospecting;

• Development and execution of a resource mobilization strategy; 

• Somewhat improved engagement of the board in resource mobilization, although this is one 

of the weaker areas.

Twelve	to	18	months	after	finishing	the	program,	progress	on	increasing	income and resource 
diversification is mixed, although promising for the future.

• There was considerable success identifying new institutional funders; organizations reported 

over 30 instances of new institutional funders and only six instances of funders stopping 

funding altogether.

• Of the organizations surveyed, eight saw their income grow, and seven saw their income 

decline. Smaller organizations (under $500,000) were more likely to increase income, often 

by amounts exceeding 30 per cent, while larger ones were experiencing decreases in income 

between	10	per	cent	and	27	per	cent,	for	reasons	outside	their	sphere	of	influence,	most	

notably, large funders changing their priorities.

• Organizations that started the program with four or more sources of income representing 

different	funding	sectors	were	far	more	likely	to	add	between	one	and	up	to	five	new	sectors	

– including fees from services, investment income and corporate donors – than organizations 

with funding from only one to three sectors at the start of the program. 

•	 However,	low	sector	diversification	organizations	did	have	some	success	in	entering	new	

sectors (often substituting heavy reliance on one sector for another) and identifying 

numerous new funders in the sectors in which they were accustomed to working. 

•	 Higher	diversification	does	not	correlate	with	higher	income	at	this	time,	probably	because	

initial funding from new funders, whether it is within an established sector or a new sector, 

tends	to	be	low	as	funders	first	assess	new	grantees’	capacity.

The other key component of sustainability and resilience is strategic finance that helps 

organizations make the best use of their resources and plan for the future.

• Organizations report better budget management, with higher engagement by their board and 

staff,	and	a	more	collective	sense	of	responsibility	for	the	financial	health	of	the	organization

•	 Respondents	identified	the	most	important	contributions	of	the	FSP	as	its	guidance	on	

establishing a reserve, allocating and recovering costs to break the starvation cycle, and the 

use	of	the	financial	health	dashboard.	

•	 Organizations	have	used	this	guidance	effectively,	presenting	budgets	to	donor	that	reflect	

the	real	cost	of	programs	and	making	the	case	for	sufficient	overhead;	building	reserve	funds	

and using them and other unrestricted funds for key investments; reducing their dependence 

on	a	single	donor,	and	using	the	financial	dashboard	to	monitor	the	health	of	the	organization	

and make timely decisions.
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•	 In	the	subset	of	seven	organizations	that	went	through	a	financial	health	check-up,	health	

indicators are moving strongly in the right direction, even in the cases of organizations which 

have experienced resource mobilization challenges, indicating a strong commitment to 

insuring	the	financial	health	of	their	organizations	going	forward.

Ford	Foundation	Eastern	Africa	staff	validate	these	findings,	noting	that	the	quality	of	

engagement	with	graduates	from	the	program	has	improved	significantly.	FSP	graduates	

consistently meet their contract obligations and hit all their deadlines, a large number present 

sophisticated	analyses	of	their	financial	health	and	now	engage	with	Ford	Foundation	on	the	

purpose	and	mission	of	their	organizations,	beyond	specific	project-level	funding	requests.

Assessment of the FSP with some distance

• The FSP receives overwhelmingly positive reviews during the program, and survey  

results from 2015, 18 to 24 months after completion of the program, show that this 

assessment holds up over time, with highly favorable ratings of program delivery. 

• The FSP stands out, in contrast to other trainings, because it addresses both  

resource	mobilization	and	strategic	finance	together;	its	point	of	departure	is	advancing	 

the organizations’ mission rather than compliance with donor reporting requirements;  

and	it	provides	practical	content	and	tools	on	financial	management	that	“you	don’t	find	

anywhere else.”

• Even with staff and leadership turnover, the vast majority of organizations manage to retain 

key lessons and practices from the FSP, but organizations stress how useful continuing 

education has been to integrate new members and reinforce good practices. 

The role of the Ford Foundation

• The Ford Foundation team in Eastern Africa has worked closely with Spring Strategies 

in designing a context-appropriate program, built around Spring Strategies’ content and 

methodology, and has become a partner in the success of the program, including participating 

in	its	own	training	for	program	officers	and	grant	administrators.	

• It has adjusted its own engagement with grantees, as FSP participants came back to Ford with 

requests	for	longer-term,	more	flexible	funding.	The	foundation’s	responsiveness	to	grantees	

has helped reinforce key lessons from the program around donor engagement.
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Conclusions

• The FSP can be judged successful on the basis of participant satisfaction and the continued 

progress	that	many	participants	are	making	in	the	five	results	areas.	Beyond	this,	

organizations	are	better	able	to	navigate	their	current	financial	context,	are	being	far	more	

proactive	and	methodical	in	addressing	resource	mobilization	and	financial	challenges,	and	

are	applying	lessons	learned	from	the	program	to	achieve	greater	financial	resilience	for	more	

impactful program delivery. 

•	 The	picture	is	somewhat	mixed	on	income	growth	and	diversification	to	date.	While	there	

have	been	notable	successes,	it	is	still	relatively	soon	after	the	program	to	expect	definitive	

outcomes, but there are promising signs in terms of identifying new funders from different 

sectors, and the capacity to increase grant size and to negotiate more favorable terms. 

 

The FSP design and program curriculum is grounded in Integral theory and practice that takes a 

comprehensive approach to addressing an organization’s reality, acknowledging and exercising 

the full range of human potential within individuals and organizations. The results of this 

evaluation validate the use of the Integral approach, the program theory of change, and Spring 

Strategies’	ways	of	working	to	a	significant	degree.

Considerations for the future

The two key questions for Spring Strategies going forward is how big does it want to go as 

purveyor of the program and how to amplify the reach of the program to penetrate more deeply 

into the ecosystem of human rights and social and environmental justice organizations. There are 

several issues Spring Strategies needs to consider:

Size and scope of the problem. 
Given the nature of the changes organizations working on human rights and social and 

environmental justice are facing – a more restricted political space and changes in the funding 

landscape – it is not clear if civil society organizations will be able to adapt quickly enough. 

Partnerships between civil society organizations, funders and other key stakeholders will be 

critical in addressing this. 

What about social enterprise? 
So far the FSP has fostered curiosity and experimentation in the area of social enterprise or the 

so-called hybrid model, but participants are asking for more support and guidance. Both Spring 

Strategies and the Ford Foundation, which launched an expanded impact investing program 

under its new strategic plan, are examining what their roles should be in supporting productive 

experimentation with hybrid models. 



Page 12 of 88

Scale and reach. 
To date the program has been a ‘boutique’ program – with deep and continuing engagement by 

the Spring Strategies’ CEO and associates – that is appreciated for its uniqueness. Participants 

have carried out some replication and Spring Strategies is developing other learning products 

and	platforms.	As	it	finds	different	mechanisms	to	scale	the	program,	attention	will	need	to	be	

paid	to	quality	control	and	fidelity	to	the	methodology.

Building on strong program assessment. 
Spring Strategies has developed strong internal evaluation practices for tracking progress  

in	the	five	result	areas,	mutual	accountability,	and	learning.	It	can	strengthen	external	validation	

of	the	program	by	improving	its	survey	instruments	and	incorporating	a	second	formal	financial	

health	check-up	at	the	end	of	the	fiscal	year	in	which	the	program	is	completed,	and	over	a	

subsequent period of one to two years to better determine the medium to longer term impacts 

of the program.

The donor side of the equation. 
More resilient and impactful organizations need supportive donors to help maximize their 

collective impact. It is recommended that Spring Strategies more proactively reach out to 

foundations	and	funding	agencies	to	help	them	construct	mutually	beneficial	and	transformative	

relationships	with	their	grantees	to	become	more	strategic	financers	and	partners	in	the	larger	

ecosystem of human rights and social and environmental justice actors and movements.
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I Introduction
Since 2012 more than 50 Kenyan, Ugandan, and Tanzanian civil society organizations (CSOs)1, 

and 16 Indian CSOs2 have participated in Spring Strategies’, Ford-sponsored Financial 

Sustainability Program (FSP). At its outset, the goal of the program was to help organizations 

become more effective in realizing their strategic goals and mission by building a solid foundation 

that	encompasses	both	resource	mobilization	and	strategic	finance.	The	eight-month	program	

was	designed	to	bring	about	“transformative	organizational	change”	and	to	help	participants	face	

“their	demons	and	deepest	frustrations”	regarding	resource	mobilization	and	financing	of	their	

work. It is designed to help participants develop strong inter-related strategies, practices and 

systems	to	support	financial	resiliency	as	crucial	elements	of	the	operational	“vehicle”	that	allows	

for	effective,	efficient,	and	sustainable	delivery	of	the	mission.	3

The program begins with a general organizational assessment of each participating organization 

and	a	more	detailed	assessment	of	its	financial	health,	leading	into	the	one-week	training	attended	

by the pivot team consisting of three individuals from each organization – the executive director, 

the	senior	finance	person,	and	a	person	involved	in	resource	mobilization.	At	the	end	of	the	week,	

each organization develops an action plan, which it implements in the subsequent six to seven 

months. During the implementation phase, organizations are matched with one or two other peer 

organizations for the purposes of mutual support and accountability. At the end of the program, 

each organization and the individual participants report on their progress in survey form. These 

reports	are	consolidated	and	shared	during	a	final	review	and	graduation	meeting	in	which	

organizations also share their experiences and future plans. The program is characterized by a lot 

of	consultation	with	participants	and	tight	feedback	loops	to	help	Spring	Strategies	fine-tune	the	

program and provide customized support for participants throughout the eight-month period. 

Organizations’ assessments of the program and its results have been overwhelming favorable, 

both in terms of the quality of program delivery by Spring Strategies and demonstrated progress 

by participants. However, with the Program in its fourth year4, Spring Strategies was interested 

in determining how organizations were doing after the formal end of the program. Spring Strategies 

is	mindful	of	research	that	shows	that	only	between	a	fifth	to	a	third	of	organizational	change	

processes actually are sustained and deliver as promised.5 So, this evaluation was designed to 

answer three questions: 

1 The program was piloted with seven Kenyan-based grantees in 2012/2013. Since then, two additional cohorts 
have gone through the eight-month program, with 14 grantees from Kenya and six from Uganda in 2013, and 25 
organizations in 2014/15 from Kenya (14), Uganda (7) and Tanzania (4) in 2014.

2 The program started in India in 2014 with a total of 16 India-based CSOs.

3	 Quotes	are	taken	from	“Theory	of	change	essentials	of	the	Financial	Sustainability	Program”	by	Ellen	Sprenger,	
April 13, 2015.

4	 In	addition	to	working	with	CSOs	in	Kenya,	Uganda,	Tanzania	and	India	on	financial	resilience,	sponsored	by	Ford	
Foundation, Spring Strategies, at the time of writing this report, worked with roughly 25 additional CSOs based in 
Canada, the Netherlands, Belgium, the United States and South Africa.

5	 Based	on	McKinsey’s	own	research	and	that	of	others	found	in	Scott	Keller	and	Carolyn	Aiken,	“The	Inconvenient	
Truth About Change Management: Why it isn’t working and what to do about it.” McKinsey Quarterly, April 2009, p. 
1, footnote 5.
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1) Were organizations able to maintain momentum and institutionalize changes they began or 

adopted	while	they	were	in	the	program?	

2) Given the diversity of organizations participating in the program (in terms of focus, country 

context, and stage in the organizational life cycle), does the program design adequately 

address	that	diversity?	

3) Has the program delivered on its resource mobilization goals and/or advances in 

organizations’	financial	health	and	resilience	after	graduation?	In	broad	terms,	then,	this	

evaluation assesses whether Spring Strategies’ theory of change and training methodology is 

validated or challenged by experience.

This evaluation, undertaken in May-June 2015, attempts to answer these questions by focusing 

primarily	on	the	program’s	first	graduates	-	the	Kenyan	and	Ugandan	organizations	that	

participated in the program in 2012 and 2013, that have been out of the program for between 18 

and 24 months at the time of this evaluation. 

The process of this evaluation, from preliminary discussions, through data collection, to the 

experience and feedback from the advanced workshops in Kenya in June 2015, to the sharing 

and	discussion	of	preliminary	results	and	a	first	draft	during	July	and	August,	has	resulted	in	not	

only the assessment of the impact of the program, but also the advancement of thinking about 

the program. Both will be explored in this report. In particular, the concepts of organizational 

resilience and adaptation have emerged as being important outcomes in their own right. 

The	reshaping	and	refining	of	this	document	is	in	keeping	with	the	transformative	nature	of	

the program itself, which has evolved over the last several years and impacted not only the 

participants, sometimes in fundamental ways, but also Spring Strategies and the Ford Foundation. 

This paper begins with a discussion of Spring Strategies theory of change and practice, then 

shares FSP’s results framework and success indicators (Section II). Section III begins with a 

detailed discussion of the operating context of CSOs in Kenya, Uganda and to a lesser degree 

Tanzania, to illustrate the uncertain economic and political environment in which social justice 

organizations are operating. It then describes the FSP process and content, developed to help 

organizations better navigate their environment. Section IV describes the methodology of this 

evaluation	and	Section	V	presents	the	results	of	the	program,	considering	both	the	five	results	

areas in the framework, as well as changes that transcend the framework. Section VI presents 

overarching conclusions, while Section VII considers issues and recommendations for the further 

evolution of the FSP in East Africa and elsewhere. 
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II  The FSP Theory of Change 
and Results Framework 

2.1 Theory and Practice of change 
Spring	Strategies	“exists	to	make	leaders	at	the	frontline	of	social	justice	excel.”	Spring	Strategies	

articulates its theory and practice of change for the Financial Sustainability Program as follows:

Civil society organizations are critical in achieving a socially and environmentally 

just	world.	A	key	accelerator	and	also	inhibitor	for	achieving	justice	is	the	financing	

of this work, often a great challenge for frontline leaders. At Spring Strategies, we 

ask	ourselves,	“What	if	leaders	for	rights	and	justice	were	to	bring	the	same	level	of	

resilience	to	their	financing	model	as	they	bring	to	their	programming?”6

In terms of its capacity development approach Spring Strategies believes that:

Individuals and organizations will be more effective in realizing their mission and 

ambitious goals if they become more aware of the limitations of their current 
approach, learn to see new possibilities and then build sustainable new capacities 
and relationships to achieve the outcomes that deeply matter to them.

The Financial Sustainability Program:

•	 Discusses	financial	sustainability	and	resilience	in	terms	of	the	need	to	respond	to	a	

constantly changing funding environment. In this volatile landscape it is those who are 

proactive, creative and able to bounce back who will thrive;

• Customizes and calibrates the program to build on the unique strengths and potential of both 

individuals and their organizations at their given stage of development;

•	 Helps	participants	forge	a	connection	between	the	content	and	financing	of	the	work,	so	that	

leadership and staff develop a seamless understanding of the interface between program, 

resource	mobilization	and	strategic	finance;

• Is grounded in collaboration and networking, between individuals, organizations and 

movements, as part of a larger ecosystem of interdependent relationships;

• Is designed to take participants on a journey that transforms hearts and minds, actions, 

relationships and systems. Participants graduate from the program with a ‘new normal’ and 

the tools to sustain it;

• Seeks to maintain momentum through peer support, ongoing coaching, and continuing 

education through online seminars and interactive platform.

6	 All	of	Section	2.1.	Theory	and	Practice	of	Change	draws	heavily	from	an	internal	document,	“Theory	of	 
change essentials of the Financial Sustainability Program” by Ellen Sprenger, April 13, 2015. All quotes are  
from that source.
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The	program	is	built	on	what	Spring	Strategies	judges	as	five	essentials	for	transformative	

organizational change and, by its own account, the program has very intentionally embodied 

each of these essentials in its design:

1. Customize and calibrate

2. It’s all about purpose

3. Four dimensions of transformational change

4. Commitment and collaboration

5. Creating and sustaining momentum

1. Customize and calibrate
At the outset of the FSP, Ellen Sprenger, CEO of Spring Strategies, meets with each of the 

participating organizations to identify where they are in the organizational life cycle and what 

they identify as their strengths and most pressing needs.7 Financial consultant Dale Needles 

then	does	a	financial	analysis	and	assesses	each	organization’s	financial	health.	The	purpose	

of this is to help identify priorities, the highest leverage investments, and the types of support 

the organization will need to successfully complete the program. In other words, while all 

organizations	are	working	towards	competency	in	the	five	result	areas,	Spring	Strategies	seeks	

to identify what each of them should prioritize(customize) and at what scale and pace (calibrate). 

In practice, the program has included organizations ranging from newly-hatched start-ups 

with nominal funding to well-established, mature organizations. By bringing such diverse 

organizations together, the premise is that the newer ones can learn from the experience of the 

well-established ones and possibly avoid early-stage pitfalls, while the older ones are reminded 

of their early days of boldness and experimentation and are encouraged to be more innovative in 

reshaping	their	financing	models	and/or	practices.	

2. It’s all about purpose 
The	first	challenge	the	program	seeks	to	overcome	is	the	perceived	disconnect	or	zero-sum	

relationship between investing in program work or investing in resource mobilization. Most 

human rights and social and environmental justice organizations are founded and led by 

intensely motivated individuals promoting a new idea or a different approach to address an 

urgent need. Many individuals experience the task of resource mobilization as taking them away 

from	“the	real	work”	and	they	operate	in	organizational	cultures	where	being	under-funded	

and over-stretched is taken as the norm, which makes dealing with resource mobilization highly 

stressful. Moreover, negative experiences with funders are not unusual – funders will often only 

fund project costs and only for certain kinds of projects, they might push their own ideas and 

agenda, and/or create high transaction costs with excessive administrative demands. It is not 

surprising that many leaders experience a disconnect between their passion for the work and the 

7 The organizational stages are found in the Smart Growth tool, originally developed by the Women’s Funding 
Network, but adapted by Ellen Sprenger, Stephanie Clohesy, and Hope Chigudu. The stages are: Incubation stage 
(envision	and	commit);	Start	up	stage	(start	up	and	launch);	Formalization	stage	(grow	and	deliver);	Diversification	
stage (delegate and evaluate); Growth stage (specialize and control); Renew stage (renew and rebuild). 
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day-to-day demands of keeping their organizations functioning, particularly when organizations 

often	find	themselves	in	a	starvation	cycle.8 

Graphic 1: The Organizational Starvation Cycle

So,	a	critical	first	step	for	the	program	is	to	create	a	connection	between	participants’	intrinsic	

motivation – the reason they do the work they do – and the content of the FSP. The program has 

been using the metaphor of the bicycle – where the front wheel is mission, vision and values that 

are	embodied	by	program	activities;	the	back	wheel	is	strategic	finance	coupled	with	resource	

mobilization; and the body of the bike is the supporting infrastructure, including staff and board. 

Only	when	both	wheels	are	inflated,	the	frame	is	sturdy	and	the	bike	is	moving	in	the	right	

direction (and is mission-driven as opposed to funder-driven) can organizations achieve their 

forward-looking	purpose.	Sprenger	argues	that	once	this	connection	is	(re)established	“the	first	

transformative	shift	is	made,	energy	flows,	[and]	participants	feel	inspired	and	find	it	easier	to	stay	

focused	[on	FSP	program	content]”	and	this	allows	participants	“the	courage	to	focus	on	what	is	not	

working,	draw	enthusiasm	out	of	exhaustion	and	cynicism,	[and	overcome]	resistance	to	change.”

3. Four dimensions of Transformational Change
The program is heavily informed by the Integral approach that is based on the premise that 

transformational change only occurs when all key elements of human and/or organizational 

potential and capacity are addressed – changes in experience and mindset, change in action 

8	 See	Ann	Goggins	and	Don	Howard.	“The	Nonprofit	Starvation	Cycle,”	Stanford Social Innovation Review (Fall, 2009): 
49-53.	Another	related	concept	is	the	“Overhead	Myth”,	that	small	overheads	reflect	good	allocation	of	resources,	
when	recent	research	shows	that	overly	low	administrative	costs	impact	effectiveness.	See:	“Good	charities	spend	
more on administration than less good charities.” Found at: http://giving-evidence.com/2013/05/02/admin-data.

CSO undermines its capacity to do effective program 
work and its own organizational survival

CSOs fail to invest 
in infrastruction, 
don’t calculate or 
share real cost of 

doing the work 
with donor

CSOs feel presure 
to conform to donor 

expectations

Unrealistic donor 
expectations; 

unwillingness to fund 
overhead
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and performance, change in relationships and culture, and change in process and systems.9 

Schematically, this is represented in Graphic 2.

Graphic 2: Dimensions of Transformational Change

Program participants are not presented with this schematic, rather the integral model underlies 

the program curriculum that is designed to address all four quadrants and, at the individual level, 

work	with	each	person	to	become	more	“integral”	–	more	capable	in	each	of	the	areas	and	aware	

of the connections between them. It also informs the facilitation style that names problems, 

reframes them as positives or untapped potential, and then explores practical steps participants 

can	take.	What	this	means	in	practice	is	that	a	finance	person	might	have	strong	technical	skills	

(upper	right	[UR]	in	Graphic	2)	and	analytic	capacity	(LR),	but	struggles	to	convey	the	analysis	

in ways that are accessible to non-technical staff and board members (LL) and therefore fails to 

inform organizational decisions, which may make her/him feel more divorced from the mission 

(UL). Conversely, an executive director who is deeply committed to the mission (UL) and adept and 

making the case for the organization and garnering funds (LL), may have trouble constructing the 

systems (LR) that allow the organization to adapt to funding windfalls or shortfalls or understand 

the more complicated budgeting required for expanding programs and multiple funders. In the 

process of the training, each set of competencies and orientations is acknowledged as essential in 

moving from a partial view and experience to seeing the larger whole.

9 According to Integral Theory, there are at least four primary dimensions or perspectives through which we can 
experience reality. Only in combination do they lead to transformative change. The model as presented here was 
originally	developed	by	Ken	Wilber	and	is	adapted	by	Ellen	Sprenger,	who	is	an	Integral	Master	Coach™	certified	
with	Integral	Coaching®	Canada.	For	more	on	the	Integral	approach	see	Sean	Esbjorn-Hargens,	“An	Overview	
of Integral Theory.” Found at: https://integrallife.com/integral-post/overview-integral-theory, March 12, 2009, 
(accessed Sept. 19, 2015).
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Consequently, understanding and valuing each other’s competencies, strengthening individual 

competencies, and stretching to build new ones, including the capacity to bridge orientations, 

prepares both the individual and the organization for transformative change. 

4. Commitment and collaboration 

There	are	two	tiers	of	collaboration	that	the	FSP	seeks	to	foster.	The	first	is	at	the	organizational	

level	with	the	pivot	team	–	the	executive	director,	the	senior	finance	person	and	a	third	person	

critical for resource mobilization – all of whom must go through the FSP together. Up front, FSP 

is asking for a deep organizational commitment both in personnel terms and in an organization’s 

willingness	to	open	itself	up	for	detailed	scrutiny	in	the	pre-training,	assessment	stage.	“The	

first	step	is	for	the	team	of	three	to	(re)discover	each	other’s	roles	and	contributions	and	see	

how	each	of	them	holds	a	piece	of	the	[financial	sustainability]	puzzle.	Most	importantly,	they	

learn to see that only by working as a team can they move (pivot) the whole organization.” As the 

team works together implementing the action plan during the six- to seven-month process after 

the training, they start making connections between what they each see and experience and 

together build a more integral picture of their circumstances, enabling the organization to get 

ahead of their situation and move into more proactive ways of addressing challenges, including 

resource	mobilization	and	more	strategic	financial	management.	

The second tier of collaboration that the program seeks to foster is between the organizations 

participating	in	each	cohort.	The	idea	is	to	get	participants	to	“let	go	of	the	paradigm	of	fear,	

scarcity, competition, to one of experiencing abundance and demonstrating generosity.” This 

is done through exercises meant to break down the wall of silence between organizations, 

such as sharing the name of their funders with each other or discussing openly their resource-

mobilization challenges using role-playing exercises, as well as structured opportunities for  

peer support and exchange over the course of the eight months. Participants gradually shift  

from working from a defensive and competitive stance to one of sharing and collaboration  

where people within and between organizations can learn from each other, build joint strategies 

and share resources. The notion of collaboration also extends to the wider ecosystem, including 

the quality of engagement with funders. It is here that the program intends to move beyond 

individual and organizational change to creating stronger movements for human rights and  

social and environmental justice.

5. Creating and sustaining momentum
One can learn new skills – whether they be cognitive or physical – but until the learner uses 

the skills and embodies them in neural pathways or ‘muscle memory’, s/he will revert to old 

habits. Consequently, FSP participants, having been exposed to a lot of new material and tools 

during the one-week training, need to stay ‘in training’ over the subsequent six to seven months. 

The action plan, in which they identify deliverables and set targets, serves as their guide. The 

peer support, online seminars, and check-ins from Spring Strategies provide problem solving 

resources and serve as an external accountability mechanism. In addition, the pivot team has 

to stretch itself further to bring the rest of the organization (including the board) along, so that 

the responsibility for change does not rest just with the pivot team, but is internalized by the 

organization and can be sustained, even in the case of staff turnover. 
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2.2  The Results Framework and 
success indicators

The	capacities	the	program	seeks	to	build	are	captured	in	its	results	framework;	there	are	five	

result areas and 15 indicators of success (see Table 1).10 The assessment tools applied throughout 

the program were built around this framework.

 

Table 1: The Results Framework and Success Indicators 

10 In 2014, the FSP elevated a success indicator – analysis and understanding of the funding landscape – to a result 
area	in	its	own	right.	As	the	program	has	evolved	the	indicators	have	been	added	to	and	refined.	This	is	the	
framework as of December 2015, as Spring Strategies wanted the current version in circulation. The changes do 
not affect the analysis in the evaluation.

Financial Resilience Practice 

(FRP) Integrates:

As a result of Spring Forward, participants will be able to:

FUNDING LANDSCAPE:

Analyses and Proactiveness →

 1. Respond proactively to changes in the national and international  
funding landscape.

 2. Apply ethical screens and standards for prospecting and accepting funds.

 3. Identify and develop social enterprise models.

RESOURCE MOBILIZATION:

Prospecting,	Diversification,	 

and Growth →

 4. Diversify institutional funding across sectors and geographies.

 5. Raise funds from individuals through different channels.

 6. Institute donor prospecting and stewardship (cultivation) as essential to  
all resource mobilization efforts.

STRATEGIC FINANCE:

Analysis, Budgeting and  

Building Reserves →

 7. Apply a budgeting strategy that projects and captures income, costs,  
recovery of costs and comparisons with actuals.

	 8.	 Develop	and	implement	plans	that	substantiate	financial	reserves.

	 9.	 Create	and	monitor	financial	health	indicators	to	establish	goals	and	 
drive resource mobilization efforts.

QUALITY OF ENGAGEMENT:

Communications and 

Compliance →

 10. Create clear and compelling messages for different stakeholder  
groups and platforms.

 11. Understand how relationships with donors are experienced and shape 
engagement leading to greater ability to have authentic conversations.

 12. Comply with best practices for contractual compliance, privacy and security 
by improving internal administrative function.

LEADERSHIP PRACTICE:

Staff and Board Capacities  

and Networking →

	 13.	 Create	an	action	plan	on	financial	resilience	that	integrates	with	strategic	
direction (and other foundational capacities)

	 14.	 Ensure	staff	and	board	apply	financial	resilience	to	specific	strategic	actions.

	 15.	 Be	active	in	networks	on	financial	resilience	and	reach	out	to	exchange	 
with peers.
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III  The FSP Context, Process 
and Program Content 

3.1 Context11

One of the issues that spurred the Ford Foundation in Eastern Africa to fund the Financial 

Sustainability program was its perception that, even after some rebound from the 2008/2009 

economic	crisis,	the	funding	landscape	was	changing	in	significant	ways.	Its	grantees	were	in	a	

more competitive environment for traditional institutional funding sectors (private endowed 

foundations,	public	foundations/international	non-governmental	organizations	[INGOs],	

bilateral and multi-lateral agencies) and poorly equipped to diversify their resource base through 

attracting funding from new funding sectors (corporate or individual donors) or generating 

income through service provision, consultancies and other revenue-generating models. In 

addition, the governments of Kenya and Uganda have been restricting the space for CSOs as well 

as seeking greater control and oversight of CSOs’ funding and activities, especially those CSOs 

focusing on human rights.

Changes in the traditional funding context

Many of the established organizations in Kenya, Uganda and Tanzania (integrated into the FSP 

in	2014)	have	been	directly	or	indirectly	dependent	on	official	development	assistance	(ODA),	

either through bilateral and multi-lateral donors or northern and international NGOs who are 

themselves dependent, at least in part, on ODA funding. Over the past ten years, ODA funds 

available	for	civil	society	organizations	have	decreased	significantly.	Moreover,	because	ODA	

donors and recipients are following the principles articulated in the Paris Declaration on Aid 

Effectiveness	and	subsequent	OECD-DAC	agreements,	there	has	been	a	significant	shift	of	 

ODA spending to privilege government-to-government transfers.12 There has also been 

a process of instrumentalization of civil society as implementers and sub-contractors of 

larger	projects	of	either	government	or,	increasingly	“private-public	partnerships”	involving	

corporations. CSOs are therefore trying to access a diminishing pie and deal with ever more 

restricted project-based funding.

Although	the	net	ODA	has	been	increasing	in	Kenya	since	the	2008	financial	crash,	reaching	

$2.65 billion in 2012 and $3.24 billion in 2013, aid has increased in only the energy and 

transportation sectors (as of 2012) and decreased for all other sectors. In contrast, Uganda’s aid 

flows	have	been	virtually	stagnant	over	the	last	several	years	and	were	adversely	affected	after	

a	highly-publicized	corruption	scandal	on	the	use	of	official	aid	funds	in	2012.	In	2013,	Uganda	

received	$1.69	billion	in	net	ODA.	Tanzania,	like	Kenya,	enjoyed	a	significant	increase	in	ODA	in	

11 Researcher and social justice organizer, Molly Kane provided research and insights for this section.

12 For more on aid effectiveness from the perspective of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development and the Development Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC), see http://www.oecd.org/dac/
effectiveness.
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2013 over 2012, after years of very slow growth, to $3.43 billion.13 In all three countries, only a 

very	small	proportion	of	ODA	finds	its	way	to	human	rights	and	social	and	environmental	justice	

organizations and even less now that funds for peace, security and governance are increasingly 

deployed toward security to deal with the threat of terrorism, especially in Kenya. Even with the 

recent upward trend for Kenya, there is concern that ODA will begin to decrease because Kenya 

has been re-categorized	as	a	middle	income	country.	This	makes	it	more	difficult	for	donors	to	

prioritize aid to Kenya in their ODA commitments and at least one major bilateral donor (the 

Netherlands) has begun phasing out of the country.

More worrisome than the reduced amounts of aid are the types of aid CSOs are now receiving. 

Speaking of Kenya, but with equal relevance to other East African countries:

It should however be noted that almost all the ODA that goes to CSOs is classed as 

aid through CSOs – funds that CSOs are asked to channel to programs and projects 

that	fit	donor	priorities,	as	opposed	to	aid	to	CSOs	–	funds	that	have	the	intent	of	

strengthening	CSOs	and	allow	CSOs	to	define	their	own	priorities.	Recent	growth	

has	been	in	aid	through	rather	than	aid	to	CSOs	…	This	suggests	[that]	many	official	

donors perceive CSOs as a pipeline and a contractor, rather than as something of 

value in its own right. 14 (Emphasis added.)

CSOs entering the program were acutely aware of these trends and were not only concerned 

about reduced funding, but also about reduced autonomy; but felt largely powerless to do 

anything about it. 

The only recent data on human rights and social and environmental justice funding comes from 

the International Human Rights Funders Group (IHRFG) and its collaborators.15 The 2012 data 

(the most recent year available) indicates that the 50 sub-Saharan Africa countries received a 

miniscule $237 million in funding for the full spectrum of rights, based on data provided by its 

members. Of this:

• $33.7 million was spent in Kenya on 332 grants, with nearly a quarter going to 

environmental and resource rights, but only 2 per cent going to access to justice, 0.6 per 

cent going to freedom from gender/identity violence, and 3.6 per cent going to expression 

and information rights; 

• $33.4 million was spent in Uganda on 304 grants, with freedom from torture and degrading 

treatment a priority issue (34.2 per cent), with only 2.6 per cent to freedom from gender/

identity-based violence, and 0.4 per cent to support right to peaceful assembly; and 

13	 World	Bank,	“Net	official	development	assistance	and	official	aid	received	(current	US$)”	found	at	http://data.
worldbank.org/indicator/DT.ODA.ALLD.CD (accessed September 19, 2015).

14	 Civicus,	“Kenya:	International	Exposure	Drives	National	Crackdown,”	State of Civil Society Report 2015, p. 143. 
Found at: http://civicus.org/index.php/en/media-centre-129/reports-and-publications/socs2015.

15 IHRFG is a membership organization of private and public foundations/INGOs and some UN agencies; it 
developed	the	funding	database	as	part	of	the	“Advancing	Human	Rights	Knowledge	Tools	for	Funders	Initiative”	
carried out with the International Network of Women’s Funds, and Ariadne: European Funders for Social Change 
and Human Rights. 

http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/feature/2014/09/30/kenya-a-bigger-better-economy
http://humanrights.foundationcenter.org/regions/africa/
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• $23.7 million dollars granted in Tanzania on 332 grants, with 27.2 per cent going to general 

human rights, a quarter going to land and resource rights, with only nominal funding for other 

rights concerns of Tanzanian participants.16

In other words, even the human rights funding that is available often falls outside the 

programmatic focus of many of the FSP participants. 

A	final	point	about	the	funding	context	is	the	growing	role	of	foreign	direct	investment	(FDI)	and	

trade	in	Africa.	In	Kenya,	net	FDI	inflows	have	leaped	from	$163	million	in	2012	to	$944	million	in	

2014. Between 2010 and 2013 in Uganda, FDI increased from $544 million to $1.2 billion (2014 

data	is	not	yet	available).	Tanzania’s	FDI	has	remained	relatively	flat	since	2010	and	for	2013	was	

$1.87 billion.17	More	broadly	in	Africa,	private	flows	of	capital	are	beginning	to	dwarf	ODA,	with	

the growing engagement of countries such as China, Brazil and India. China is an increasingly 

visible presence in East Africa, with large building projects in the capitals of Nairobi and Kampala 

and infrastructure projects, especially along the East African coast. Chinese cumulative 

investment in Africa was at $26 billion in 2013 and $30 billion in 2014, up from $7 billion in 2008, 

with aspirations of reaching $100 billion by 2020.1819 Chinese trade outstrips that of all other 

major trading partners (see Graphic 3, below) and reached roughly $200 billion a year in 2014, 

with Africa enjoying a slight surplus. While these countries need to grow economically, there are 

two big risks for those concerned with human rights and social and environmental justice. One is 

that:

Investment	is	often	carried	out	by	Chinese	firms	using	Chinese	workers,	limiting	

the	benefits	to	the	host	country.	Growing	commodity	exports	have	done	little	

to develop the labor intensive manufacturing base necessary to draw Africa’s 

rural	workers	into	a	high-productivity	factory	sector.	Indeed,	an	influx	of	cheap	

Chinese goods may stymie the development of Africa’s low-end manufacturing. As 

commodity	prices	fall,	Africa’s	trade	surplus	with	China	could	turn	into	a	deficit.20

A second concern is around human rights and environmental damage, given the extractive 

nature of much of China’s investment and its more authoritarian approach to development, 

which some fear will reinforce authoritarian or security-state tendencies in their own countries. 

Even The Economist notes:

16 Data kindly provided by the Foundation Centre from their database.

17	 World	Bank,	“Foreign	Direct	Investment,	net	inflows	(current	US$).	Found	at	http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/
BX.KLT.DINV.CD.WD.

18	 Mark	Bolund	and	Tom	Orlik,	“China’s	Road	to	Africa	Lifts	Investment,	Adds	Debt	Risk.”	Bloomberg Professional 
Service, June 18, 2015. Found at http://www.bloomberg.com/professional/blog/chinas-road-to-africa-lifts-
investment-adds-debt-risk.

19	 David	Parkes,	et	al.	“Overview	of	Foreign	Direct	Investment	in	Africa.”	King	and	Wood	Malleson,	March	16,	
2015. Found at http://www.kwm.com/en/es/knowledge/insights/overview-of-foreign-direct-investment-in-
africa-20150316

20 Bolund and Orik, ibid
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Source: The Economist, see footnote 20.

Opposition	[to	Chinese	investment]	is	fuelled	by	Africa’s	thriving	civil	society,	which	

demands more transparency and an accounting for human rights. This can be an 

unfamiliar challenge for authoritarian China, whose foreign policy is heavily based 

on state-to-state relations with little appreciation of the gulf between African rulers 

and their people. 21

On the positive side, trade and investment have fuelled a respectable growth rate in Kenya, 

Uganda and Tanzania, with more pronounced positive impacts on per capita income in Kenya 

and Tanzania than in Uganda, although income inequality remains pronounced in each country. 

There is also a growing middle, consumer class, with at least some disposable income that could 

potentially be channelled towards organizations traditionally funded by international donors. 

 

Policy Environment

Another	significant	contextual	change	has	been	East	African	governments’	increasing	efforts	

to	regulate	CSOs,	including	restricting	the	direct	flow	of	foreign	funding.	In	Kenya,	the	Public	

Benefits	Organization	(PBO)	Act	of	2013	is	currently	subject	to	modification	based	on	a	series	

of restrictive amendments that have been attached to it in anticipation of implementation. 

These include requirements for greater CSO transparency, more onerous reporting and greater 

government oversight. Among the most worrisome proposed measures is one restricting the 

percentage of foreign funding CSOs can receive (no more than 15 per cent), unless they get a 

certificate	designating	them	‘a	foreign	benefit’	(as	opposed	to	a	public	benefit)	organization.	For	

some Kenyan organizations, this potentially is an existential threat, not only because of their 

21	 “China	in	Africa:	One	among	many.”	The Economist, January 17, 2015. Found at http://www.economist.com/news/
middle-east-and-africa/21639554-china-has-become-big-africa-now-backlash-one-among-many.
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dependence on foreign funding, but the political sensitivity of the issues they work on. As one 

rights	organization	stated,	“If	the	PBO	Act	is	passed	with	the	proposed	hostile	amendments,	we	

would be shut down. As the largest funder of LGBTI and sex worker rights in East Africa, this 

would also essentially shut down our grantee partners.” 

This uncertainty has had a knock-on effect with donors, and many FSP participants noted that 

donors seemed to be more risk averse and unwilling to provide multi-year funding, while they 

waited to see the legislative outcome. For example, one bilateral funder of local initiatives is now 

only	providing	grants	of	between	$15-20,000	for	periods	of	no	more	than	five	months,	covering	

only direct project costs. 

In Uganda, while there are no restrictions on the level of foreign funding at this time, other 

measures are being taken to control and limit civil society space. These include mandatory 

and burdensome registration and annual re-registration; criminalization of any activities that 

“promote	homosexuality”	under	the	Prohibition of Promotion of Unnatural Sexual Practices Bill that 

could be interpreted to include advocacy for gay rights; restrictions on hiring of foreign nationals, 

the requirement that all funding be received by the Bank of Uganda (the government bank), and 

police approval required for public meetings of three or more people to discuss political issues. 

As of this writing, another bill is pending that would add additional restrictions.22 

In Tanzania, overt efforts at government control have been fewer. The 2002 NGO Act 

established an NGO regulatory board that can coordinate NGOS in light of national 

development	plans	and	prohibits	international	NGOs	“from	doing	any	act	that	is	likely	to	cause	

misunderstanding among indigenous/domestic NGOs”, an item criticized for its vagueness. More 

recently a cybercrime bill was signed into law. A critic asserts that: 

The law has serious implications for constitutional and international human rights, 

particularly freedom of expression and information online and the right to privacy. 

The most controversial provisions relate to criminalization of sharing information, 

extensive police powers of search and seizure, surveillance without judicial 

authorization	and	numerous	vaguely	defined	offences.23

As a consequence of this uncertain operating environment, considerable energy is going into 

exploring new funding modalities to both increase income and secure funding that supports the 

independence and longevity of CSOs. One being pushed by bilateral and multi-lateral donors is 

public-private partnerships, through such initiatives as USAID’s Feed the Future. There is also 

great interest in mobilizing local resources for philanthropy, expanding individual giving that 

has been limited to the extended family or one’s immediate community, to tap into the growth 

of the middle and professional class, especially in Kenya. There is a small but growing number of 

philanthropic entities such as Trust Africa, the Kenyan Community Development Foundation, the 

African Grantmakers Network, the African Women’s Development Fund and the African chapter 

22 NGO Law Monitor, Uganda, April 23, 2015. Found at http://www.icnl.org/research/monitor/uganda.html.

23	 Daniel	Marari,	“Of	Tanzania’s	cybercrimes	law	and	the	threat	to	freedom	of	expression	and	information,”	Africa 
Law, May 15, 2015. Found at http://africlaw.com/2015/05/25/of-tanzanias-cybercrimes-law-and-the-threat-to-
freedom-of-expression-and-information.



Page 26 of 88

of the International Network of Women’s Funds, providing thought leadership and promoting 

social justice philanthropy on the continent. 

The FSP also works with participants to explore the potential of online fundraising, resource 

mobilization from high-net-worth individuals and social enterprise development. The motive is 

not	only	to	mobilize	more	financial	resources,	but	also	to	develop	committed	local	constituencies.	

CSOs’ independence and positioning in the face of government-control efforts will be greatly 

fortified	not	only	through	diversified	sources	of	funding,	but	a	growing	base	of	local	supporters	

who believe in and can contribute to their mission as both donors and activists.

3.2  The stages in the Financial 
Sustainability Program

The FSP cannot anticipate, nor address every dimension of a complex and changing environment. 

What	it	seeks	to	do	is	enhance	“the	capacity	of	frontline	leadership	to	excel”	and	help	build	the	

institutional strength and adaptive capacity of organizations. This is not a process that can be 

achieved with a single training, but requires accompaniment over a number of months to lay the 

groundwork so that efforts can be sustained in the absence of the ongoing presence of Spring 

Strategies. More recently, Spring Strategies has added a continuing education component, 

including advance-level workshops and an online interactive space to reinforce and dig deeper 

into key topic areas. The table below summarizes the stages of the FSP:
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Table 2: Stages in the Financial Sustainability Program

Program element Activities

I. The Core Eight-Month Program

Diagnostic Phase:
• Organizational Diagnostic

• Financial Health Analysis based on  

financial	statements

•	 Baseline	survey	filled	out	by	each	organization

•	 Document	review	(strategic	plans,	financial	

statements, evaluations, overview of donors,  

among others)

•	 Preliminary	meetings	to	share	financial	health	

analysis	ad	findings	and	to	go	over	strengths	and	

weaknesses using the results framework

• Review and analysis of baseline surveys and 

discussion with organizations on their priorities

Four-day workshop See workshop content, Table 3, next page

Implementation Phase
• Action Plan implementation

• Peer Support (2-4 month progress check in)

• Support from Spring Strategies (scheduled  

and as requested)

• Endline survey on progress for both organization  

and individuals

• Take action plan back to organization; orient  

staff and board;

• Track progress against established benchmarks

• Work with one or two peer organizations, including 

mid-process review

•	 Meeting	of	financial	officers

• Consult with Spring Strategies – a mid-term phone/

skype check in on implementation of action plan; 

check	ins	on	strategic	finance

• Submit endline surveys

Graduation/Review Meeting • Review survey results and analyze

• Exchange experience on implementation process

II. Additional Program Elements created in response to program learning and reflection

Two one-day trainings with Ford Foundation Eastern 
Africa staff with Regional Representative and Program 

Officers	(August	2013)	and	with	Program	Assistants	

and Administration level staff (June 2014)

• Introduced them to key concepts (e.g. the 

organizational life cycle, the starvation cycle) and to 

the	Dashboard	and	financial	health	indicators

• Briefed them about cost allocation (direct and 

indirect costs) and cost recovery to prep them to 

expect this in grantee budgets and encourage them 

to not feed into the starvation cycle

Reunion of 2012-2014 Graduates (December 2014) Advance level workshops on Scaling for Higher Impact, 

Strategic Finance and Strategic Communications 

Online resources • Continuing education through online seminars on 

resource	mobilization	and	strategic	finance

• Online interactive website for sharing of resources 

and experiences

Advanced Workshops (June 2015)

• Workshop 1 on Resource Mobilization (2.5 days)

• Workshop 2 on Financial Sustainability 2.0 (2.5 days)

• Workshop 3 on Scaling for Higher Impact (2 days)

• Panel discussion on progress

• Learning circles/FGD

• Advanced session (various topics)

• Pitch competitions to external funders/investors 

(“Dragons’	Den”)
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3.3 Training Content and Delivery
The FSP covers technical material and provides a range of tools related to resource mobilization 

and	strategic	finance	over	the	course	of	four	days,	at	the	same	time	as	it	addresses	attitudes	and	

beliefs that may inhibit the capacity to execute the program. The course content is in Table 3.

Table 3: Schematic of FSP sessions and tools/concepts

Sessions* Key Tools/Concepts

Introduction	to	financial	sustainability • The results framework and success indicators

Developing an unforgettable case • Addressing your audiences - gut, head, heart

Where’s	the	money?	-	Collective	group	

process and per organization

• Donor mapping – past present and future

• Revenue mapping by donor

• Donor prospecting

It’s (not) about the money • Understanding personal relationship to money

• Examining paradigms of donor relations, shifting to  

transformational relationship

Strategic budgeting • Elements of strategic budgeting - revenue projections and  

scenario budgeting, expense allocation, cost recovery

• Aligning budget to strategy

•	 Tackling	the	“Overhead	Myth”

Small group –  

strategic 

budgeting applied

Small groups –  

prospecting 

applied

• Practice with tools introduced

Financial Dashboard and reserve fund • Financial health indicators (see Graphics 4 and 5, page 30)

• Setting up and use of a reserve fund

Small group 1 –  

financial	

Dashboard and 

reserve fund 

applied

Small group 2 –  

Resource 

mobilization and 

the role of (all) 

staff and board

SG1 

• Financial health indicators 

• Setting up and use of a reserve fund

SG2 

• Administrative function (donor tracking, grants management, 

collaboration	finance	and	program	staff,	among	others)

• Document management 

• Board’s role in resource management

Developing an Action Plan • Financial sustainability action plan template

Sustaining progress going forward • Framework for replication of workshop modules with organization 

staff and board

• Guide for peer review

•	 “The	Story	of	Transformation”	presentation	and	discussion

Putting the picture together:  

About money and purpose

 *This is not an exact replication of all the sessions in the agenda. It excludes presentation on so-called ‘innovation topics’ prepared by each 
of the participating organizations on some topic (such as the starvation cycle) or aspect of their own or other CSO’s work (e.g. developing 
social enterprises) that is particularly innovative and from which participants might learn and draw inspiration. 
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What makes the training unique is that the technical elements are embedded in what might 

almost be considered a symphonic construct of recurring themes and subthemes. This includes: 

• A construct of naming the problem or challenge, reframing the challenge to highlight 

potential or opportunity, and then sharing practical skills or tools to advance toward greater 

financial	sustainability	and	resilience	to	deliver	on	mission.	For	example,	the	program	begins	

by acknowledging the challenges in donor relations and the stresses of constantly being 

worried about funds → shifts to the concept of transformational partnerships with donors 

based on shared values and goals, and → provides tools and templates for developing an 

unforgettable	case	(“it’s	all	about	purpose”)	and	doing	donor	mapping	(linked	to	revenue	

requirements) and prospecting. 

•	 Consistently	linking	stronger	resource	mobilization	and	financial	management	practice	to	more	

successful	delivery	of	the	mission,	where	strong	command	of	finances	positions	an	organization	

favorably with funders; and a strong resource mobilization message or pitch that appeals to 

“head,	heart	and	gut”	generates	the	right	sort	of	funding	for	more	sustainable	operations.

•	 Digging	deep	into	issues	to	not	only	look	at	the	obvious	manifestations	of	poor	financial	

health (funding gap, recurrent starvation cycles, etc.) and obvious external culprits, but also 

to identify and discuss underlying internal barriers that inhibit tackling the sustainability 

challenge. Consequently, the program includes sessions on participants’ personal relationship 

with money and attitudes toward donors and fundraising that may impede their ability to 

tackle	resource	mobilization	and	financial	issues	in	a	straightforward	and	proactive	manner.	

•	 Presenting	the	concepts	of	strategic	finance	and	financial	health	as	a	way	to	make	finance	

everyone’s	business.	Dale	Needles	distinguishes	between	transactional	finance	(bookkeeping	

of	the	in	and	out	flow	of	funds),	managerial	finance	(financial	accounting	to	insure	the	accuracy	

of	an	organization’s	financial	statements)	and	strategic	finance,	which	is	about	the	alignment	

of	financial	resources	to	strategy,	the	assessment	of	an	organization’s	financial	health,	and	the	

communication	of	financial	data	in	an	accessible	and	decision-ready	manner.	Financial	health	

is	assessed	in	terms	of	cash	flow	and	liquidity	(current	ratio,	defensive	interval,	and	reserve	

fund	indicator),	measures	of	efficiency	(fundraising	effectiveness,	program/expense	ratio),	

and budgetary accuracy (budget variance). He has developed a dashboard based on key data 

points and easy-to-produce visuals (see Graphics 4 and 5). 
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Graphic 4: Financial Health Dashboard Table
 

Graphic 5: Reserve Fund Financial Health Indicator
 

INDICATORS Celebrate Monitor Take Action

Defensive Interval 6 or Greater 3 to 5.99 Less than 3

Reserve Funds Indicator 3 or Greater 1 to 2.99 Less than 1

Fundraising Effectiveness 15% or Less 16% to 20% Greater than 20%

Program Expense Ratio 75% to 95% 65% to 74%

96% to 100%

Less than 65%

Budget Variances 10% or Less 11% to 20% Greater than 20%

Donor Dependency 20% or Less 21 to 50% Greater than 50%

• The training is highly interactive and participatory, calling on participants to engage with their 

“head,	heart	and	gut.”	It	asks	participants	to	lower	their	defenses	and	share	the	challenges	

they face both as individuals, in their organizational roles and as a sector; to consider 

themselves	a	resource	to	others,	and	to	find	ways	to	tap	into	their	own	expertise	through	a	

variety of exercises, including role plays. 

A healthy financial reserve should equal at least three months of 
an organization’s monthly expenses and is calculated by dividing 
the unrestricted reserve funds by average monthly expenditures.
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IV Evaluation Methodology
4.1 Methodology Background
From its inception, the FSP has used the results framework (Table 1, p. 20) as a mechanism for 

tracking progress from the baseline diagnostic to the end of the eight-month training, using both 

surveys and key informant interviews. The results of the endline surveys and interviews feed 

back into program thinking, consistent with the strong learning orientation Spring Strategies was 

imparting through the FSP program. This evaluation began with a focus on the graduates of the 

2012 and 2013 groups using the results framework, but evolved into a deeper learning exercise 

that went beyond the framework. Nonetheless, the key areas of interest	identified	for	the	
evaluation terms of reference were the following:

A. Based on the five result areas:

•	 Are	organizations	who	entered	the	program	in	2012	and	2013	actually	more	financially	

sustainable	(as	defined	by	the	results	framework,	e.g.	higher	income;	more	diversified	

sources;	any	multi-year	grants;	reserve	in	place;	covering	their	operating	costs)?

• Have they consolidated organizational changes – e.g. board and staff involvement in  

resource mobilization; robust strategic plan and budget management; stronger planning  

and	reporting,	etc.,	based	on	an	integrated	understanding	of	how	strategic	finance,	diversified	

resource mobilization, and strong program each and in combination contribute to overall 

organizational	mission?

•	 What	are	the	factors	that	contribute	to/inhibit	organizations’	transition	to	greater	financial	

sustainability after the training process and what can groups who graduate earlier teach the 

most	recent	groups?	

B.   Based on the overall philosophy/theory of change of the program, the extent to  
which the FSP has:

• Instilled a sense of individual mastery for individual participants and a greater sense of  

agency amongst staff in participating organizations.

• Increased inter-connectedness, peer support and collaboration amongst participating 

organizations (and less competition).

In the course of the evaluation, it was recognized that it was necessary to take a step back from 

the results framework. The framework was closely tied to course content and the success 

indicators were designed to capture discrete actions that set organizations on the road to 

success. However, the framework did not adequately capture transformative change. A close 

hewing to the results framework was inhibiting the ability to see the forest of transformative 

change for the trees of the individual success indicators. This led to the decision to really 

interrogate what participants found to be most useful about the program and what they 

identified	as	their	most	important	gains.	Fortunately,	the	evaluation’s	methodology	allowed	 

for	this	flexibility	and	exploration.	
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4.2 Methods Used
1. Document review, including review of FSP proposals to the Ford Foundation; an evaluation 

of the pilot group of 2012 and a review of the progress (in draft form) of the 2013 group; and 

three reports summarizing the results from the baseline and endline surveys of participating 

organizations and individuals for each year, including a meta review of all three years. 

Documents from and about the seven case-study organizations generated for the FSP were 

reviewed, as well as a review of 2014 budgets and annual reports, where available. 

2. A 2015 survey of 16 of 25 extant organizations that participated in the FSP in 2012 and 

2013.24 This is a follow-up to the organizational-endline survey participants completed near the 

end of the eight-month program. The endline survey asks the organization to assess progress 

under each result area, their opinion of the utility of the program, and changes in attitudes and 

practices	related	to	resource	mobilization	and	financial	management.	The	2015	survey	covered	

respondents’	self-assessment	of	their	progress,	information	on	their	financial	situation	as	of	

December 2014, and their assessment of the FSP program 18 to 24 months after graduating. 

Table 4: Characteristics of organizations completing the 2015 survey

24 Many thanks to Martin Redfern and Emmanuelle Savaria for their management and analysis of the survey.

Characteristics of organizations completing the 2015 survey

# of participants from each country 

in the two cohorts

19 from Kenya (76% of total) 6 from Uganda (24% of total)

# of participants in sample from each 

country

12 from Kenya (75% of sample) 4 from Uganda (25% of sample)

# from each year, 2012 and 2013 2012 group: 5 out of 7 (71%) 2013 group: 11 out of 19 (58%)

Revenue range of respondents 

(2012)

Lowest: $US100 Highest: $US 3 million

Revenue range of non respondents* 

There was no data for one of the 

nine non-respondents.

Lowest: $11,000 Highest: $979,072

2012 average and median revenue 

of 2015 survey respondents

Average: $561,571 Median: $310,000

Average and median revenue non 

respondents

Average $364,007 Median: $245,817
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3. Seven case studies that consisted of key informant interviews with the current ED, Finance 

Officer,	and	Program	Officer	(some	of	whom	had	been	in	the	program	and	some	who	had	

joined their organizations subsequently). In two cases, additional interviews were possible with 

board chairs and additional staff. In one case, only the ED was interviewed. The case-study 

organizations were purposely selected to include groups from all three years, different thematic 

areas, and different sizes, stages and ages of organizations. Due to time constraints, only one 

case study was conducted in Uganda. There was a bias toward the positive in the selection, in 

that the case examples were selected as examples of what Spring Strategies believed was good 

uptake of FSP. 

 

Table 5: Profile of case study organizations 

Profile Case Study Organizations
Name Country Focus Area Type Established Stage Baseline 

Income

Arid Lands 

Information Network 

(ALIN)(2012)

Kenya Using ICT to promote 

small scale agriculture and 

address climate change 

and natural resource 

management

Network 2001 5 $512,000

Association for 

Women and Child 

Feature Services 

(AWC) (2012)

Kenya Gender equality, equitable 

development, and diversity 

through a more effective 

and responsible media

NGO 1994 4 $597,000

Hatua Trust (2012) Kenya Social action, community 

development, women’s 

leadership

NGO 2010 1-2 $100

Land Development 

and Governance 

Institute (LDGI) (2012)

Kenya Land rights – policy and 

advocacy

NGO 2009 4 $103,00

Participatory 

Ecological Land Use 

Management (PELUM-

Uganda) (2013)

Uganda Small scale agriculture, 

marketing, and advocacy

Network/

Member-

ship

1995 4-5 $320,400

UHAI East African 

Sexual Health and 

Rights Initiative (2014)

Kenya LGBT and gender rights NGO/

Funder

2008 4-5 $1,878,000

Youth Agenda (2014) Kenya Youth development and 

activism

NGO 1996 3-4 $684,108
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4. Two sets of focus groups/learning circles that were conducted in Kenya as part of the agenda 

of the June 2015 follow-up workshops. One set (FGK1) was conducted with participants from 

2014 and another set (FGK2) was conducted with a mix of participants from 2012 and 2013. In 

each	set,	one	group	consisted	of	EDs,	and	the	other	group(s)	consisted	of	finance	and	program/

resource mobilization staff. The focus groups lasted approximately two hours and participants 

were asked what had been the biggest changes for their organizations since participating in the 

FSP; where had they run into challenges or problems; what had been most and least useful about 

the FSP; and recommendations for the future. A third focus group was conducted in Uganda 

(FGU) that included a mix of FSP participants (EDs, FOs and program/resource mobilization 

staff) from 2012, 2013 and 2014. See Appendix 1 for a list of organizations participating in each 

set of focus groups. . 

5. Key informant interviews were conducted with the Spring Strategies CEO, Ellen Sprenger; 

the	strategic	finance	consultant,	Dale	Needles;	finance	mentor,	Wangechi	Gikonyo-Mukoko	(an	

FSP graduate, with ACORD); Maurice Makoloo, the Ford Foundation Representative for Eastern 

Africa;	Monica	Aleman	Cunningham,	Senior	Program	Officer,	Ford	Foundation	Eastern	Africa;	

and	Rosemary	Okello	Orlale,	Program	Officer,	Ford	Foundation	Eastern	Africa.	

6. Observations were conducted during two of the three June 2015 workshops to better 

understand the workshop dynamics, the level of engagement of participants, the quality of 

the strategic thinking on the part of participants and the facilitation and coaching approach by 

Spring	Strategies	staff.	The	final	exercise	in	each	workshop	was	a	mock	pitch	competition,	where	

participants made the case for the organization to a panel of experts.

7. A financial health check-up of seven organizations that participated in 2012 and 2013. 

After	reviewing	the	results	from	the	first	draft	of	the	report,	it	was	decided	to	further	verify	

self-reported	results,	by	reviewing	audited	financial	statements	and	current	budgets	(where	

available) of four case study organizations out of seven and three additional organizations that 

had had particularly interesting survey results.
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4.3  Strengths and Limitations  
of the Methodology

The FSP is a very well-documented program. Between FSP’s own documents, including the 

baseline and endline surveys and the reviews it has commissioned, this is a program with a clear 

learning orientation that has tracked the process of change within the context of an evolving 

theory of change and practice that underpins program design and shaped evaluation questions. 

In the current exercise, the mix of methods used provided ample opportunity to cross-check 

findings	amongst	program	participants	and	compare	with	progress	earlier	in	the	program.	The	

survey	and	FGDs	provided	a	corrective	to	the	selection	bias	in	the	case	studies,	and	the	financial	

health	check-ups	provided	objective	data	that	confirmed	self-reported	progress.	However,	the	

lack of a control or comparison group makes it impossible to quantify the impact the program 

has had compared to non-participating organizations. Using the current mix of methods, there 

is a good sense of user satisfaction with the FSP and a strong plausible case can be made, 

based on the evidence, that the FSP made a positive difference for the majority of participating 

organizations under review. 

A couple of limitations were: 

• A lower return rate on the surveys than we hoped for (16 out of 25). The timing of the  

survey may have affected the return rate. Between the December 2014 reunion meeting  

(five	months	prior	to	the	survey),	the	June	2015	workshops	(to	which	many	of	the	2012	and	

2013 participating CSOs were invited), and evaluator’s visits for the in-depth interviews,  

at least some organizations chose not to respond due to competing requests from the FSP 

and other priorities; 

•	 The	financial	health	check-ups	were	very	instructive,	but	also	quite	labour	intensive,	and	

there was only time and resources to conduct them for slightly over a quarter of the 2012  

and 2013 participants. 

Despite these limitations, the evaluation provides a rich body of evidence that tests the claims 

the program makes for itself and the overall theory of change. 
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V Results
This section begins by identifying some of the broad or transformational changes participants 

experienced. It then looks at the building blocks of change – participating organizations’ progress 

in	implementing	the	resource	management	and	strategic	finance	elements	of	the	results	

framework, as well as their success in building foundational capacities and external relationships. 

5.1  Leadership, teamwork, and 
positioning for the future

5.1.1 Leadership potential and team work

FSP participants face many challenges in terms of a 

changing	funding	context	that	means	“business	as	usual”	

is	no	longer	a	viable	financial	sustainability	strategy.	

In light of uncertainties created by more regulation 

and proposed constraints on and oversight of foreign 

funding, CSO leaders face a range of daunting adaptive 

challenges that are political as well as organizational, 

which go beyond mastering the technical processes of 

developing good resource mobilization and strategic 

finance	capacities.	In	other	words,	while	skills	building	

is important, what is more important is the shift in 
the way participants think about the future that then allows them to apply the skills they’ve 

learned. While organizations’ objective circumstances remain challenging, overall, participants 
feel positive about their capacity to meet future challenges, in significant part because of 
increased confidence in their leadership, adaptive capacity, and organizational resilience. 

 The FSP was important to participants in the following ways:

• Making leaders more decisive and able to address 
problems head on. As one ED said in a focus group, 

“The	program	really	influenced	my	leadership	style.	

I’m much quicker to take hard decisions. My job is 

to build the organization and I realized the way I 

used to stew and delay decisions was not helping 

the organization.” In a number of cases, the FSP 

encouraged organizations to act on ideas they had 

been considering for a while – to buy or construct a 

building, to prospect for donors in the US, or to test or 

expand an income-generating idea. 

Growing as a leader
FSP helped me grow as a leader. In Kenya, no one takes 
you to school to train you to be a leader. Here we learn 
on the job. This training built my capacity in terms of 
strategic budgeting, how to deal with the structure of the 
organization. We developed a firm reporting system – if 
you’re always late with reports to donors, you can’t get to 
the strategic level in your discussions with them. Now, I also 
have staff thinking about sustainability. 
Focus Group Kenya 2 (FGK2)

Yes, we have a plan
We’ve had a bit of a problem. We thought resources would 
come immediately, but it’s been a long process. We’ve been 
through a small crisis in terms of funds for overhead. But 
with the FSP, we could confront the problem directly. We 
could tell the staff, “Yes, we have a problem, but we have 
a plan.” We’ve gone to donors asking for overhead costs. A 
couple have asked, “Why’d you wait so long?” 
FGK1
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• Fostering EDs’ strategic thinking. It was a common refrain that CSO leaders receive no 

training for the job and must learn by doing. EDs are often in reactive mode, putting out 

fires	and	responding	to	events,	despite	a	strong	vision	and	good	program	knowledge.	The	

FSP created a space where leaders could have strategic conversations – with the Spring 

Strategies team during the diagnostic phase and throughout the program, with their peers 

in other organizations, with their own staff in the context of the workshop, and with their 

boards when they took the FSP training and results back to them. Because the FSP’s holistic 

approach – both in the integral sense of the four quadrants (Graphic 2) and looking at the two 

side	of	resources	(mobilization	and	strategic	financial	management)	–	many	EDs	stated	that	

the program helped them think about the future they wanted for their organizations over the 

longer term, identify what they needed to be put in place to get there, and then act on that 

knowledge. In one case, an older and well-established CSO looked at its numbers and realized 

that,	given	the	size	of	its	deficits,	the	only	responsible	thing	to	do	was	to	close	down.	While	

this could be taken as a program failure, in fact it was a hard-nosed business decision that 

freed up talented and committed staff to identify and pursue other opportunities.

 

Evolving from a pivot team to a leadership team 

A	requirement	of	the	training	is	that	the	ED,	together	with	the	most	senior	finance	person	and	

one other person involved in resource mobilization attend – they become the pivot team that 

will help the organization pivot to better face the future. Coming into the program, many EDs 

see	it	as	their	primary	or	even	sole	responsibility	to	keep	the	organization	afloat.	They	see	

themselves	as	the	fundraiser-in-chief.	As	one	ED	said,	“Before	[the	FSP]	I	would	take	it	all	on	and	

I	was	killing	myself.”	This	is	particularly	burdensome	if	there	are	not	good	financial	and	resource	

mobilization systems in place to inform and support those efforts. The ability to make plans, 

delegate responsibilities, allow staff to lay the groundwork for the ED’s strategic engagement 

with donors and other stakeholders, and collectively monitor progress, comes as a relief to many. 

That	same	ED	said,	“Now	others	are	writing	the	proposal	and	I	do	quality	control.	In	the	past,	

finance	was	not	involved,	but	now	they	have	clear	responsibilities	for	proposal	preparation.	Now,	

it’s	in	everyone’s	job	description.”	Another	ED	commented	in	a	focus	group,	“My	administrator	

was	[pushing	me	hard]	in	terms	of	scheduling	meetings	with	funders	for	me,	she	would	not	let	me	

off the hook, and after each meeting she had me brief her. It was really critical.”

It was evident from the case studies and focus group discussions that in numerous instances the 

pivot team has evolved into a strong leadership team. As the board chair of Land Development 

and Governance Institute (LDGI) commented: 

Imagining possible futures
It was providential that we did it so early. Without it, we would 
have come at the future so differently…With a small organization, 
it is always all hands on deck, you are buried in the present and it’s 
hard to think about the future. I appreciate the help in being more 
foresighted, to think in terms of a multi-year plan. One group had 
17 funders! It helped us imagine other possible futures. 
Hatua Trust

A stronger believer
The FSP reinforced my business orientation. 
The morning walks with Ellen were important. 
She is a very approachable person; she’s 
probing and has a way of making you open up. 
It made me a stronger believer in my thinking 
Arid Lands Information Network (ALIN)
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I	would	have	noticed	the	change	[the	FSP	led	to],	even	if	I	hadn’t	known	they	were	

trained.	It’s	been	a	dramatic	change.	The	first	board	meeting	after	the	training,	

the	ED	brought	the	entire	staff.	I	thought	he’d	gone	crazy.	When	[the	FO]	got	to	

the board meeting and started communicating about the Dashboard, she went 

through	the	indicators	of	financial	health	in	a	way	that	was	very	easy	for	the	board	

to understand. What was exciting for us was that a staff person had internalized 

all	those	facts.	And	[the	resource	mobilization	staff	person]	began	to	show	us	

opportunities for resource mobilization so that LDGI could grow bigger. This lead to 

a proactive change in the way the board does business.

Similarly, at Participatory Ecological Land Use Management (PELUM) Uganda, the three FSP 

graduates are working as a strong team internally while also replicating the FSP program 

with PELUM’s members, using a team-training approach. To date, they have trained over 33 

individuals from 11 organizations. 

From PELUM Uganda website (www.pelumuganda.org)

Taking FSP and running with it.

At the end of the FSP training each organization 

develops an action plan that includes how they will 

introduce FSP to their organization. PELUM Uganda 

has gone beyond this in several ways:

1) They extended training beyond staff and board 

to its member organizations that are facing their 

own resource mobilization challenges, greatly 

expanding the reach of the program. 

2)	 The	financial	officer,	John	Kakeeto,	adapted	the	

Dashboard template so he could embed the PELUM 

logo, add explanatory text, and he added a tool to 

project human resource costs several years out. 

3) John Kakeeto has been active in convening 

the	finance	participants	in	Uganda	who	have	

shared	progress	and	collaborated	in	refining	the	

Dashboard tool set. 

4) Some of these improvements have been adopted 

by Dale Needles for subsequent trainings. John 

and another graduate, Helen Wangechi Gikonyo-

Mukoko,	are	two	mentors	on	strategic	finance	and	

have co-facilitated trainings with Dale. 

As a team, PELUM has developed a series of policies 

and practices that Stella Lutalo, the ED, describes as 

transformational for the organization.
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The experience in developing joint leadership and shared responsibility seems to be a fairly 
typical outcome for participants, based on the survey results. Chart 1 indicates that among 

2015 survey respondents, good progress has been made taking on resource mobilization and 

financial	sustainability	as	shared	responsibilities:	

Chart 1: Shared Responsibility – Has your organization...

Definitely

Somewhat

Not really

Taken on RM as  
a shared reponsibility

Taken	on	the	financial	
sustainability challenge as an 

organization

Worked more  
effectively in teams

Increased board participation in 
resource mobilization

Is better able to  
deliver on mission

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

81% 19%

6%25%69%

6%50%38%

31%69%

25%75%

•	 For	resource	mobilization	all	16	respondents	agreed	-	definitely	(81%	or	13	organizations)	 

or somewhat (19%, 3 organizations) - that it is a shared responsibility. 

•	 Fifteen	of	16	organizations	agree	-	definitely	(69%,	11	organizations)	and	somewhat	 

(25%,	4	organizations)	-	that	they	have	taken	on	the	financial	sustainability	challenge	 

as an organization. 

• When asked directly about whether the organization works more effectively in teams,  

100%	-	definitely	(69%,	11	organizations)	or	somewhat	(31%,	5	organizations)	-	agree.	

• The lowest numbers are associated with board engagement in resource mobilization with 

only	38%	(6)	agreeing	the	board	is	definitely	engaged,	while	50%	(8)	say	the	board	 

is somewhat engaged; this topic will be discussed later. 

• Overall, 100% agreed that their organization was	definitely	(75%,	12	organizations)	 
or somewhat (25%, 4 organizations) better positioned to deliver on its mission.  

This is especially noteworthy given the mixed performance in income growth and 

diversification	that	we’ll	examine	below.

This sharing of responsibility took various forms and includes the following: 

•	 Finance	staff	being	more	proactive	in	not	only	using	the	Dashboard	to	analyze	financial	

health,	but	also	making	specific	recommendations	for	improving	the	numbers	to	both	the	 

EDs and boards;

• Staff being more proactive in their engagement with funders and playing a conscious and 

consistent role in positioning their organization in a strong light; 
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• At the June workshops, not all organizations could send their EDs (at least two of whom 

were visiting potential donors overseas) and staff representatives spoke knowledgably about 

strategy,	finance	and	programs,	even	representing	their	organizations	in	pitch	contests;25

• Assuming a leadership or mentorship role with FSP peers and/or within their own networks. 

There	were	several	FSP	participants	who	were	identified	as	being	particularly	helpful	

collaborators, providing advice and guidance on anything from adapting the Dashboard to 

providing policy templates to feedback on policies (see box on PELUM Uganda, p. 38). 

5.1.2 Overall Assessment of Progress

When 2015-survey respondents were asked if their organization had a bright future (Chart 2), 

88%	(14)	of	respondents	said	definitely,	and	the	remaining	12%	(2	organizations)	said	somewhat.	

When asked if they were in a stronger or weaker position than they were at the start of the 

program, 25% (4) said much stronger, 69% (11) said somewhat stronger, and 6% (1) said about 

the same. This is a bit below the aggregate for all three cohorts at the end of training where 39% 

felt they were in a much stronger position and 57% felt they were in a somewhat better position. 

This is to be expected as time passes and organizations move beyond harvesting the low-hanging 

fruit	and	tackle	more	difficult	resource	mobilization	and	financial	challenges.	For	the	first	time,	

organizations were asked if they felt better equipped to handle resource management setbacks 

and challenges. Half said they were much better equipped, and the remaining half said they were 

somewhat better equipped.

Chart 2: Overall self-assessment of situation in 2015: 

25 During the June 1-2-3, 2015 workshop participants made pitches to a panel of six Kenya based donors: Hivos, 
Heinrich Böll Foundation, the Finish Embassy, Australian High Commission, The Christensen Fund and the Ford 
Foundation. Participants of the June 8-9 workshop made pitches to both donors and investors, from Safaricom, 
Mastercard Foundation, UNDP, KEPSA (Kenya Private Sector Alliance) and the Ford Foundation. Pitches were 
rated by the panelists, the winner in each case received a few thousand dollars and all got an opportunity to 
address and interact with funders/investors.

Is in a much better position

Is in a somewhat better position

Is in about the same position

Is much better equipped

Is somewhat better equipped

Definitely	has	a	bright	future

Has a somewhat bright future
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5.1.3	 Progress	in	the	five	result	areas26 

Taking an initial broad overview of FSP progress, Chart 3 presents participants’ assessment of 

progress under each result area. In contrast to previous surveys that asked how organizations 

had progressed toward improving in each of the result areas, they were asked if they had 

achieved good quality results. 

Chart 3: Progress in Achieving Results Areas in 2015 

 

Starting	with	the	strongest	results	first:	

• 75% (12) of organizations reported good or complete progress in achieving good foundational 

capacities;	and	good	financial	analysis,	budgeting	and	building	reserves.

• 69% (11) reported either complete or good progress on analysis and understanding of the 

funding landscape. 

• 62% (10) had made good or better progress in terms of good quality engagement with current 

and prospective funders, with the balance reporting some progress.

Where achieving progress has been more challenging is in:

•	 Developing	staff	and	board	financial	sustainability	capacity	where	44%	(7)	reported	good	or	

better progress, and 50% (8) reported some progress; and

•	 Diversification	and	growth	where	only	25%	reported	good	progress,	56%	reported	some	

progress, and 19% reported little or no progress. 

These last two items involve actors – especially board members and funders – over whom 

organizations have less direct leverage. 

26	 The	first	item	in	the	chart,	foundational	capacities,	is	not	a	formal	result	area,	but	an	item	that	is	discussed	across	
result areas and often worked on informally in the course of the program; thus its inclusion here.
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5.2 Resource Mobilization 
5.2.1 Resource Mobilization – Laying the Groundwork

The FSP focuses on putting key elements of a resource mobilization strategy in place. When 

the FSP compared baseline to endline progress (Chart 4), both the 2012 and 2013 groups 

demonstrated	significant	progress	on	planning,	budgeting	systems	development,	establishment	

of roles and responsibilities, and clear and compelling messaging (note: messaging comparison is 

only for the 2013 groups). Scores post FSP range from 85 to 100%. 

Chart 4: Resource mobilization elements baseline and endline  
2012 and 2013 groups

The 2015 survey used a somewhat higher standard to get at the degree to which plans were 

being implemented and systems were making a difference. The survey determined that (Chart 5): 

•	 Eight-seven	per	cent	of	organizations	fully	or	significantly	achieved	ongoing,	inspiring	

communication with current and prospective donors, while only 12% reported this was 

partially achieved.

• Resource mobilization strategy was being implemented by staff with designated responsibilities 

by	69%	of	respondents	that	have	either	fully	or	significantly	achieved	this	and	25%	that	had	

partially achieved it. 

•	 Likewise,	resource	mobilization	was	efficient	due	to	improved	management	systems	for	69%	

of	respondents	that	indicated	that	this	was	fully	or	significantly	the	case,	while	25%	indicated	

partial achievement.
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Chart 5: Resource mobilization implementation 2015 

 

• Relationships with donors have shifted to a transformational paradigm, with 69%  

reporting	fully	or	significantly	achieved	and	another	18%	partial	progress,	for	a	total	 

of 87%, or 14 out of 16 respondents.

•	 In	the	case	of	boards	(as	opposed	to	staff	and	boards)	feeling	confident	about	their	 

capacities and being actively engaged in resource mobilization, here only 37% of the 

organizations	had	achieved	full	or	significant	progress,	with	44%	reporting	partial	 

progress, and 19% no progress.27

At the end of eight months, with close accompaniment, virtually all organizations were able to 
make good progress on putting most of the elements of stronger resource mobilization in 
place.	This	is	a	necessary,	but	not	sufficient,	step	in	establishing	a	strong	system	and	changing	
practice. As of 2015, in large part, participating organizations appear to have made respectable 
progress in executing stronger resource mobilization practice.	This	is	confirmed	by	Monica	

Aleman	Cunningham,	Senior	Program	Officer	for	Ford	Foundation,	Eastern	Africa.	She	notes:

About	90	per	cent	of	the	organizations	have	come	[out	of	the	FSP]	stronger	

organizations. Even those who are asking for project funding present requests 

within the larger work of their organizations, they are providing much more 

comprehensive reports, most have included FSP language in their theory of  

change, and they don’t miss deadlines. They all recognize the need for, or they 

already	have,	a	financial	sustainability	plan.	And	we	are	seeing	improved	quality	 

of program delivery. 

27	 It	is	generally	easier	for	management	to	influence	staff	behaviour,	since	they	have	direct	authority	over	them.	In	
previous surveys, staff and board were often included in the same question; here it has been separated out to get 
more granular information.
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She highlighted from her portfolio:

• Moving the Goalposts has integrated local philanthropy into its resource mobilization 

strategy and greatly expanded its understanding of sustainability.

• Akili Dada had been considering a number of ideas for some time and used the FSP to help 

them structure and act on those ideas; it transformed from an $80,000 organization in 2011 

to nearly $1 million in 2015.

• ISIS-WICCE used the FSP process to map the transition of the ED out of the organization and 

reallocated existing Ford funding to develop the transition and sustainability plan.

• UHAI-East African Sexual Health & Rights Initiative (UHAI-EASHRI) is seeking to insure its 

independence and survival by building a $50 million endowment.

From case studies, interviews and observations, key practice changes included: 

“Fundraising is everybody’s responsibility.” 

This was a widely repeated phrase amongst FSP graduates. Some organizations actually assigned 

resource	mobilization	goals	to	each	staff,	“even	if	they	have	to	sell	vegetables	from	their	garden.”	

Others	prepped	staff	always	to	be	ambassadors	for	their	organization	and	“have	their	antenna	

up” when they were at professional or networking events. A number talked of making grant 

preparation a joint responsibility and making sure 

that staff understand the importance of producing 

strong	narrative	and	financial	reporting.	As	one	finance	

staff	person	said,	“[My	colleague]	might	be	the	face	of	

resource mobilization, but if I don’t send my reports to 

the donor on time, I’m undermining the relationship.” 

Developing and executing a resource  
mobilization strategy
The FSP provides participants with a number of tools 

and templates to help in the design of a resource 

mobilization strategy (e.g. donor mapping tool, donor prospecting template, etc.). For some of the 

newer organizations or those with only a few funders, the process of thinking through a resource 

mobilization strategy has been revelatory. Typical comments are:

When we had the session on prospecting, I realized we weren’t prospecting,  

we	were	just	waiting	for	RFPs	[requests	for	proposals].	Compared	to	Akili	Dada,	 

I realized I had to get out more. Now I do much more active prospecting; we’re 

having a lot of discussions with a lot of different funders, including Safari.com.  

Youth Agenda

Developing the action plan was the most important thing for staff. We sat down and 

identified	which	donors	we	were	going	to	reach;	we’ve	set	up	a	system	to	keep	track	

of where we are with each of them. When I travel, I add a resource mobilization 

component. I did two separate visits this year and before going, consulted with other 

partners to get introductions for donor prospecting visits. FGU 

Applying tools for donor management
What I’ve learned as a program manager, when you look at 
the donor tracking tool, it helps us meet deadlines. There 
is a one page donor summary of their requirements and 
that helps us with compliance. The Dashboard has been 
useful in helping us monitor our expenditures and gives 
us direction for fundraising. And profiling donors helps us 
target our fundraising more effectively. 
PELUM Uganda
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I didn’t pay so much attention to the grant tracking, but then we were doing all this 

prospecting and meeting with donors, I found myself being disorganized. I had to 

come up with a grant tracking tool; it’s useful and very relevant. It’s useful to have 

it before, to communicate with program people about the deadlines, rather than 

running helter-skelter. FGK1 

and

My	[resource	management]	position	was	created	after	the	FSP.	We	have	a	resource	

mobilization strategy and work plan in place: How to search for new donors, 

updating the donor database, communicating with donors, updating the website and 

social media sites. Once we get feedback from the board or the director we engage 

with donors and write and develop the proposals. LDGI

Communicate, communicate, communicate 
An almost universal change the program fostered was encouraging better and more  

consistent communication. One focus group respondent said that her organization now  

sends donors a draft report to use as an opportunity to get early feedback. Numerous FSP 

participants mentioned that they had upgraded their websites and updated them more 

frequently.28	Many	organizations	refined	their	case	statement	and/or	worked	on	their	 

‘elevator pitch’. Hatua Trust reported: 

We do a lot of elevator pitching for funds and even expertise. We met the chief 

registrar of the High Court and in three minutes we told her who we are, how 

we accelerate women’s democratic participation, and invited her to facilitate a 

discussion for our professional women’s program, and I got her phone number and 

email address. We have her scheduled to do a training and intend her to be part of 

our mentoring program. 

 

Greater confidence and stronger positioning in dealing with donors 
This is nicely summarized by the following comments:

We	do	research	about	each	donor.	The	first	meeting	isn’t	just	an	informational	

interview, not just reaching out, but getting them to buy into our concept. 

Negotiation is one of the key things we learned. We now ask for support for 

institutional development, and if they say, no, it doesn’t feel like you’re being killed 

by the rejection. We go away, think it over and come back to them. And wherever 

you meet them, you talk them up, laying the groundwork for another try. FGK1

We are more aware of when donors are steering us away from our priorities and we 

are willing to be a bit more assertive. We were negotiating for a year with one donor 

that was questioning us on core funding. We thought we might lose the grant, but we 

28 This includes, but is not limited to Association of Media Women in Kenya (AMWIK), Kituo Cha Sheria, Land 
Development and Governance Institute (LDGI), PELUM Uganda and Centre for Minority Rights Development 
(CEMIRIDE). 
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wanted the donor to understand the importance to us. They didn’t fund all of it, but 

we got them to accept the line item. FGK1

My relationship with donors has improved. I used to panic when I heard from a 

donor,	if	there	were	questions	about	our	financial	reporting.	With	the	training,	I	

gained	confidence	and	now	I’ll	pose	questions	to	donors.	I	am	friendlier	with	donors;	

before they sometimes seemed like a kind of enemy. Now I look at a donor as 

someone who needs me, and I need him. PELUM Uganda

We	were	going	through	a	difficult	period	when	we	entered	the	program.	We’ve	been	

able	to	win	back	the	confidence	of	most	of	our	donors,	although	the	money	hasn’t	

increased yet, but now the good will is there. We acquired skills that allowed us to 

gain	confidence	in	negotiating	with	donors.	It	used	to	be	that	donors	would	push	

us to the wall to accept their conditions, but now we come in clear with our own 

conditions and strong arguments for them. FGU 

 

5.2.2	 Changes	in	Income	and	Diversification

Survey Results
As	originally	conceived,	the	ultimate	test	of	the	FSP	was	growth	and	diversification	of	income.	

And even through the time frame is relatively short it is instructive to see how participants’ 

resource mobilization picture has changed. At the time of the survey in May, the 2012 group had 

completed the program a little over two years ago (March 2013) and the 2013 group 17 months 

earlier	(December	2013).	Moreover,	they	only	had	complete	financial	data	for	their	2014	fiscal	

year, 12 to 18 month after they completed the program. 

A. Changes in income29

Collectively, the organizations in the sample raised less money in 2014 than in 2012, with 

average income declining slightly from $562,000 to $554,000. If the largest organization is 

removed, as it’s an outlier in terms of budget, 2012 to 2014 average earnings declined from 

$442,000 to $389,000. However, the picture is much more mixed than those statistics would 

suggest. Charts 6 and 7 compare the 2012 baseline to 2014 year-end revenues for the 15 

respondents	who	provided	sufficient	information.	

29 This analysis is based on the income number reported by the organizations in the 2015 survey and compared  
to numbers they reported at the time they entered the program. For consistency’s sake 2012 is used as the 
baseline year since the 2012 group began the program late in the year and it was unlikely to impact their  
resource	mobilization	for	that	year.	In	looking	at	a	set	of	financial	statements,	in	some	instances	there	are	
inconsistencies	in	data,	but	within	a	range	that	does	not	call	the	general	findings	into	question,	with	one	 
exception, which has been corrected. 
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Chart 6: Change in income 2012 Baseline to 2014 in US dollars 

Eight participants saw their income increase two participants’ income increased from 

almost nothing to $150,000 and $250,000 respectively (giving them astronomical percentage 

increases), two almost doubled, two participants’ income increased by nearly 50%, one by nearly 

30 and one by 10%. All, except one, of the organizations that saw an increase began the program 

with incomes well under $500,000.

Seven participants saw their income decrease by between 14% and 27% (6 organizations), with 

one experiencing a 69% decline. However, this last organization made a conscious decision to 

reduce	the	number	of	donors,	because	they	had	been	“chasing	the	money,	rather	than	focusing	

on mission.” In general, the decreases experienced by the organizations were for reasons outside 

their	sphere	of	influence,	most	notably,	large	funders	changing	their	priorities.

Because the organizations that grew were, on the whole, much smaller to begin with than several 

of the organizations that saw declines, in absolute terms there was a net reduction in revenues.

Chart 7: Percentage Change in Income in % terms, 2012–2014

Note: Data is entered in the same order as Chart 6. Organizations 10 and 14 (with huge percentage 
increases) are not included in the chart for presentation reasons, so percentage income increase is 
under-represented in this chart. 
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The FSP is meant to equip participants to collaborate and negotiate better with existing donors 

and identify new sources of funding. The following charts examine participants’ experiences.

Changes in giving level by donors since organizations started the FSP. Chart 8 illustrates  

the net balance between number of donors that changed their level of giving and range of 

increases and decreases. 

 Chart 8: Change in funding levels by donors since FSP and range of change

 

• Twenty-one donors (the actual number is likely to be lower as participants share donors  

in some cases) increased giving – 11 between 25% and 50%, eight between 51% and 100%,  

and two more than doubled their giving. 

• Fourteen donors decreased giving – 11 in the 25-50% range, and three at a level of greater 

than 50%. Overall, organizations were more likely to see substantial increases in funding from 

ongoing donors, than to experience cuts. 

• However, six donors stopped giving altogether.

Chart 9 illustrates the experience of respondents in terms of their donors’ giving behaviour. 
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Chart 9: Change in donor giving level by organization since start of FSP

 

Note ** signifies a dependency ratio on a single donor of over 40% (i.e. an organization gets over 40% of 
its funding from a single donor) and * a dependency ratio between 20% and 40%.

Fourteen organizations saw changes in donor behaviour: nine organizations saw funding 

increases	by	at	least	one	donor,	while	10	saw	decreases;	of	these	five	experienced	both	increases	

and decreases. It should be noted that these changes aren’t evenly distributed, with one 

organization (16, the largest under review) accounting for a disproportionate amount of donors 

both ceasing and increasing funding. Regardless, Charts 8 and 9 indicate there has been a fair 
amount of donor churn during the life of the FSP program. This suggests that organizations 

cannot take any funding for granted, but that they appear to be having some success in getting 
substantial increases from at least some of their donors.	To	judge	the	efficacy	of	the	FSP	
program, it should be factored in that 10 organizations have acquired over 30 new institutional 

donors since the FSP started (Chart 10, below). It is not known what effect on income (per 

organization) the changes in donor behaviour have had, because the survey does not ask about 

the dollar amounts involved in each institutional donor’s grants. 

B. Diversification 
Diversification	is	important	as	each	funding	sector	has	its	own	action	logic	and	associated	 

risks. For example, US based foundations are heavily affected by the state of the US economy. 

And bilateral and multi-lateral donors are impacted by the political climate of the home country, 

including public opining about development aid. Income generation and social enterprise 

generates income that is unrestricted and unrelated to the vulnerabilities of grants. And 

fundraising nationally creates more independence from possible government scrutiny of  

foreign Aid.
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Chart 10: 2015 institutional donors and new donors 

Note: * signifies 10 or more donors

New institutional donors	Chart	10	illustrates	that	there	has	been	some	diversification	through	
acquisition of new institutional donors. Eleven of 16 respondents (68%) report at least one new 

donor. Four respondents acquired one new donor, three acquired two, one each acquired three, 

four	or	five,	and	one	acquired	10	or	more,	for	a	total	above	30.	New	donors	came	from	every	

institutional sector (including corporations), except local or national government. The success in 

recruiting	new	donors	may	not	be	reflected	in	higher	income	at	this	stage	because	early	grants	

are often modest as donor and grantee get to know each other. It should also be noted, that some 

of	these	donors	may	have	been	in	process	at	the	time	the	FSP	started,	so	the	influence	of	the	

FSP	would	have	been	limited	in	acquiring	these	donors,	but	may	have	influenced	the	terms	of	the	

agreements	(see	discussion	p.	64	on	cost	recovery).	Three	of	the	five	organizations	that	received	

no new donors also experienced cuts in funding from an existing donor (see Chart 10 above), so 

these organizations (9, 10, and 13) may be in a particularly vulnerable position.

Diversification of sources of income from different sectors. Nearly all the participants in the 

FSP are heavily dependent on institutional donors when they enter the program and continue to 

be up to the present. The median level of institutional funding at the end of 2014 was $230,000 

and the mean was $458,000, while the median and mean from non-institutional sources was 

$16,000 and $18,300 respectively. Chart 11 shows that at baseline the 2012 and 2013 survey 

participants received over a third of their grants from private-endowed foundations, which 

remained true at the end of 2014. Public foundations/INGOs gained in importance, accounting 

for 24% grants in 2014, up from 18% in 2012. There was no change in the percentage coming 

from bilateral donors, with a small drop in grants from multi-lateral funders. There were small 

increases in the percentage of funding coming from corporations, income generation, and 

investments. (The drop in resource mobilization from individuals is a data anomaly as one 

participant received 100% of its nominal funding in 2012 from individuals.)
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Chart 11: Diversification 2012 and 2013 sampled participants at baseline and 2014 
 

The	aggregated	data	actually	give	a	somewhat	inaccurate	picture	of	the	amount	of	diversification	

among survey respondents. In 2014, nine respondents have a very low level of sector 

diversification	(Chart	11).	Four	received	over	95%	of	their	funding	from	a	single	type	of	donor	

and	five	received	between	74%	and	80%	and	received	funding	from	no	more	than	two	additional	

sectors	of	funding.	On	the	whole,	the	low	diversification	organizations	were	ones	with	budgets	

significantly	below	$500,000,	with	only	two	with	budgets	over	this	amount	in	2014	(one	did	not	

provide income data). 

When	compared	to	their	baseline	levels	of	diversification,	low-sector	diversification	

organizations appeared to remain highly dependent on a limited number of sectors (Chart 12). 

Only three participants ended up drawing funds from one more sector than when they began 

the FSP. However, in several cases the major sector changed (organizations 5, 8 and 10), there 

was some percentage decrease in reliance on a single type of donor (organizations 4, 7 and 9), 

and one participant was able to acquire 20% of its revenue from income generating activities 

(organization 9). 
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Failure	to	attract	funds	from	new	sectors	did	not	mean	organizations	weren’t	finding	new	

donors. Six out of nine of the low diversification organizations gained new donors since 
starting the FSP,	ranging	from	one	to	over	10,	for	a	total	of	over	24.	Of	the	low	diversification	
organization, two had slight drops in income (5 and 9), while six had increases in income (and 

one did not report 2014 income). What this suggests is that the FSP affected which donors the 

participants approached by encouraging them to explore new sources of funding and perhaps 

prepared them to make more effective pitches based on donor research and better negotiation 

with	existing	donors.	Since	the	financial	base	of	the	lower	diversification	organizations	tended	to	
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be	quite	low,	acquisition	of	just	one	or	two	substantial	new	grants	could	have	a	significant	 

impact on the bottom line.

On the other hand, 44% (7) of the organizations showed reasonable to good sectoral 

diversification,	although	they	were	still	heavily	dependent	on	institutional	resource	 

mobilization (Chart 13). Only one organization (12) got at least some revenue from nearly  

all revenue sources in 2014. 

It appears that organizations that already had a variety of sources had an easier time adding new 

sources. Two organizations (organizations 2 and 3) increased the number of sources by one; one 

by two (16); one went from three to seven sources (6); and one from three to eight sources (12). 

In the case of non-traditional sources (corporations, individuals, income generating, interest 

income), the percentages of revenue from these tended to be quite low, which is not surprising 

as participants would be in the start-up or developmental stage in attracting these revenue 

streams.	There	is	some	indication	from	the	interviews	and	the	financial	health	check-ups	that	

more progress has been made in this area in 2015. One organization saw no change in number of 

sources and one reduced the number of sources by one. As noted, diversification at this stage 
did not necessarily protect against reduced revenues as only Org. 12 (an income increase of 

48%)	and	Org.	16	(an	increase	of	28%)	saw	significant	gains,	while	the	rest	saw	losses	between	

10% and 69%. It may be that at least some of these organizations were facing reductions from 

their	traditional	sources,	which	motivated	them	to	experiment	with	diversification.	In	addition,	

because they were already used to dealing with a variety of income sources, it was likely a less 

dramatic adjustment to add additional ones. 

Chart 13 Higher sector diversification 2012, 2014

Sources of income by FSP participant 2012 and 2014 High Diversification

Individual donors including 
membership fees

Income generating activities

Grants from bilateral donors

Grants from multilateral donors

Grants from large private / 
endowed foundations

Grants from INGOs / public 
foundations

Grants from corporations

Revenue from endowment or 
investments

Other

Org 16 2014

Org 16 2012

Org 15 2014

Org 15 2012

Org 13 2014

Org 13 2012

Org 12 2014

Org 12 2012

Org 6 2014

Org 6 2012

Org 3 2014

Org 3 2012

Org 2 2014

Org 2 2012

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%



Page 54 of 88

Participants’ experience in trying to increase  
and diversify income

Participants in the FSP case study, focus groups and June workshops ranged the spectrum  

in	terms	of	their	successes	in	resource	mobilization.	Some	reported	significant	positive	 

change and others more modest; some were still waiting to see their efforts deliver results;  

while others expressed frustration and a sense of continued insecurity. Overall, the program 

appears	to	be	influencing	resource	mobilization	strategies,	with	organizations	adjusting	in	

several different ways.

1. More systematic and better quality engagement with traditional institutional donors 
Survey	results	confirmed	findings	from	the	case	studies	and	focus	groups.	Specific	changes	

identified	in	open-ended	questions	about	changes	in	practice	include:

• Developing better donor prospecting, cultivation, and management practices once  

a grant is made;

• Developing a case statement and improving communications; numerous participants 

reported revamping organization websites to be more visually pleasing, dynamic,  

and up-to-date;

• Inviting donors and prospective donors to events;

• Ongoing communication with donors with updates related to grants, as well as broader 

organizational activities and progress;

• Better quality and more timely proposals, reports and budgets;

• More proactive negotiation with donors seeking unrestricted funds, larger grants,  

multi-year grants, and funding that allows for cost-recovery and/or building reserves.

Many participants reported acquiring new donors, bigger gifts from existing donors, agreement 

to fund items donors traditionally had refused to fund (e.g. operating costs, vehicle purchases, 

reserve funds). The Coalition Against Violence Against Women (COVAW) decided to reduce 

the	number	of	its	funders	after	analyzing	which	ones	were	“making	them	poorer”,	due	to	their	

unwillingness to cover all program costs or because of high transaction costs, and concentrate on 

fewer	funders	giving	larger	and/or	more	flexible	grants.	

However, there were also observations, especially from 

(but not limited to) the recently graduated groups in 

2014, about how much cultivation new donors required 

and their unrealistic expectations coming out of the 

training as to how quickly they could secure new funds. 

2. Exploring social enterprise models and increasing 
income generation activities
Quite a few organizations were increasing their income 

flow	from	consultancy	and	other	services,	increases	that	

may become more evident in reporting for 2015. While the relative amount of income from these 

activities still tends to be modest (although one case study organization got 30% of its income 

from consulting in a year it had a big government contract), these are unrestricted funds that can 

be used to build the reserve or cover initiatives that may not have full funding. This includes:

Liberating the organization
Many of us who have grown up in the social justice sector 
have gotten dependent on donors year after year and are 
reluctant to digress from that path, but it’s the only way to 
liberate an organization…Despite the difficult context, the 
FSP is helping us adapt…That’s how we came up with the 
idea of using technology to help farmers with their record 
keeping and marketing. 
ALIN
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• PELUM Uganda charges consulting fees for capacity building trainings for its member 

organizations, including replicating the FSP training with 11 of its Ugandan members.  

It has also begun charging international visitors for their visits to cover the operational  

and personnel costs associated with hosting delegations.

• ALIN successfully piloted a USAID-funded record keeping and marketing information 

system, in which farmers paid a small fee for electronic record keeping of their production 

data and up-to-date marketing information, which increases their bargaining power  

with buyers. At the time of this evaluation, they were seeking funder or investors to  

scale up the effort.

• The African Woman and Child Feature Services (AWC) provides media services and 

generates content for clients and is feeding consulting fees into its reserve fund saying, 

“We	want	to	use	the	reserve	fund	as	a	point	of	entry	to	become	really	sustainable	–	to	buy	

an	office	and	establish	a	gender	and	media	training	institute.	We	want	to	grow	the	reserve	

fund enough that it will allow us to get a bank loan.” AWC has also become more assertive 

in pursuing multi-year funding from traditional donors and getting funding to cover 

overheads/ operational costs.

3. Moving decisively away from traditional funding 
At least a couple of organizations have used the FSP to help them think through and advance 

radical departures from a reliance on traditional institutional donors.

• UHAI-EASHRI ultimately wants to be completely independent of institutional donors. Its 

goal is to build a $50 million endowment and fund its activities from the endowment interest, 

becoming one of the few African-endowed foundations. In the interim, it is talking to donors 

about investing in its future, but also seeking to diversify its funding base. It has, for example, 

hired a consultant to do individual major gift fundraising in the US and recently held a major 

event and auction	of	African	art	in	NYC.	Of	the	FSP,	they	say,	“Joining	the	FSP	was	very	

important for us. It encouraged us to raise our own money in our own way. We reviewed our 

financial	strategic	thinking	and	developed	a	reserve	fund	policy	that	covers	how	we	apportion	

those funds to build our endowment and fundraise 

for the future.”

•	 Youth	Agenda	sees	its	financial	future	in	terms	of	

social enterprise and wants to merge mission with 

financing	by	developing	a	multi-purpose	shopping	

mall built by and for youth and occupied by youth-

owned businesses. It is also exploring the potential 

of a Youth bank. After attending the FSP, the ED 

approached the Ford Foundation to fund her 

participation in the Oxford Impact Investors program, where she met 50 investors and began 

discussions with a couple, including Philips Healthcare for a program on health for youth, 

including reproductive health.

While there is a good deal of excitement and experimentation, some FSP participants were 

disappointed	or	concerned	by	the	difficulty	in	acquiring	new	funding,	including	how	prolonged	

the cultivation process is. One 2012 participant commented:

Sustaining the youth sector
After I went through the FSP, I realized we had to 
address the needs of young people and sustain the 
youth sector. That’s where the idea for a multi-purpose 
youth shopping mall came from. The idea for the youth 
bank came from the Impact Investor program. We’re 
drawing up plans for both ideas.

http://flavorpill.com/nyc/article/art/recap-wangechi-mutu-s-africa-s-out-benefit
http://flavorpill.com/nyc/article/art/recap-wangechi-mutu-s-africa-s-out-benefit
http://www.philips.com/about/company/businesses/healthcarehighlights/index.page
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One thing I wonder … We’ve learned that it takes a lot of long conversations before 

the resources materialize … Our experience is that we are making our case with 

passion, but the cold hard cash isn’t coming in yet. You spend hours explaining what 

you do, answering why this and why that. 

 

There was a strong feeling among some participants that they needed more information and 

support in terms of developing a hybrid model. One focus group participant said:

You could tell about our enthusiasm for a hybrid model. We want this income 

generating	side	for	our	organizations,	but	we	are	not	profit-making	organizations.	I	

wish there was more hand-holding on this process. It’s not just that we make a plan 

and magically get everything right about it. We really wanted to do it, but there has 

been such slow progress. We need more tools and mentorship on this. 

There	was	also	some	disquiet	amongst	some	participants	about	how	money	making	activities	fit	

within	their	non-profit	status.	As	one	interviewee	said,

We are thinking about selling goods to create a revenue stream, but those who 

have attempted it say it takes on a life of its own, it’s a business in itself. So, if it’s 

a	business,	why	not	just	run	a	business?	I’d	like	more	technical	support	to	explore	

this, I want to understand how it works in reality. What I care about is accelerating 

women’s rights and I want to spend my energy on that. 

 

Conclusions: increased income and diversification

From the revenue data alone, we get a mixed, picture regarding the efficacy of the FSP for 
increasing revenue within 12-18 months of the end of the program. Survey participants are 

almost evenly divided in terms of those that have increased income and those that have seen a 

decline, with smaller organizations more likely to see significant gains. While slightly fewer 

organizations saw funding reductions than gains, they tended to be the larger organizations, so 

this translated in an overall, small drop in aggregate funding between 2012 and 2014. This split 

is mirrored by the fact that the number of donors increasing funding is matched by the number 

of donors reducing or ceasing funding. The most promising sign for the future is the fact that 

organizations were acquiring new donors and those acquisitions outnumbered donors 
who stopped funding by at least five to one, although this doesn’t seem to be translating into 

substantially more revenue yet. The majority of survey participants are still overly dependent 

on too few sectors with 56% (9) of respondents heavily reliant on single sector funding and 44% 

(7) with dependency ratios of over 40%. That said, participants did seem to be identifying 
new sectors of funding, sometimes substituting one for another, but the majority of survey 

participants (56%) added at least one additional sector and all together 69% gained experience 

with a new sector. 

Based on the surveys and engagement with the case study organizations and participants 

in the June 2015 workshops and focus groups, the important thing is that organizations 
are being very proactive – developing resource mobilization strategies, engaging staff and 

board,	exploring	new	opportunities,	including	ways	to	become	more	self-sufficient	through	
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Definitely	Achieved

Somewhat Achieved

income generation activities, and being more assertive with donors about their needs for 
core funding and cost recovery. For some, the payoff has been fairly immediate and/or fairly 

substantial;	for	others	it	is	a	work	in	progress,	with	intermediate	benefits	such	as	a	more	positive	

attitude about resource mobilization that has reduced stress for EDs, improved relationships 

with existing donors, and better and more visible communication about their work that serves 

multiple purposes. 

5.3 Strategic Finance 
If	resource	mobilization	is	one	central	component	of	financial	sustainability,	the	other	is	a	more	

strategic	understanding	of	finances	and	the	tools	to	support	it.	The	quotes	above	show	how	

interlinked the two are in FSP participants’ minds. This section focuses on the degree to which 

participants	have	embraced	strategic	finance	and	the	ways	in	which	it	has	contributed to 
improving financial sustainability and resilience, even in the absence of increased income. 

5.3.1 Survey Results

In the endline survey for all three years, respondents reported very high levels of initial progress 

on	developing	plans	to	establish	a	reserve,	the	use	of	financial	health	indicators,	and	budgeting	to	

recover	costs	with	definite	and	partial	achievement	between	80	and	92%	(Chart	14).	

Chart 14: Initial progress on financial health  
(meta-analysis 2012, 2013, and 2014)
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In the 2015 survey we set a higher standard asking the extent to which respondents were 

actually implementing key measures (Chart 15):

• Thirty-one per cent actually have a reserve in place that covers three months of expenses and 

another	31%	have	made	significant	or	partial	progress,	while	31%	had	not	yet	achieved	that	

goal. The 62% that had made concrete progress contrasts with the 84% that had taken steps 

from	previous	surveys.	This	is	not	surprising	as	it	takes	considerable	fiscal	discipline	to	build	

and maintain a reserve, especially from limited unrestricted funding, so the 31% that have 

fully achieved this should be regarded as encouraging. 

Chart 15: Post-FSP Progress on financial health, 2015
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•	 Sixty-eight	per	cent	use	financial	health	indicators	to	a	full	or	significant	degree,	with	another	

19% using them partially. This 88% compares very favorably to the 80% of organizations that 

were	beginning	to	put	financial	health	indicators	and	the	Dashboard	to	use	at	the	end	of	FSP	

program, after eight months. 

When asked about the impact of FSP on the organization:

•	 All	respondents	to	some	degree	are	now	budgeting	to	recover	all	costs.	Seventy-five	per	 

cent	say	they	do	so	fully	or	to	a	significant	degree,	and	the	remaining	25%	have	partially	

achieved this goal. This too appears to be an area of strong uptake where momentum was 

maintained	from	the	training,	after	which	92%	said	they’d	definitely	or	somewhat	achieved	

progress in this area.

• Funding gaps for operations remains problematic. While 12% of respondents were avoiding 

them	altogether	and	half	of	respondents	said	they	were	avoiding	them	to	a	significant	degree	

(for a total of 62%), nevertheless 88% of participants continue to experience funding gaps to a 

greater or lesser degree. There is no data on the size of these gaps and whether they are less 

severe than they used to be. However, a promising sign is found in Chart 16, where 63% of 

respondents say they strongly agree that they avoid negative budget variances (i.e. spending 

more than they had budgeted), and the balance said they mostly agreed. 
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Chart 16 asks the degree to which respondents agree to several ‘good practice’  

statements. Overall:

•	 The	board	and	staff	leadership	appear	to	have	a	good	handle	on	the	financial	health	of	 

the organization with 82% strongly or mostly agreeing to the two relevant statements. 

• More impressively, 94% (15 out of 16 organizations) strongly or mostly agree to the 

statement	that	they	have	enough	financial	information	to	make	rational	decisions,	 

when there are income shortfalls, with one organization not being sure. 

• Likewise, 100% of the respondents strongly or mostly agree that they largely avoid  

negative budget variances. 

Chart 16: Organizational use of financial information 
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Dale	Needles	performed	detailed	financial	health	check-ups	on	seven	(28%)	of	the	2012	
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donor, under 20% is good). Four out of the seven organizations were case study organizations 

(indicated by a *), while three had completed the 2015 survey. The check-ups served as a spot 

check on their self-reporting. Overall, self-reporting matched up with the health-check 
indicators. In some cases, progress was quite dramatic and in others quite modest, but there 

were indications that all the organizations were taking appropriate measures to improve 
or consolidate their financial health. Table 6 summarizes those results. 
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Table 6: Financial Health Check-Up 2015

2012 Measure Base Year 2014/2015 
complete FY

Current year 
highlights

2012 Participants

Three out of four organizations 
reviewed were case study 
organizations (*). For three 
out of four participants there 
are clear improvements in key 
financial	indicators.	

• As of 2015, Organization 1 
was in the healthy range for 
all key indicators, as well as 
enjoying	significant	growth.	

• Organizations 2 and 4 
are clearly moving in the 
right direction, which is 
particularly noteworthy 
for Organization 2, which 
has been suffering from a 
fluctuating	budget.	

•  Organization 7, despite 
remaining mostly in the red, 
has succeeded in increasing 
its assets and thus its 
defensive	ratio	significantly	
and is moving in the right 
direction on the reserve and 
program ratios. According 
to Needles, the latter would 
improve	significantly	if	
Organization 7 did better 
cost allocation and recovery 
of personnel and other 
expenses to the program 
column. Despite a relatively 
high donor dependency 
ratio, Organization 7 has 
10-12 donors in its donor 
portfolio and anticipates 
replacing the two that it will 
be losing at the end of 2015. 

Org 1 Defensive Interval 3.3 22.18

Reserve Ratio 0.8 12.3

Program Ratio 36% 63% 76%

Donor Dependency 15%

Budget % change base to last completed 62.00%

Anticipated % growth this FY 75.00%

Org 2* Defensive Interval 9.09 10.42

Reserve Ratio 1.91 5.21

Program Ratio 84% 73%

Donor Dependency 60% 32%

Budget % change base to last completed -11.53%

Anticipated % growth this FY -22.68%

Org 4* Defensive Interval 5.54 12.19

Reserve Ratio 1.89 3.04

Program Ratio 58% 81%

Donor Dependency 54% 55%

Budget % change base to last completed missing data

Anticipated % growth this FY 45.54%

Org 7* Defensive Interval 4.68 6.91

Reserve Ratio 0.11 0.44

Program Ratio 56% 63%

Donor Dependency 38% 48%

Budget % change base to last completed -12.48%

Anticipated % growth this FY uncertain

      teal = good health,          gold = monitor,           orange = need to address/improve

* case study organization
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Financial Health Check-Ups, cont’d

2013 Measure Base Year Last FY Current FY 2013 Participants

Three 2013 organizations were 
reviewed (* one case study 
organization). The results here 
are a bit more mixed, in part 
because these organizations 
started out with some strong 
financial	health	indicators.	

• Organization 3’s main 
achievement was to 
improve its defensive ratio. 
It recently went through 
a sudden leadership 
transition, but feels that it 
is well positioned for 2016 
given	its	overall	financial	
health, including 13% of its 
revenue that is unrestricted.

• Organization 5 lost several 
donors and had some 
staff turnover, which may 
account for limited positive 
movement on key indicators, 
although it experienced 
good growth as of 2014. 
Better cost allocation will 
improve the program ratio 
and, because organization 
5 has over 20 donors, it is in 
a good position to continue 
building on its resource 
mobilization efforts.

• Organization 6 started 
the program relatively 
financially	healthy	with	
good defensive and program 
ratios and reasonable 
donor dependency. It is 
a very active user of the 
Dashboard and has enjoyed 
respectable growth

Org 3 Defensive Interval 4.88 9.27

Reserve Ratio 0.61 1.66

Program Ratio 88%

Donor Dependency 23% 20%

Budget % change base to last completed -13.24

Anticipated % growth this FY uncertain, 

modest gains

Org 5 Defensive Interval 6.43 3.89

Reserve Ratio 1.09 1.95

Program Ratio 73% 72%

Donor Dependency 48% 43%

Budget % change base to last completed 28%

Anticipated % growth this FY uncertain, 

modest gains

Org 6* Defensive Interval 6.92 4.7 8 2nd Q

Reserve Ratio 0.68 1.06

Program Ratio 88% 86%

Donor Dependency 26% 27%

Budget % change base to last completed 26.6%

Anticipated % growth this FY 36.2%

In summary:

• Seven out of seven saw their reserves increase

• Five out of seven increased their defensive interval

•	 Three	out	of	seven	expect	significant	income	increase	for	year	end,	and	two	

expect at least a modest increase this year

• All were using FSP concepts and/or tools and felt they had a much better 

handle	on	their	finances	and	ability	to	act	on	that	information.	
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5.3.3  Focus Group, Case Study, and  
Observation Results

When asked the most important contribution of the FSP, numerous respondents mentioned 

the setting up of a reserve fund or establishing the reserve-fund policy, the financial health 
Dashboard, and the sessions on cost recovery.

Establishing, growing, and using a reserve fund.
Most participating organizations were aware of the importance of having a reserve fund prior 

to the FSP. Some had some emergency funds set aside, but these were often mixed in with 

general administrative funds and fell well-short of the recommended threshold of three months 

of operating expenses. The training was highly successful in conveying the importance of 

establishing a reserve and laying out the mechanics of doing so. Many organizations have made 

progress in putting some or all of the elements of a reserve fund in place – a reserve fund policy 

approved by the board; a separate, interest bearing account; and a base level of funds.  

The reserve funds seem to have been a clearly actionable item that leadership used to signal 

to	staff	the	importance	of	strategic	finance.	Many participants had become reserve fund 
enthusiasts and advocates. 

We	are	now	very	cost-conscious.	All	the	staff	know	our	financial	situation	and	what	

we expect of them in terms of deliverables for each project. We have focused on our 

reserve fund and last year 30% of funding came from consultancies, which made up 

for losses from reduced funding from traditional donors … The fund has grown 48% 

and can cover four months of costs … We’ve used those funds to pay salaries when 

we had a gap between the end of one grant and the beginning of another. Despite 

the	difficult	context,	the	FSP	is	helping	us	adapt.	ALIN

Now	the	staff	are	more	engaged	in	the	every-dayness	of	finances.	How	much	

reserve do we have; how do we convert reserve to endowment, how do we conserve 

funds	better?	…	Recently	we	used	up	our	reserves	to	buy	an	office	–	we	did	a	whole	

analysis of the costs and opportunities and shared our thinking with the staff. We’d 

been considering this for a while, but the FSP helped us think it through, to think 

critically about what it meant to be spending money on rent each month vs. investing 

in our own space. UHAI-EASHRI 

Because	we	do	a	lot	of	consultancies,	we	can	use	[those	earnings]	to	feed	the	reserve	

fund. Our target is to get 15% of our funding from consultancies and we have an 

ambitious target of $100,000 for this year. We already have an account and are 

just	about	to	finalize	the	policy	regarding	investing	it	….	We	want	to	use	the	reserve	

fund	as	an	entry	point	for	real	sustainability	–	to	buy	an	office	where	we	can	set	up	a	

gender and media training institute. AWC
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Financial health indicators and the Dashboard 
Dale Needles describes the Dashboard as “revelatory” for FSP participants. Finance 

participants shared that they already knew many of the concepts used by FSP to establish 

financial	health,	but	their	training	had	been	theoretical	(and	almost	exclusively	focused	on	

business	finance)	and	this	was	the first time they understood how financial health could be 
tracked and feed into decision making in their organizations. The beauty of the Dashboard for 

EDs was that it can distill information for easy presentation to staff and board. Participants said:

The Dashboard opened up our eyes to how we are performing over time and to 

realize the decline in fundraising. Our Board could see the line sloping down and is 

backing us in the development of a new fundraising strategy. The Dashboard also 

helped us get beyond our balance sheet and to look ahead. We were able to project 

where	we	wanted	to	be	over	five	years	and	begin	to	identify	the	donors	we	could	

approach for multi-year funding. FGK1

The most important thing for us was the Dashboard that helped us realize how 

exposed we were and allowed us to react to declining funding levels. Tracking the 

cash	flow	ratio	was	really	key;	we	could	see	how	we	were	doing	and	have	time	to	

react. ALIN

and

So much is different as a result of the FSP. One area is the use of the Dashboard. 

We use it at quarterly Board meetings and at our annual general meeting. We’ve 

adapted it and we use it to celebrate, monitor and address. If it’s red, the Board 

asks questions, but if it’s too green they also ask questions. For example, they 

encouraged us to negotiate with the bank for a better interest rate, because of our 

good	financial	health.	They	monitor	the	reserve	carefully	and	encouraged	us	to	

stretch ourselves, they wanted us to have a three-month reserve that would cover 

both operational and program costs. PELUM Uganda

Some organizations shared Dashboard results regularly and widely (with both staff and board), 

others used it more regularly amongst the management team. A number of organizations were 

not using the Dashboard at all. This was the case for some of the smaller, newer organizations 

that	did	not	have	three	years	of	financial	statements	to	identify	trends	in	financial	health	and	

instead were urged by the FSP to focus on building their strategic budgeting capacity (including 

key concepts used in the Dashboard) and reduce their vulnerability to the starvation cycle 

by	establishing	a	reserve	fund.	In	a	few	cases,	finance	staff	had	left	organizations	and	so	the	

practice was not sustained. There was only one instance where a Board reacted negatively to the 

Dashboard.	Some	members,	used	to	seeing	financial	statements,	thought	that	the	organization	

was trying to hide information rather than to make it more accessible. The participating 

organization	realized	that	it	should	have	first	presented	its	financial	statements	in	the	traditional	

way, and then walked the Board through the Dashboard charts. They also realized that they 

should have involved the Board Treasurer in a more active way.
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Finding ways to recover costs 
Many funders put restrictions on what they will fund, including their contribution to non-

program costs (also known as core costs, operational costs, or overhead). Most organizations 

coming into the program were experiencing the so-called starvation cycle that can leave 

nonprofits	so	hungry	for	decent	infrastructure	that	they	can	barely	function	as	organizations,	

let alone run high-quality programs. There are two sides to this cycle. Donors generally do not 

like to fund non-program costs, and would like those costs to be as low as possible. And CSOs, in 

turn, do not budget for them or underestimate those costs (see Graphic 1, p. 17). 

The training tries to break through this cycle so that CSOs can build robust infrastructures, 

which	includes	information	technology,	financial	systems,	skills	training,	investment	in	resource	

mobilization, and other essential operational costs critical to their success. The FSP focuses on 

cost	classification	to	facilitate	cost	recovery;	this	is	when	an	organization	allocates	some	costs	

typically considered as operational costs to program (e.g. allocating some percentage of the cost 

of maintaining a car or communication costs to a program budget, because a program relies on 

the car and the communication infrastructure). Dale Needles says that this module is the one 

area	where	there	tends	to	be	resistance.	“We	had	a	lot	of	discussions	about	why	it	wouldn’t	work	

here	[East	Africa],	why	donors	wouldn’t	accept	it,	but	then	some	organizations	did	go	to	donors	

and	they	did	accept	it.	Not	all	of	them	do,	but	you	won’t	find	out	until	you	ask.”	As	one	case	study	

participant said: 

I think one of the key things we learned was how to get appropriate cost recovery. 

That has really helped us. For our Peace Initiative we were able to negotiate an 

overhead of 33%, well above the average of 20%. With another donor, we got 

them	to	finance	an	aspect	of	the	operational	costs	they	hadn’t	funded	in	the	past,	

by pointing out they shouldn’t load that cost on us, if they want effective program 

delivery. We are doing very good budgeting now, so we can make a strong case and 

it reduces stress a lot. AWC

Focus group respondents shared:

When we present budgets for proposal, we are using strategic budgeting, 

incorporating operational costs. We’ve managed to reduce the starvation cycle. We 

got	funding	so	we	could	get	more	comfortable	chairs	for	staff,	we	painted	the	office;	

it looks more professional, it’s a more comfortable place to work. We’ve started 

building the reserve fund and are requesting that donors allow us to put interest 

from the grant into the reserve. FGK1 

and

After the training, we developed an overhead allocation policy where certain 

percentage	goes	to	administration	[for	every]	program.	We	know	donors	have	their	

own policies. When you have that policy in place, you can negotiate. For example, 

the	grant	that	we	received	from	[a	funder],	they	don’t	allow	for	per	diems.	When	we	

received the funds, we said we can’t work like this. We called a meeting with them, 

and we discussed this with them and they compromised. FGK1
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5.3.4  Conclusions Resource Mobilization and 
Strategic Finance 

Several things are clear from the above discussion: 

1)	 The	key	finding	is	that	the FSP has been very effective in helping organizations adapt to 
changing financial circumstances. Recall that 94% of the 2015 survey respondents said 

they were in a much better or somewhat better position than when they started the program 

and 100% said they were much better equipped or somewhat better equipped to adapt to 

confront resource mobilization setbacks, (Chart 2). This is particularly noteworthy since 

about half of survey respondents reported lower or 

flat	incomes	in	2014	compared	to	2012.	Nonetheless,	

participants were identifying and acquiring new 
donors and having some success in diversifying 

into new funding sectors, which should lay the 
foundation for greater resilience and adaptability. 

While participation in the program is not a predictor 

of increased income, it does seem to offer fairly 
immediate resource mobilization benefits to 
smaller organizations that can accelerate their 
resource mobilization learning curve. One participant from the Ugandan focus group even 

argued that increased income was the wrong metric by which to judge the program, rather it 

was	achieving	financial	stability	and	internalizing	good	practice.

2)	 Many	participants	gained	considerable	confidence	and	have	grown	professionally.	Executive	

directors were enabled to connect the dots from vision to strategy to the practicalities of 

finance	and	operational	infrastructure.	Financial	officers	went	from	being	accountants	to	

filling	the	strategic	role	that	the	title	implies.	Resource	

mobilization and program staff saw how they can 

contribute	to	the	financial	health	of	the	organization	

that allows for more reliably-funded programs that, 

in turn, can be a selling point for the organization 

with donors. Certainly, there is extensive testimony 

in terms of more proactiveness and assertiveness in 

relating to donors.

3) Participating organizations have internalized 
both the importance of investing in financial 
sustainability and developing skills in both 
resource mobilization and strategic finance. 

Financial stability key measure of program success

More donors aren’t necessarily the best measure of the 
program. For us, it’s been achieving stability, internalizing 
good practice, and working within our means. If you get 
into a problem, it no longer gives you palpitations – you 
recognize it and you address it. 
FGU (Emphasis added). 

Ford’s Observations on Progress

I was really happy to see how their confidence has grown. 
Yes, there was some nervousness as they began their 
pitches, but the confidence was there. I was happy that 
they could see the connection between a good pitch and a 
good outcome and to see their ability to clarify vision and 
mission, articulate it, and lay out what they seek to do. The 
other gratifying thing to see is the partnerships emerging 
within the organizations between the ED, the financial 
officer, and program director. 
Maurice Makoloo, Ford Foundation Representative for 

Eastern Africa
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Tackling the two sides of the financial sustainability equation

African Women and Children Features Service (AWC) has engaged staff to address both sides of the 

financial	sustainability	equation.	They	have	been	aggressive	in	reducing	costs	–	no	longer	making	the	vehicle	

and driver available for short, in-town trips, asking staff to turn off lights and computers when they are not 

in use, reducing payroll through attrition and redistribution of tasks, and bargaining harder with consultants 

around fees. In one year they reduced expenditures through cost-cutting by 15%, and an additional 18% the 

following year. On the resource mobilization side, they have negotiated and received higher overhead from 

one funder and coverage of key operational costs from another. They now approach funders with multi-

year	proposals	“allowing	our	thinking	to	go	much	deeper,	with	higher	ambitions.”	They	are	building	up	their	

consultancy	services	and	every	staff	person	is	charged	with	“marketing	the	organization,	wherever	you	are.”

 

It is apparent that there is an almost seamless discussion of the two concepts and a clear 

understanding of the synergies between the two. The main pull or promise of the program might 

be more robust fundraising, but even when that doesn’t materialize, most organizations feel 

better prepared to anticipate, plan and adapt. 

A focus group participant shared:

After	we	did	the	financial	health	presentation	to	the	board,	using	the	Dashboard,	and	showed	

that we were in the red on the health indicators, they got a bit of a shock and they saw we were in 

a starvation cycle. Then they began to point us in the direction of possible funders. The negative 

has been that three of our donors have changed their funding priorities at the same time, moving 

their focus away from Kenya or moving their focus from women’s rights to other priorities. FSP 

helped us in identifying early that they were exiting, it helped us identify some new donors, and 

through strategic budgeting, right now we are focusing our expenditure on resource mobilization 

to address this challenge. FGK1 

5.4  Development of Organizational 
Capacities 

5.4.1  From Addressing Inhibiting Factors to 
Organizational Transformation

Beyond	just	improving	the	skill	sets	around	resource	mobilization	and	financial	management,	

the FSP seeks to help organizations evolve and reach the growth stages in the organizational life 

cycle sooner and more smoothly. A cross-cutting issue is for many organizations is foundational 

capacities, such as organizational leadership, relevant strategic plan, evidence-informed 

reporting and learning, leadership pipeline and governance. While these are not the explicit 

focus	of	the	training,	the	program	identifies	these	capacity	deficits	as	factors	inhibiting	financial	

resilience and sustainability. These are addressed in one-on-one coaching and support, generally 
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during	lunch	breaks,	morning	walks	or	other	opportunities	to	go	deeper	in	the	specifics	of	an	

organization’s challenges. There is also a space in the action plan to address them,  

and several participants have. (For example Hatua Trust, GoSheng, and some of the Uganda 

groups	developed	strategic	plans	in	the	first	12	months	after	the	training.)	As	a	result,	despite	 

the	lack	of	specific	course	material,	75%	of	survey	respondents	said	they	had	made	good	or	

excellent progress.

As noted above, the FSP has placed emphasis on teamwork within the organization,  

beginning with the ‘pivot team’ that attends the training and subsequent work with staff  

and board, introducing them to high leverage elements of the training; such as introducing 

Boards	to	the	Dashboard	and	its	key	concepts	so	they	can	better	fulfill	their	fiduciary	

responsibilities, and educating them about their potential resource mobilization role. This 

attention	to	internal	capacity	and	Board	relations	leads	to	greater	effectiveness	and	efficiency	

for many organizations, as noted above. For some organizations it goes well beyond addressing 

specific	inhibiting	factors	and leads to significant organizational transformations.  

As the ED of AWC said:

We looked to change the whole culture of the organization in terms of people’s 

responsibility	for	operationalizing	and	financing	the	strategy.	All	staff	in	the	

organization will be involved in fundraising for the new strategy. If you earn a good 

salary and want the organization to survive, you have to be part of the resource 

mobilization strategy … You have to market the organization; when you go out, 

be	sure	to	have	your	antenna	up	…	I’ve	also	told	them	that	if	you	want	sufficient	

resources, you have to be very disciplined on how you spend those resources.  

I see that they are getting engrossed in our discussions of the budget. AWC.

Likewise, the ED of LDGI, summarized: 

The training helped me see the institution beyond the day-to-day in a more strategic 

manner. The Dashboard helped us move beyond traditional accounting and refocus 

on	the	financial	health	of	the	organization.	The	training	also	taught	me	to	separate	

myself from the institution – what should I leave behind, how to better engage 

with the board and tap into their potential, thinking about the roles needed in the 

organization and who is playing them. The way I relate to my colleagues – we moved 

from silos to more integrated ways of work. Greater involvement of staff and board 

in planning and fundraising has taken a lot of pressure off me and the chairman. Our 

communication with the outer world is much improved. We go to learn about new 

areas	of	financing	…	for	me	[the	FSP]	was	a	very	transforming	engagement.	

Other organizations, including ALIN, Youth Agenda, and Akili Dada, have embraced the potential 

of the hybrid or social enterprise model. These kinds of transformations are facilitated by 

stronger	financial	health.	For	example,	Dale	Needles	notes	of	Akili	Dada:	

Akili	Dada’s	financial	health	indicators	reveal	some	extremely	positive	trends.	

These positive trends have to do with the overall strength of their balance sheet 

indicators,	the	great	progress	they	made	around	income	diversification,	a	budget	
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that has grown substantially since completing the FSP training and a much more 

sophisticated	budgeting	template	….	[It]	also	has	made	great	strides	in	diversifying	

income. This can be seen in the large number of funders (more than 25 major 

donors are listed in their 2014 audit), the healthy balance between Restricted and 

Unrestricted Revenues in FY 2014 (64% Restricted versus 36% Unrestricted) and 

finally,	a	very	healthy	percentage	of	funds	that	come	from	fees	and	interest	(16%).

From 2012 to the present, Akili Dada’s budget has tripled and the organization is better able to 

manage this explosive growth and all its implications because of its FSP training. 

5.4.2 Board engagement

The issue of board engagement in resource mobilization is a challenging one and not unique 

to	East	Africa.	The	first	challenge	stems	from	the	absence	of	a	strong	tradition	of	individual	

philanthropy in Africa, which has meant that boards were not engaged in resource mobilization. 

“Ours	is	not	a	fundraising	board,”	was	a	frequent	comment	from	participants.	A	second	

challenge is ‘old’ or stagnant boards. Several participants have tried to address this by adding 

new members (often only a couple) with more of a resource mobilization orientation. A third 

challenge, pertinent for a number of the membership organizations and networks participating 

in the FSP, is that their boards are made up of representatives from their membership. A FG 

participant	said,	“Boards	assume	that	fundraising	is	the	responsibility	of	secretariats.	Sometimes	

you	go	to	meet	a	donor	and	find	that	one	of	your	board	members	is	meeting	with	the	same	donor,	

so you are competing with each other.” In other words, there is a competitive dynamic that can 

impede board engagement in resource mobilization. 

There appears to be considerable potential for change, although the process may not be rapid. 

One membership organization has begun to address this as follows: 

Last year we had a change in board membership. We kept in mind that we wanted to 

bring on some fundraising capacity and we brought on two independent members. 

We used a tool from the FSP on board responsibilities for fundraising with our full 

board and we have it in our policy, but mostly they don’t know how to do it. But with 

the new members there is some difference. One has been linking us with potential 

donors and even going on visits. 

Another Ugandan organization took more decisive steps:

Some members had been there 10 or 15 years. There were a lot of them and not all 

of them did anything. We needed fresh people and fresh ideas. So with the team I 

have now, we did a board training and induction with new members. We took them 

on	field	visits	so	they’d	better	understand	the	work	of	the	organization.	And	with	the	

beautiful charts generated by the Dashboard, they are not just making policy, they 

are also supporting me as ED to take decisions. Yesterday, our board chair was at the 

UNDP, identifying opportunities for collaboration. FGU
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Again, in some cases, there has been a more substantial transformation with the Board, as noted 

by PELUM Uganda and LDGI (see box).

Working with a board primed for greater engagement

In the case of Land Development and Governance Institute, the ED signaled to his Board that he wanted 

a	new	relationship	with	them,	in	part	by	bringing	in	his	staff	to	report	on	finances	and	resource	mobilization	

efforts. This had a catalyzing effect on the Board. As reported by the Board chair: 

This led to a proactive change in the way the Board does business … The what and why of the 

need for reserves, looking at the future growth for the institute and what we can do as Board 

members if opportunities arise … One thing we are beginning to explore is to create synergies 

with	the	professional	networks	[of	our	Board	members].	We	approach	our	contacts	in	a	manner	

that appeals to their professional passions. For example, if you approach someone involved in 

food production, convey to them the crisis in production that could result if land rights aren’t 

respected. He could be doing himself a lot of good by supporting our work. At the Board level, 

it’s become a point of appreciation – we ask ourselves do we have a well-pitched message 

targeted	to	the	global	community	that	will	sensitize	them	to	our	issues?	

Many	FSP	organizations	recommended	that	the	FSP	find	a	way	to	incorporate	Board	members	

into the training. This might be in the form of a special one-day training for Board members 

or	Board	members	might	be	brought	into	the	final	day	of	the	week-long	training.	As	each	

organization	benefits	from	having	three	staff	members	trained,	it	is	likely	Boards	would	be	more	

responsive	if	at	least	two	or	three	FSP	“champions”	were	on	the	board.
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5.5  Community Building for  
Social Justice

One of the goals of the program was to breakdown the competitive dynamic amongst CSOs, 

particularly around funding, that interferes with collaborative potential. From workshop 

evaluations and observation, the training seems to be quite successful in this regard, generating 

a strong sense of camaraderie and trust and encouraging substantive exchange, with 100% of 

respondents from all three years agreeing that they learned from peers in the workshop.30

The program also encourages organizations to be more outward looking and more collaborative, 

being more intentional in how they are positioning themselves with external stakeholders. It 

seeks to reinforce collaborative practice by pairing up each organization with one or two FSP 

peers for check-ins during the implementation phase. Participants from all three years were 

asked their degree of satisfaction with different components of the program in the endline 

survey;	when	asked	about	peer	support	only	16%	were	very	satisfied,	38%	were	somewhat	

satisfied,	and	38%	characterized	their	experience	as	mixed	(in	contrast,	72%	were	very	satisfied	

with	the	training	and	28%	somewhat	satisfied).31 As the numbers indicate, there was a range 

of experiences. In a number of cases, organizations found the meetings extremely useful, with 

substantive exchanges, attempts to develop collaborations and/or joint proposals, or actual 

collaborations and joint resource mobilization efforts. In other cases, peer partners did one 

or two obligatory meetings around the review, with generally positive reports, but it didn’t 

go any further. Not enough information was gathered to detect any patterns regarding which 

assignments seemed to work and which were less successful, beyond the fact that organizations 

that are extremely different (in terms of focus, life cycle, size, and/or vision and values) not 

surprisingly, had little in common.

Returning to the question of external relations in the 2015 survey (Chart 17), 94% of 

respondents	agreed	that	involvement	in	the	FSP	program	definitely	helped	them	to	raise	 

their	profile.	The	program	also	has	been	quite	successful	in	helping	participants	engage	with	

funders,	a	key	external	stakeholder	group	–	with	56%	of	respondents	definitely	developing	

strategic relationships with one or more funder, and 44% developing at least somewhat  

strategic relationships. 

The record appears to be more uneven in terms of promoting broader collaborations. 

 

•	 Just	under	one	third	of	respondents	definitely	agreed	that	they	had	developed	a	joint	

proposal with one or more organizations, and the same percentage somewhat agreed with 

the	statement.	These	results	matched	responses	to	the	statement	“joined	or	became	more	

active in one or more networks, platforms or coalitions.” 

30	 Spring	Strategies,	“Financial	Sustainability	Program,	Meta	Review	Outcomes	and	Process	2012-2013-2014,”	
Internal document, December 2014. 

31 ibid
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• While a majority somewhat agree with the statement that they stay in touch with FSP 

participants, a majority (56%) do not agree with the statement that they’ve reached out to 

FSP participants when they needed support. That said, some important relationships have 

formed (see box, below Chart 17).

Chart 17: External relations (2015) 

Since participating in the FSP, to what extent has your organization...

Definitely	

Somewhat 

Not really

Creating space for new conversations and connections 

The mixing of LGBTI and women’s human rights organizations together with others was quite intentional 

and brought a richness to the program. For example, LGBTI organizations were part of most groups and 

after some initial hesitation and discomfort all parties became more open, found many commonalities and 

became sources of mutual support to each other. We try to foster a curiosity about each other’s work – be 

it LGBTI rights, land rights, women’s rights, indigenous people’s rights, youth rights or other. Because of this 

intentional mixing there were many new connections, transformational conversations and ‘aha!’ moments 

that	touched	on	issues	well	beyond	the	topic	of	financial	sustainability	and	resilience.	Ellen	Sprenger,	CEO	

Spring Strategies

 

In	particular,	Dale	Needles	encouraged	the	financial	officers	to	meet	as	a	group	after	the	training	

and made himself available for questions and periodically introduced new materials. In Uganda, 

as noted above, it appears to have been quite productive, with the group actually feeding back 

ideas to Dale to improve tools and course content. In Kenya, the record is more mixed. For 

example, with the most recent graduating class of 2014 there were a few meetings, but they 

petered out. As one FO explained: 

Raised	the	profile	of	the	
organization

Developed more strategic 
relationships with  

one or more funders

Joined or became more  
active in one or more networks, 

coalitions or platforms

Developed a joint funding  
proposal with one or more 

organizations

Reached out to FSP participants 
when you needed support

Stayed in touch with  
participants in the program

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

94% 6%

56% 44%

31% 38%31%

31% 38%31%

56% 38%

25%

6%

56%19%
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The reason we stopped meeting was because we weren’t working toward one goal. 

We’d	identified	things	we	might	have	strategized	more	on,	but	we	didn’t	do	it.	If	we’d	

met around the issue of donors’ willingness to accept strategic budgeting and had a 

bigger picture of bringing donors into the discussion, we might have kept meeting. 

FGK1

For those who are inclined to collaborate, the FSP might be said to make them more intentional 

in those collaborations. The ED of AWC said: 

In an environment like this, you really need to work in partnerships – each partner 

has its antenna and networks. A number of us have been meeting since the start 

of the year around advancing women’s rights at the county level. If one of us gets a 

piece of intelligence, then we quickly caucus on how to respond. Because the policy 

environment is uncertain and we don’t know how donors are going to shift, again 

alliances are important for bringing funding opportunities. And there are donors we 

are in constant conversation with. Just recently, I sent a note to a donor to inform 

them that an event went well, and they wrote back saying, ‘Let’s talk about what we 

can do together.’

It’s undeniable that the diversity of the groups brings a richness and a dynamism to the program. 

Smaller, newer organizations learned from their more developed peers and have been inspired 

by	the	realization	that	they	too	have	the	potential	to	grow	in	size	and	influence.	In	contrast,	a	

participant in one of the larger, more established organizations said that hearing Akili Dada and 

Youth	Agenda	talk	about	their	ideas	for	a	radical	rethink	of	their	financing	model,	including	social	

entrepreneurship, reminded her of when she was younger and bolder, and made her think about 

how she might recapture some of that youthful boldness. Another noted:

I	looked	at	some	of	the	smaller	organizations	[in	the	workshop]	and	some	are	

very new and very small, yet they have a fundraising manager. Our fundraising 

hasn’t	been	properly	structured.	We	still	rely	too	much	on	the	CEO.	Our	finance	

and program team is still siloed and we need to think about someone who can 

work toward breaking down those silos. Sometimes I concentrate too much on 

programming, then I concentrate too much on the resource mobilization side. I 

haven’t found the balance yet. 

Despite	the	value	and	affirmation	participants	derived	from	each	other	during	the	program,	it	

was broadly agreed that there was a falling off in collaboration amongst FSP members as a group 

once the program ended. Many get caught up in their day-to-day challenges, others engage and 

collaborate where there is an existing alignment of interests. It may be that a broad common 

project is needed, either within the context of the FSP (e.g. learning about the hybrid model) or 

external to the FSP (e.g. mobilizing around restrictive government measures), to foster sustained 

engagement and movement building.
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5.6  Assessment of the FSP with  
some distance

The FSP gets overwhelming positive workshop evaluations and endline reviews. Many 

training participants are familiar with the warm afterglow and the enthusiasm a good training 

process engenders, which dissipates once it is over and one faces the daily grind back at one’s 

organization. In the 2015 survey there were two key questions – 1) How well did the FSP 

prepare you to maintain momentum in the result areas and 2) How much did FSP contribute to 

your	progress	in	each	result	area?	

5.6.1 Momentum 

On the issue of maintaining momentum (Chart 18):

• The program scores quite well, receiving strong majorities in terms of being very capable of 

maintaining	momentum	in	improving	relationships	with	donors	(75%),	strategic	finance	(62%)	

and understanding and analysis of the funding landscape (56%)

•	 For	growth	and	diversification,	38%	felt	the	FSP	left	them	very	capable	of	maintaining	

momentum, while 62% felt somewhat capable. This is consistent with comments from 

interviews and FGDs in which participants were asking for more guidance regarding social 

enterprise models and better understanding of institutional donor decision-making.

Chart 18: Maintaining momentum (2015)

How capable were you to maintain momentum in each result area after the FSP ended?
 

Very 

capable

Somewhat 

capable

Not capable

Understanding and analysis of 
funding landscape

Growth and  
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finance

Improving quality of 
relationship with donors

Building staff and board 
capacity to mobilize resources

Foundational  
capacities

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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• 38% felt they were very capable of maintaining 

momentum around foundational capacities and 56% 

felt somewhat capable, even though 75% had said 

they had made good or better progress in this area 

(Chart 3).

• In terms of building the capacity of board and staff 

to mobilize resources, only 31% felt they were very 

capable of maintaining momentum, while 62% felt 

somewhat capable. 

From interviews and FGDs some of the factors mentioned as being important for maintaining 

momentum were the fact that three people were trained; organizations gained experience with 

the action plan and a range of tools and templates during the implementation phase, and became 

accustomed to using them; and there were continuing opportunities to engage with Spring 

Strategies’ team members, including online seminars in 2014 and 2015.32 Factors that interfered 

with	maintaining	momentum	were	staff	turnover;	the	loss	of	funders	or	other	financial	setbacks;	

insufficient	knowledge	to	allow	organizations	to	diversify	funding	outside	of	traditional	donors;	

and the slow decision-making processes of funders. However, even in the cases where two of the 

FSP participants left from a single organization, most organizations had maintained important 

elements of the program and were grateful for follow-up opportunities so that new staff could be 

incorporated in the program. What tended to be dropped without a good handover process was 

the use of the Dashboard.

Confronting staff turnover 

Three of us were trained and two left, including the ED. I was the only person with this information who was 

left, but I was so excited about the program. I called several meetings. It was hard, but I kept insisting. We 

even used some funds to hire a facilitator. At the end of the year, we had a meeting to review our strategic 

plan, and I insisted that we have a session on the FSP. With any opportunity I get, I share about the program. 

FGK2 

5.6.2 FSP’s Contribution 

Organizations	are	subject	to	many	influences	and	experiences	and	we	wanted	to	see	how	much	

added value the FSP provided (Chart 20). 

32	 Some	efforts	were	more	successful	than	others.	The	first	online	seminars	got	mixed	reviews,	largely	because	of	
internet connectivity issues. 

Help understanding funder decision-making

Ellen works at the highest level [with institutional donors]. 
I think we could learn from her why some proposals are 
funded and others aren’t. A good exercise would be for us to 
critique each other’s proposals – what makes one stand out 
from another; why or why wouldn’t you fund it. I would love 
to have a forum where I could share and get feedback. 
AWC
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Chart 19: FSP contribution to each result area

How much did FSP contribute to each result area?
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nothing
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mobilize resources

Foundational  
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62% 38%

50% 50%

56% 44%

56% 44%

56% 12%

38%

31%

12%50%

• For a majority, the FSP was deemed to have contributed a lot to understanding of the funding 

landscape	(62%),	strategic	finance	(56%),	and	to	improving	relationships	with	donors	(56%),	

with the balance in each case saying the FSP had contributed some things. 

•	 Half	of	respondents	said	that	the	FSP	had	contributed	a	lot	to	growth	and	diversification;	this	

includes four organizations that saw their income decrease between 2012 and 2014. The 

other half said FSP had contributed some things. 

• FSP was deemed to have contributed less to staff and board capacity to mobilize resources 

(only 38% said a lot) and foundational capacities (31%), although almost all respondents said 

they at least contributed something. This is not surprising, given the fairly limited focus on 

foundational capacities, in part because quite a few organizations didn’t prioritize this area, 

and the challenges of changing board behaviour, discussed above. 

 

5.6.3 FSP Design 

Spring Strategies intentionally designed the FSP program to be different from standard trainings. 

CSOs are often exposed to a variety of professional opportunities, however, one thing that stood 

out for participants was that this was not a training to ensure grantees were compliant with 

donor	requirements.	This	was	a	training	to	make	organizations	more	financially	resilient	with	a	

focus on strengthening their ability to realize strategic goals in pursuit of their mission.
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One ED said:

The FSP differs from other trainings. It’s not inward looking to build capacity in 

service to a donor. The FSP doesn’t care who you’re engaging with, it cares about 

what you are trying to achieve. With other trainings we’ve never been taught how 

to pitch an idea, how to design a multi-year grant. The issue of the reserve fund has 

never been raised or whether your board is functioning or what your procurement 

policies are.

A	finance	officer	said:	

The things I’ve learned from Dale, you don’t learn anywhere else. Things like the 

defensive	interval	and	other	measures	that	apply	specifically	to	NGOs.	You	can’t	

find	[the	FSP	course	material]	in	any	syllabus	in	Kenya	…	Now	I	have	a	much	better	

idea about what donors need, I can even engage in the pitching process based on 

that	knowledge.	When	a	donor	sends	their	finance	people	here,	I	always	know	what	

supporting documents to have, so we are well prepared.

Maurice Makoloo, the Ford Foundation Representative for Eastern Africa, having observed the 

evolution of the program, summarized what makes it unique (paraphrased): 

• A team leader (Ellen) who is an integral coach and facilitator and has experience both  

as a grant seeker and grant maker. 33

• The ability to assemble a multi-disciplinary team with broad experience in different parts  

of the world.

•	 The	methodology	that	asks	organizations	to	make	the	tough	decision	to	allow	Ellen	“into	the	

kitchen” and answer her and Dale’s wide-ranging questions about their organizational and 

financial	health,	as	the	price	of	entry.	“Those	that	stay	after	the	initial	intrusion	make	a	strong	

commitment; each signs a letter of commitment.”

• Many programs focus just on the ED; but this program brings in three key people and focuses 

on helping them re-engineer the organization as a team. 

•	 The	“silent	mentorship”	on	the	part	of	Ellen,	she	makes	a	deep	commitment	to	each	

organization;	the	invitation	to	take	walks	and	help	individuals	talk	through	difficult	issues	 

one-on-one.

•	 Spring	Strategies’	flexibility,	not	being	a	prisoner	to	a	concept	or	a	fixed	plan,	but	evolving	and	

adjusting as it learns more by doing. 

 

Chart 20 demonstrates that the FSP compares favorably to other trainings among the majority 

of	FSP	survey	respondents.	Overall,	the	FSP	is	rated	significantly	better	(in	the	70-74%	range)	

across all dimensions (a good investment of time, adapted to the need of participants, interactive 

and	dynamic,	practical,	clear),	except	fostering	peer	learning	where	it	was	deemed	significantly	

better by 61% or respondents and somewhat better by 25%.

33 Ellen Sprenger worked with Oxfam Novib and was the Executive Director of Mama Cash, an Amsterdam-based 
foundation. As a strategist and consultant she works with a broad range of CSOs globally as well as foundations, 
bilateral and multi-lateral agencies and high-net-worth individuals.
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Chart 20: FSP compared to other trainings (2015) 

Compared to other Training you’ve received, how would you rate the FSP?
 

5.7  The role of the Ford Foundation: 
Far more than a funder

In choosing to support Spring Strategies’ Financial Sustainability Program, the Ford Foundation 

was responding to a need they perceived in the East Africa region. As Maurice Makoloo, Ford 

Foundation Representative for Eastern Africa, formulated it: 

Partners need money, but they need a lot more than money. They need it in 

sufficient	quantities,	with	as	few	restrictions	as	possible,	over	a	sustained	period	

of time to support their passion so that they can make a difference. Our hope for 

the	FSP	was	that	it	would	help	organizations	to	find	different	ways	to	generate	

resources in a changing socio-economic and political environment. 

Monica	Aleman	Cunningham,	Ford	Foundation’s	Eastern	Africa	Senior	Program	Officer,	states,	

“What	we	did	was	co-create	a	program	that	was	culturally	and	contextually	appropriate.”	As	the	

program	evolved,	Ford	and	Spring	Strategies	“created	mechanisms	to	check	back	and	forth.	We	

were resource people, we were part of the conversations and the holding ground for grantees 

when Ellen and Dale were not around.” 

Initially, Ford wasn’t fully aware of what the implications of the program would be for its own 

practice. Monica Aleman Cunningham observes:
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We were mostly surprised at what the grantees were asking of us, especially in 

terms of budget requests. We didn’t realize that they would come back and start 

challenging the budgets. That’s when we realized we needed to be trained ourselves. 

Not	just	the	program	officers,	but	also	the	administrators	who	do	the	technical	

review of the proposal.

But	it	went	beyond	renegotiating	budgets	or	examining	financials.	

We had to be willing to modify our own practice and reconsider some of the 

implications. We had to change our thinking about how we funded and how we 

measured	success.	We	are	now	focused	on	the	life	of	the	organization,	not	specific	

project outcomes. That represents a different type of relationship.

On Ford’s side, relationships have shifted decisively to transformational, which has  

further implications.

[With	the	FSP]	we	also	began	to	understand	better	the	different	life	stages	of	an	

organization. We didn’t realize how much customization is needed per organization, 

per sector. And then there is the question of how much we should customize or how 

much do grantees need to take responsibility from this point forward. As we promote 

them	to	assume	responsibility,	what	resources	do	we	put	in	to	facilitate	that?	

Ford Foundation has invited more organizations to participate in the FSP from East Africa, 

including new grantees to guarantee they start off on a strong footing. It has also started a youth 

leadership program based on the FSP’s integral approach to transformation, run by two Kenya-

based	master	certified	integral	coaches™.	Beyond	that,	Spring	Strategies’	(renamed)	Financial	

Resilience Program is being implemented in India and contributed to Ford Foundation’s new global 

strategy. Ford Foundation realizes that the single greatest challenge facing CSOs today is achieving 

long-term	financial	sustainability.	In	the	words	of	Darren	Walker,	President	of	the	Ford	Foundation:

Over	the	next	five	years—from	2016	to	2020—our	trustees	have	authorized	us	to	

allocate up to $1 billion for a concerted effort to support stronger, more sustainable, 

and more durable organizations. In some cases, this may mean larger, longer-term 

grants	that	can	be	used	more	flexibly.	In	other	cases,	it	may	mean	support	for	

wraparound services that help an organization develop, adapt to change, or even 

merge	with	others.	Whatever	form	it	takes—depending	on	context	and	the	needs	of	

each	organization—our	aim	is	to	ask	not,	“How	do	we	make	this	grant	successful?”	

but	rather,	“How	do	we	help	make	this	organization	successful?”	34

This is in keeping with the Ford Foundation’s recognition that funders have to change their 

behaviour and evolve to respond to and promote the agency of social justice organizations globally. 

34	 Blog	post	Darren	Walker,	June	11,	2014	titled	What’s	next	for	the	Ford	Foundation?	http://www.fordfoundation.
org/equals-change/post/whats-next-for-the-ford-foundation
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VI Conclusions
The Financial Sustainability Program can be judged through a variety of lenses. One is the 

satisfaction of participants with the quality of the training and overall approach. Participant 

satisfaction was captured in workshop evaluations and endline surveys and in the course of 

this evaluation. Participants were and remain overwhelming positive, both when they were 
involved in the program and as they applied their learning subsequently. That is not to say 

there	weren’t	any	deficits	or	deficiencies,	but	they	are	relatively	minor:

• Not enough time on social enterprise models; 

• More time spent on participatory exercises, such as role plays; 

• Not enough attention to board relations; 

• Mixed results of the utility of the peer support post-training.

The	financial	health	check-ups	that	took	place	as	part	of	this	evaluation	also	signaled	that	

organizations	might	benefit	from	just	such	a	review	a	year	or	two	after	completing	the	 

program to clarify any ambiguities or misunderstandings and refresh old staff or bring new  

staff up to speed. 

A second measure of the effectiveness of the program is what has actually changed in terms of 
organizational and individual capacity and practice. Going beyond the results framework, covered 

in detail above, if we return to the four dimensions of Transformational Change framework 

(Table	7),	it’s	possible	to	identify	specific	ways	individuals	and	organizations	have	evolved	over	

the course of the program. Judging from the survey responses, case study interviews, and FGDs, 

every participant has experienced or seen changes in at least some of the key dimensions of 
change, and numerous organizations have seen substantial change across all dimensions, with 

numerous individuals and some organizations experiencing profound transformation.
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Table 7 Manifestations of transformational change 
In

te
ri

o
r

UL

Change in Experience & Mindset
• Attitudes and beliefs

› Importance of investing in operations and program
› Funders as strategic partners
› Belief in selves as leaders; value that each person 

brings to the organization and mission
• Motivation

›	 “It’s	all	about	purpose”:	Financial	health	and	 
strong resource mobilization is about purpose

› Increasing intrinsic value of work through  
shared progress.

• Knowledge of
› The interface between effective program and 

financial	sustainability
› The interface between resource mobilization and 

strategic	finance	
• Sense of purpose

› Strengthened by reframing challenges  
as opportunities 

›	 Coaching,	mentorship,	affirmation
›	 Strategic	finance	–	aligning	budget	with	strategy

UR

Change in Action & Performance
• Tools

› Application of FSP tools and templates  
(in whole or in part)

› Practice in training; consolidate in  
implementation phase

• Tactics
› The elevator speech; invites to donors,  

increase focus on income generation, etc.
• Technical skills

› Developing and executing resource  
mobilization strategy (mapping, prospecting, 
pitching, donor management)

›	 Strategic	financial	analysis
• Trying new things

› Identify and approach new donors
› Ask donors for unrestricted funds/operational 

costs; ask for larger grants
› Identify/expand consultancy services
› Have staff engage with board around the FSP; 

work with board on RM
› Use of Dashboard for decision-making
› Establish a reserve, avoid starvation cycle

E
xterio

r

Change in Relationships & Culture
• Team work

› Pivot team evolves to leadership team
› Train staff and board on FSP → shared 

responsibility	for	RM	and	financial	health
›	 Staff	generate	funds/find	cost	savings

• Compelling communications
› Revised case statement/Unforgettable  

case/elevator pitch
› Revamped websites
› More frequent, more accessible communication  

to range of audiences
›	 Clear	communication	of	complex	financial	

information
• Relationships with colleagues, funders

› Break down silos; joint responsibility for 
proposals; respect each other’s deadlines

› Ability and willingness to negotiate with funders 
from a place of power and mutual respect

• Shared resonance and values
›	 Reaffirm	vision	and	mission
› Develop and internalize criteria around sound 

financial	management	and	program	investments
› Shared responsibility and mutual accountability
› Experience camaraderie in training – shared 

values and commitment to rights and justice
LL

Change in Process & Systems
• Result areas, success indicators & action plan

› Design and implementation of action plan  
based on result areas

› Continued efforts and progress in result  
areas, perseverance

• Assessment and analysis
› Continuous scanning of funding landscape
›	 Use	of	Dashboard/financial	health	indicators	 

for decision making
› Business planning for income generating efforts 

and social enterprise
• Mechanisms for driving & sustaining systems change

› Policies and procedures (e.g. reserve policy; 
consultancy guidelines; overhead and cost 
allocation policy, etc.)

› Resource mobilization strategy designed and 
budgeted	for	with	appropriate	staffing

›	 Adequate	financial	system,	donor/grant	 
tracking, M&E

› Increased income from a greater number and 
diversity of revenue streams to fund work

LR
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This	speaks	to	the	robustness	of	the	design	of	the	program	and	the	five	core	methodological	

characteristics (see text box, below). Not every organization that participated could fully 

capitalize on the program and it is possible that this review did not completely capture the range 

of experience. It is possible that at least some of the organizations that opted out of the survey 

did so because of less positive experiences. However, based on the full range of evidence, it 

appears that for the majority of participants the program contributes to more proactive and 

resilient organizations, which are better able to analyze and cope with a dynamic philanthropic, 

economic and political context. This seems to be true of the full range of organizations reviewed, 

regardless of size, focus, or type. 

A third lens is the degree to which participating organizations achieved financial sustainability, 

which	was	originally	conceived	as	resting	upon	revenue	growth	and	diversification,	combined	

with	more	strategic	financial	management.	Based	on	learning	from	the	program,	a	more	

appropriate	goal	in	a	resource	constrained,	dynamic	environment	is	that	of	financial	resilience	

which	still	involves	income	diversification	and	strategic	financial	management,	but	focuses	on	

adaptive	capacity	whether	resources	are	growing,	flat,	or	shrinking.	As	discussed,	the	resource	

mobilization picture has been mixed; slightly more than half of the organizations have enjoyed 

revenue growth and slightly under half have suffered losses within a year to 18 months of 

finishing	the	program,	although	a	number	of	the	smaller	organizations	have	seen	significant	

financial	gains.	In	addition,	participants are identifying and acquiring funding from new 

donors,	offsetting	donors	who	are	ceasing	funding	by	more	than	a	5:1	ratio.	Diversification	of	

funding sectors is still a work in progress, with more diversification amongst organizations 
that started the program with four or more sources of funding, but smaller organizations are 

having some initial success in penetrating new sectors. Almost across the board, there remains 

a heavy reliance on traditional institutional donors. That said, participants are making strong 

efforts to better manage and expand those relationships, leading to increased revenue from 

existing	donors	and/or	more	flexible	funding.	And	FSP participants are developing a repertoire 
of responses	-	increasing	consulting	activity	to	offset	cuts	in	grants,	finding	cost-savings,	
negotiating with donors to cover costs, building and using reserve funds in both traditional 

ways (offset budget shortfalls) and non-traditional ways (as a down payment or guarantee for 

a building purchase etc.). This repertoire, plus progress in diversifying the sources of funding, 

at a minimum lays the groundwork for greater financial stability in the face of resource 
constraints,	and,	more	positively,	for	significant	increases	in	income,	once	organizations	gain	
greater experience with new donors and sectors. 

When we look at the three measures of effectiveness or impact – the satisfaction of participants 

with the program, how organizational and individual behaviour and practice changed, and 

the	degree	of	financial	sustainability	the	organizations	have	attained,	as	measured	by	income	

growth	and	diversification	–	overall,	the	theory and practice of change and didactic approach 
that Spring Strategies is using is strongly validated by this evaluation. However, while 

diversification	and	growth	remain	an	important	end	goal,	what emerged in this evaluative 
process was another measure of success – that of financial resilience, that results as 

organizations	master	strategic	finance	and	combine	that	with	more	creative	and	effective	

resource mobilization that allows organizations to move toward better financial health, even 
in the face of stagnant or reduced income. True to form for the FSP, which regularly folds back 

learning into program thinking, this concept is now being more consciously incorporated into 
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the structure and philosophy of the program, perhaps most visibly in its adoption of a new name: 

Spring Forward: Financial Resilience for Social Justice. 

Testimony on the five methodological elements of the program’s design

Customize and Calibrate 
When we did the training, we were barely 

three	months	old.	What	[the	FSP]	did	for	us	was	

helped us crystallize our niche – with a focus on 

governance theory and practice and linking the 

governance development interface. We realized 

we needed to redo our website and got a grant 

from Ford to rebrand ourselves. Because we 

were so new, we weren’t growing, because very 

few donors were path breakers who were willing 

to invest in a start-up. Because of the training 

in	financial	management,	even	working	within	

our limited resources, we have produced very 

good work. We’ve focused on work that can be 

marketed with concrete results. That’s been the 

value of the program for me. FGU

It’s all about purpose
I went to a meeting where a donor was 

uncomfortable with our stand in a report. We 

were frank with the donor – If they felt that we 

had to change our stand, we were okay with 

surrendering the funding. That taught me you 

can earn respect from a donor. At the same time, 

we’ve changed the view we had of our resources 

and how we apply them. We look at a project 

we might want to do, but now ask a series 

of questions – is it fundable, if we got some 

funding, would it be sustainable, would it be nice 

to do, but not really feasible if we take a hard 

look	at	our	situation?	FGU

Four dimensions of transformational change
During the training, we’re told we are 

an	ecosystem.	The	finance	officer	has	to	

understand the programs and the program 

staff	have	to	understand	finance.	Imagine	if	

the	program	officer	left	today,	but	the	program	

needs to go on, so you need to know enough to 

keep it running a couple of months while you 

find	a	replacement.	And	the	FO	doesn’t	come	in	

at the end of program discussions just to write 

the budget. If we want to do cost recovery, 

the FO needs to understand the program well 

enough to assign those costs. FGK

Collaboration
It was useful to have a class with a mix of 

organizations, the program worked around and 

used those differences. It was providential that 

we did it so early. Without it, we would have 

come at the future so differently … With a small 

organization, it is always all hands on deck, you 

are buried in the present and it’s hard to think 

about the future. I appreciate the help in being 

more foresighted, to think in terms of a multi-

year plan. One group had 17 funders! It helped 

us imagine other possible futures. FGK1

Momentum
One	of	the	focus	areas	of	the	[reunion]	meeting	

in December 2014 was on growth scenarios 

– where we are, how we got there, and the 

implications of being there for future action. 

It was good to see the progress of participants 

and to see how much progress we’d made 

compared to some. We realized we are in a 

very fortunate position. Some participants are 

really struggling with implementation, but I was 

able to share what we’ve been able to do, and 

one organization even called me to follow up. 

PELUM Uganda
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VII  Considerations for  
the Future 

The	financial	viability	of	CSOs	in	highly	dynamic	and	often	adverse	contexts	is	a	continuing	

challenge in East Africa and elsewhere. Spring Strategies has a training approach and curriculum 

that clearly delivers value to those who participate in the program, not only during the program, 

but	also	subsequently.	The	program	is	unique	in	taking	a	mission-driven	approach	financing,	

addressing	both	resource	mobilization	and	strategic	finance	in	ways	that	clearly	resonate	with	

and stimulate creative thinking in participants. The key questions moving forward is how big 

does Spring Strategies want to go as a purveyor of the program and how to amplify the reach 

of the program to penetrate more deeply into the ecosystem of human rights and social and 

environmental justice organizations. Here are some issues Spring Strategies needs to consider:

The size and scope of the challenge 
Can	CSOs	move	fast	enough	and	will	they	have	the	space	to	do	it?	In	Kenya,	certainly,	the	threat	

of government restrictions on foreign funding hangs over FSP discussions. Beyond that, the 

current	trend	of	decreased	aid	flows,	increased	private	capital	flows,	and	changes	in	priorities	are	

altering the economic, political and funding landscape in East Africa and elsewhere. Government 

suspicion	of	CSOs,	especially	those	dealing	with	human	rights,	is	manifest	in	greater	financial	

controls and increasing operational restrictions. Mobilizing domestic resources is an avenue 

that is actively being explored, but the task of building a culture of philanthropy is a generational 

one and one that is being added to the load these organizations are already carrying to build a 

culture of human rights. There is a real urgency to diversify beyond (foreign) institutional funders 

and	a	need	to	pioneer	and	innovate	in	the	area	of	financing	of	social	justice	work.	There	are	no	

blueprints for this which means experimentation (and often failure) will be the norm. It will be 

the resilient, adaptive organizations best suited to innovate, to deal with sustained uncertainty 

and to regroup from setbacks. This, in turn, suggests that Spring Strategies should continue to 

examine and re-examine its metrics of success.

What about the social enterprise? 
In	the	21st	century,	there	is	an	increased	porousness	between	the	worlds	of	“doing	good”	and	

“making	money”.	“Doing	good”	is	no	longer	strictly	the	purview	of	social	justice,	human	rights,	

and	development	organizations,	and	“making	money”	is	no	longer	strictly	the	purview	of	the	

private sector. The idea of the hybrid model was much discussed by participants at the June 

2015 workshops. Despite the potential, there were a great many questions, beginning with 

what	does	a	hybrid	model	“look	like.”	Was	it	any	organization	that	had	an	income	stream	from	

fee-for-service or consultancies, or was it a more fundamental shift to a model that includes a 

for-profit	and	non-profit	legal	entity,	both	contributing	to	the	mission	(as	is	being	pursued	by	the	

Kenyan	Red	Cross,	for	example)?	Embracing	a	hybrid	model	potentially	presents	many	challenges	

for organizations with cultural, managerial, and operational implications. For organizations 

just	mastering	strategic	finance,	it	introduces	yet	newer	forms	of	financial	planning	involving	

feasibility	studies,	financing	options,	risk	analysis,	space	design	and	management,	etc.,	especially	

for those organizations considering real estate and major enterprise development. To date, 
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Spring Strategies has limited its role to fostering curiosity and some initial exposure to  

existing models through the innovation topics. There is obviously demand from organizations 

for	more	guidance	and	“hand-holding.”	What	this	might	look	like	and	who	might	provide	it	is	a	

question that needs to be explored, especially as the Ford Foundation launches its new Impact 

Investing Program.

Scale and Reach 
Currently	the	FSP	is	a	“boutique	product,”	strongly	identified	with	Ellen	Sprenger,	with	her	broad	

range of experience and her particular abilities as a facilitator and coach. From the 2012 pilot 

to the end of 2015, Ellen and the Spring Strategies team will have directly worked with close to 

200 people in East Africa alone. In addition, many FSP participants have replicated the training 

internally (in whole or in part) and a few have replicated the whole training within broader 

networks (PELUM) or systems (ACORD) or shared elements of the program externally (UHAI 

with its grantees). In 2015, Spring Strategies has grown its team of lead trainers and experts 

on	strategic	finance	and	resource	mobilization	from	two	to	seven	individuals,	including	two	

strategic	finance	mentors	supporting	the	trainings,	Wangechi	Gikonyo	Mukoko	from	ACORD	

and John Kakeeto from PELUM Uganda. A key principle from the beginning has been to team 

up with national and regional level resource persons and centres of expertise. This took a new 

form in the June 2015 advanced workshops, with the creation of funder and investor panels 

providing crucial feedback to FSP participants. Spring Strategies is in the process of building an 

online community with a member portal, which will allow participants to learn from each other 

and strengthen relationships between organizations and individuals, both during the program 

and afterwards. Spring Forward will continue exploring opportunities to collaborate and to 

share its methodology and work (this report being one such effort). While it is committed to 

strengthening	the	field	of	capacity	development	in	this	area,	with	the	ultimate	goal	of	making	

itself redundant, there is the risk of the power of the program being diluted if new collaborators 

master the program content without understanding and embracing the Integral underpinnings, 

in which case it might lose much of its transformative power.

Building on strong program assessment 
The FSP established a baseline and the start of the program that includes an assessment of 

financial	health	based	on	three	years	of	financial	statements,	an	assessment	of	where	each	

organization	stands	in	the	five	result	areas	(self-administered),	and	data	regarding	attitudes	and	

practice	related	to	financial	management	and	resource	mobilization	(also	self-administered),	with	

an eight-month follow-up on each. To develop a more granular understanding of the program and 

its impacts over time Spring Strategies could make the following changes: 

• FSP could track a number of data points – shifts in revenue, revenue sources, and key  

financial	health	indicators	over	time	–	at	the	start	of	the	training	(as	it	does	currently),	 

at the eight-month mark and/or the year-end of the graduation year, and annually after  

that for at least two years. Provision of this data could potentially be part of the contract  

with each organization. 

• The self-administered surveys have gone through some tweaking, but could use a redesign 

to address a few issues. Most importantly, the survey is highly subjective without clear 

definitions	of	what,	for	instance,	constitutes	“increased	board	participation	in	resource	

mobilization”	or	“improved	staff	capacity”	or	“good”	vs.	“some”	progress.	Spring	Strategies	
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could use a format in which different situations are described along a scale where the 

respondent	picks	the	one	that	most	closely	reflects	their	situation.

• More detailed use of the data gathered to see if any clear correlations or patterns emerge (e.g. 

organizations in one sector seem to perform better than organizations in another; differences 

in	progress	between	large	and	small	organizations	[which	this	evaluation	began	to	identify];	

whether	satisfaction	correlates	more	with	increase	in	revenue	or	achieving	better	financial	

health with reduced revenue).

• The selection at the beginning of the process of six to eightJulie Payne case study 

organizations who started in the same year, either randomly (to mitigate selection bias)  

or purposively (to capture the range of organizations and issues) to get better understanding 

of the process of change. Quarterly check-ins could be added that double as coaching/

mentoring opportunities.

• A qualitatively different level of assessment would be committing to some form of 

experimental or quasi-experimental design with a comparison group, but would have to be 

examined	in	terms	of	feasibility	and	financing.	

The donor side of the equation 
FSP	has	focused	on	training	CSOs	to	adopt	good	financial	and	resource	mobilization	practices,	

despite often being faced with donors that have rigid policies and behaviours that undercut the 

financial	sustainability	of	their	grantees.	If,	as	the	Ford	Foundation	states,	grantees	need	more	

sizeable grants with fewer restrictions, over a sustained period of time to increase their impact, 

then CSOs need more donors who deliver this. Spring Strategies has an important role to play 

in	helping	donors	to	think	beyond	financial	capacity	building	for	compliance	with	budgeting	

and reporting requirements to capacity building for institutional development and movement 

building. This includes promoting each funder’s role in fostering organizational resilience and 

sustainability	and	the	practicalities	of	constructing	mutually	beneficial	and	transformative	

relationships	around	shared	goals.	As	a	result,	funders	would	benefit	from	working	with	more	

impactful partners and funders themselves would have a greater impact as co-strategists and 

strategic	financers	in	the	larger	ecosystem	of	human	rights	and	social	and	environmental	justice	

actors and movements. 
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Appendix

Interviews
Spring Strategies 

Ellen Sprenger, CEO

Dale	Needles,	Non-Profit	Management	and	Strategic	Finance	Consultant	 

(trainer/mentor)

Wangechi Gikonyo-Mukoko, Financial Management (co-trainer)

Ford Foundation Eastern Africa
Maurice Makoloo, Representative

Monica	Aleman	Cunningham,	Senior	Program	Officer

Rosemary	Okello	Orlale,	Program	Officer

Case Studies 
Arid Lands Information Network (ALIN)

James Nguo, Regional Director

Roseline	Ngusa,	Finance	Officer

African Woman and Child Features Service (AWC)
Arthur Okwemba, Executive Director

Benjamin	Radonde,	Finance	Officer

Ruth Omukhango, Program Manager

Hatua Trust
Linda Ochola-Adolwa, Executive Director

Peter Adolwa, Finance and Administration

Land Development and Governance Institute (LDGI)
Ibrahim Mwathane, Board Chair

Mwenda Makathimo, Executive Director

Monca	Wanjohi,	Finance	Officer

Laura	Kanga,	Resource	Mobilization	Officer

Brian	Kazungu,	Program	Officer

Lucy	Mwongi,	Administration	Officer

Participatory Ecological Land Use Management (PELUM) Uganda 
Stella Lutalo, Country Coordinator

John	Kakeeto,	Finance	and	Administration	Officer

Doreen	Nanyonga,	M&E	and	Documentation	Officer
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UHAI East African Sexual Health & Rights Initiative (EASHRI)
Mutisya	Leonard,	Support	Assistant,	Office	of	the	Executive	Director

Solomon	Wambua,	Program	Officer

Youth Agenda
Susan Mwongera, Executive Director

Organizations that participated in  
focus group discussions  
(FGDs)/learning circles

Spring Strategies Financial 
Sustainability Program Documents
•	 Background	materials	on	case	study	organizations:	baseline	organizational	and	financial	assessment	

by FSP team; baseline and endline individual and organizational surveys; FSP action plans.

• Baseline and Endline Survey Results for the 2012, 2013, and 2014 trainees.

• Financial Sustainability Program Meta Review Outcomes and Process 2012-2013-2014. 

December 2014.

• FSP Accelerator Report (draft), April 2014.

• FSP Deck of Tools for Financial Sustainability Program (18 powerpoint presentations for 

individual training sessions), June 2015.

• FSP Graduation Day Notes, May 2013; December 2013; December 2014.

•	 “Grant	Proposal	Financial	Sustainability	–	‘Accompaniment	and	Impact	Acceleration	for	

Visionaries on the Frontlines of Social Change.’” Submitted to the Ford Foundation East 

Africa, January 2015.

•	 “Orienting	towards	Financial	Sustainability:	A	Capacity	Development	Program	with	Civil	

Society	organizations	in	East	Africa	–	Interim	Review:	Reflection	on	the	Outcomes	and	

Process.” June 2013

June 1, Kenya June 3, Kenya June 4, Uganda

• Association of Media 

Women in Kenya

• Constitution & Reform 

Education Consortium

• Media Policy Research 

Centre

• Moving the Goalposts 

• Women’s Empowerment 

Link

• African Woman and Child 

Features Service

• Centre for MultiParty 

Democracy - Kenya

• Haki Jamii

• Tanzania Media Women’s 

Association

• Uganda Media Women’s 

Association

• Youth Agenda

• Africa 2000 Network

• Forum for Women in 

Democracy

• International Governance 

Alliance

• United Organization for 

Batwa Development in 

Uganda
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• Participant Evaluations of FSP Workshops in Kenya and Uganda (2014), Kenya (June 2015).

•	 Sprenger,	Ellen.	“Theory	of	Change	Essentials	of	the	Financial	Sustainability	Program.”	

(internal document), April 13, 2015.

Participating Organizations in East Africa

• ACODE

• Africa 2000 Network 

(A2N) 

• African Woman and Child 

Features Service (AWC)

• Agency for Cooperation 

and Research in 

Development (ACORD)

• Akili Dada

• Arid Lands Information 

Network (ALIN)

• Association of Media 

Women in Kenya (AMWIK)

• Box Girls

• Buni Media

• Centre for Minority Rights 

Development (CEMIRIDE)

• Centre for Multi Party 

Democracy Kenya 

• Centre for Rights 

Education and Awareness 

(CREAW)

• Community Aid 

International (CAI)

• The Coalition on Violence 

Against Women (COVAW)

• Constitution & Reform 

Education Consortium 

(CRECO)

• FEMNET - The African 

Women’s Development 

and Communication 

Network

• Forum for Women in 

Democracy (FOWODE)

• Friends of Lake Turkana

• Go Down Arts Centre

• Go Sheng

• Great Lakes Institute for 

Strategic Studies (GLiSS)

• Haki Jamii – Kenya

• Hatua Trust

• Il’laramatak Community 

Concerns (ICC)

• Institute for Law 

and Environmental 

Governance (ILEG)

• International Governance 

Alliance (IGA)

• Isis-Women’s International 

Cross Cultural Exchange 

(Isis-WICCE)

• Kenya Human Rights 

Commission (KHRC)

• Kenya Land Alliance (KLA)

• Kenya Poultry farmers 

Association (KEPOFA)

• Kimbilio Trust

• Kituo Cha Katiba

• Kituo Cha Sheria

• Kwani Trust

• Land Development and 

Governance Institute 

(LDGI)

• Legal and Human Rights 

Centre (LHRC)

• Media Development in 

Africa (MEDEVA)

• Media Policy Research 

Centre (MPRC)

•	 Moving	the	Goalposts	Kilifi

• Muslims for Human Rights 

(MUHURI)

• National Gay and Lesbian 

Human Rights Commission 

(NGLHRC)

• Nnabagereka 

Development Foundation 

(NDF)

• Pastoralist Indigenous 

NGOS Forum (PINGOS 

Forum)

• PELUM Uganda

• Platform for Citizen 

Participation and 

Accountability Ltd. 

(PLACA)

• Rural Women Peace Link 

(RWPL)

• Tanzania Gender 

Networking Programme 

(TGNP)

• Tanzania Media Women’s 

Association (TAMWA)

• Twaweza Communications

• Urgent Action Fund (UAF) 

- Africa

• Uganda Land Alliance 

(ULA)

• Uganda Media Women’s 

Association (UMWA)

• Uganda Women 

Entrepreneurs Association 

Ltd. (UWEAL)

• UHAI EASHRI - the East 

African Sexual Health and 

Rights Initiative

• Ujamaa Centre

• United Organisation for 

Batwa Development in 

Uganda (UOBDU)

• Women’s Empowerment 

Link (WEL)

• Youth Agenda
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